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A bstract

In the consensusm odelof Szna §, opinions are integers and a ran-—
dom Iy chosen pair ofneighbouring agents w ith the sam e opinion forces
all their neighbours to share that opinion. W e propose a sin plk ex—
tension of the m odel to continuous opinions, based on the criterion of
bounded con dence which is at the basis of other popular consensus
m odels. Here the opinion s is a real number between 0 and 1, and
a param eter is introduced such that two agents are com patble if
their opinions di er from each other by less than . Iftwo neighbour-
Ing agents are com patible, they take the mean s, of their opinions
and try to In pose this value to their neighbours. W e nd that ifall
neighbours take the average opinion s, the system reaches com plte
consensus for any valie ofthe con dencebound .W epropossaswell
a weaker prescription for the dynam ics and discuss the corresponding
resuls.

K eywords: Sociophysics, M onte C arlo sim ulations.

1 Introduction

The consensus m odel of Szna§ [I] has rapidly acquired im portance in the
new eld ofcom putationalsociophysics B, 3], where one tries tom odelsociety
as a system of agents which interact w ith each other, w ith the ultin ate ain
to explain the occurrence at a global level of com plex phenom ena lke the
form ation of hierarchies §] and consensus I, 5,4, 77, §1.

In the origihal form ulation of Szna{, the agents sit on the sites of a one-
din ensional chain, and the opinion variabl s can take only the values 1
("'up’ or 'down’). In this resgpect the Sznaf m odel can be considered the
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"Ising m odel of opinion dynam ics". Initially each agent takes opinion + 1
w ith probability p and 1 with probability 1 p. T he dynam ics isbased on
the principle that iftwo fidends share the sam e opinion, they m ay sucoeed In
convincing their acquaintances of theiropinion ("unied we stand, divided we
211"). In the Szna { algorithm , one random ly chooses a pair of neighbouring
agents iand i+ 1 and check whether their opinions s; and si. ; are the sam e
++ or ). If this is the case, their neighbours i 1 and i+ 2 take the
ophhion ofiand i+ 1 (so one nally hass; 1 = s; = Si1 = Si2). Ikmay
of course happen that s;6si,; (+ or +). In this cass, each agent of the
pair "in poses" its opinion to the neighbour of the other agent of the pair,
S0 S; 1 = Sir1 and Si 2 = S;. This second rule has usually been neglected in
the sucoessive studies on the Szna§ m odel. In these works one used the so-
called "basic" Szna T dynam ics, where the opinions of the neighbours of the
chosen pair of agents change only if the two agents agree, otherw ise nothing
happens. In its basic version, the Szna{ dynam ics leads to a con guration
where all agents share the sam e opinion (consensus), for any value of the
Iniial concentration p of (up) opihions. Ifp < 1=2 ¢ 1=2) allagents will
have opinion 1 + 1) in the nalcon guration.

In this paper we willm ainly dealw ith the basic Szna§l dynam ics, but
we will as well present Interesting results corresponding to the original Sz—
na{ prescription. M eanwhile a lot is known on thism odel. A great dealof
re nem ents have been introduced, which can be grouped in two categories:
variations of the social topology and m odi cations of the "convincing” rule.
Several lattice topologies have been adopted, sin pke square @], cubic 101, tri-
angular {[1], dilute [12], etc. M oreover, netw ork topologies have also been in—
vestigated, lke pssudo—fractal [[3]and especially scale free networks f10,14],
which are currently very popular {13]. A s far as the dynam ics is concemed,
one has explored what happens when i neighbouring sites (1 1), not neces—
sarily two, convince their neighbours, for the cases i= 1 (singlke site) [13,16]
and 1= 3 [13, 14]. Furthem ore, one has also studied the case where the
possible num ber of opinion states is larger than two {10,13,171,19,20]. The
Interest in the Szna @ m odel is not sim ply academ ic, as w ith thism odel one
was abl to reproduce the distribution of the num ber of candidates accord—
Ing to the number of votes they received In Brazilian and Indian elections
[d, 131

Herewe do not want to concentrate on speci ¢ applicationsor re nem ents
ofthem ode], but rather reform ulate it for the case n which opinhionsare real
num bers. T here are two reasons why this form ulation could be in portant:



it deals with the case In which each individual has, at least niially,
its own attitude/opinion, so one does not have to introduce the total
num ber of possbl cpinions as a param eter;

it allow s a direct com parison of the Szna{l dynam ics and is predic-
tions w ith the other two consensus m odels w ith real opinions, that of
De uant et al. ] and that ofK rauseHegsemann KH) [7].

W e start from a society where the relationships between the pecplk are

represented by the edges of a graph, not necessarily a regqular lattice. The

rst step of the algorithm consists In assigning to each agent a realnum ber
between 0 and 1 w ith uniform probabiliy. A fter that, as In the prescription
of Szna{, we choose a pair of neighbouring agents (i, j) and com pare their
opinions s; and sy. This is the point where we need to introduce a new
prescription. T he opinions, being real, can never be equal, as required by the
Szna{ rul, but we have to soften this condition. A sam atter of fact, instead
ofequality, we can dem and "closeness", ie. that the two ophionsmust di er
from each other by lss than some realnumber . This Inm ediately recalls
the principle of Bounded Con dence which dcharacterizes both the m odel of
De uant et al. and that of KH . There the param eter is called con dence
bound and, if F; s3j< , the two agents are com patible, in the sense that
their positions are close enough to allow a discussion (interaction) between
them ; the discussion lads to a m odi cation of their positions. In our cass,
we shall keep the denom nation of con dence bound for , but the concept
acquires a slightly strongerm eaning: we say that if 5; s5j< thetwo agents
are com patible enough to share the sam e opinion s, after their interaction,
wheres, = (s;+ sy)=2. Thisisactually what happens in theD e uant m odel
when the so-called convergence param eter = 1=2 [g]. If .nstead iand j are
not com patible, both iand jmaintain their opinions s; and s;.

Now we must de ne what happens to the opinions of the neighbours of
the pair (i;J). If i and j are not com patble, we do nothing, as in the basic
version of Szna§l we m entioned above. If 1 and j are com patble, we devise
two possibl prescriptions, that we call "Strong C ontinuous (SC) Szna "
and "W eak Continuous W C) Sznafd" such that:

In SC Sznad, all neighbours take the opinion g ofthe pair, indepen—
dently of their own opinions;

In W C Szna{, only the agents which are com patible w ith their neigh—
bour In the pair (i;]j) take the opiion s, , where the com patioility



refers to the opinion of the neighbour center site i or j before it gets
updated to s, .

W e shall see that these two prescriptions lad to very di erent results.
W e update the opinions of the agents in the follow ing way: we m ake an
ordered sweep over all agents, and, for each agent i, we select at random
one of its neighbours and apply our version of the Szna{ prescription. W e
repeat the proocedure over and over until we nd that, after a sweep, the
opinion ofeach agent did not change appreciably, where "appreciably" forus
m eansby m orethan 10 °. W e rem ark that in allstudies on the Szna m odel
one usually perform ed random and not sequential updates: for this reason
we made som e tests with random updating, and the resuls are the same
for SC Szna{ and essentially the same for W C Szna{. In all sinulations
we adopted two kinds of graphs to describbe society, a square lattice w ith
periodic boundary conditions and a BarabastA bert BA) network RIL]. A
BA network with N vertices can be constructed wih a simpl dynam ical
procedure. F irst one has to specify the outdegree m of the vertices, ie. the
num ber of edges which origihate from a vertex. O ne starts from m vertices
which are all connected to each otherand adds furtherN m vertices one at
atine. W hen a new vertex isadded, it selectsm ofthe preexisting vertices
asneighbours, so that the probability to get linked to a vertex isproportional
to the num ber of its neighbours.

Sihce one needsto x the value ofthe con dence bound before starting
the sin ulation, the resultsw ill in generaldepend on  and we shall investigate
this dependence. Let us start to present the results relative to SC Sznad. In
allsin ulationswe have carried on, both on the Jattice and on BA networks, we
found that the system converges to a con guration where all agents have one
and the sam e opinion (com plete consensus), for any value of . This resul,
which m atches that of the origihal discrete version, show s that the Szna{l
dynam ics is m ost e ective to achieve a full synchronization of the agents.
W e ram ark that the result holds ndependently of the initial distrioution of
opinions, which needs not be uniform . W e also found that the value of the

nal opinion s¢ of the agents is not 1=2, as in the m odels of D e uant and
KH, but i can take any value In a range centered at 1=2. The width of
the range and the probability distrbbution of s depend on . In Fig.'l we
show theprobability distribution ofsy fora square lattice and ourvaluesof ,
obtained from 100000 runs. A sone can see, the histogram s are all sym m etric
w ith respect to the center opinion 1=2, as expected, but their shape varies



wih . W e distinguish three characteristic pro ls, at, doubl peaked and
single peaked for low , interm ediate and high values of , respectively. In the
case %‘E a single peak, we have noticed that the w idth shrinks approxin ately
asl= N ,when N increases; so the peak is probably doom ed to becom e a

—flinction centered at 1I=2 when N ! 1 . On the otherhand, at ow , we
noticed that the histogram does not change appreciably when N increases.
Thism eans that theremust be some . such that if < . the nalopinion
s¢ 2lls n a nite range of opinions, if instead > s = 1=2.
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Figure 1: P robability distrdoution of the nal surviving opinion for Strong
Continuous Sznaf. The social topology is a square lattice w ith 2500 sites.

Since the structure ofthe nalopinion con guration is always the sam e,
ie. consensus, we checked what happens if we add to the convincing rule of
the basic Szna{ dynam ics the "anti-ferrom agnetic" prescription originally
introduced in the sem inalpaper [], orthe case in which the opinions of the
agents of the random ly selected pair (i;j) are not com patble. In this cass,
the extension to our case is trivial: the neighbours of i take the opinion of j
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Figure 2: Fraction of sam ples w ith com plete consensus and bipolarization
for Strong Continuous Szna§@ with both "ferrom agnetic" and "anti-
ferrom agnetic" coupling. The agents sit on the sites of a square lattice of
side L = 40.

and viceversa. The e ect of thism ore com plex dynam ics is that the system
can converge to one of only two possbl situations: either there is com plete
consensus, like before, or there is a perfect splitting of the comm unity in two
factions, w ith exactly half of the agents sharing either opinion. In this case,
too, one con m s the result obtained w ith the discrete Sznad m odel, w here
one would have either a perfect ferrom agnet (all agents w ith opinions +1
or 1), or a perfect antiferrom agnet W ith the opinions +1 and 1 which
regularly altemate in the chain/lattice). Indeed, when the population splits
In two factions, the two opinions regularly altemate on the lattice, as this is
the only possble stable situation di erent from consensus. h Fig. 2 we plot
the probability ofhaving either ofthe nalstates, ie. the fraction of sam ples
In which we obtained consensus or bipolarization, for di erent values of
Society is a square lattice and the total num ber of sam ples is 1000. W e
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Figure 3: Fraction of sam plesw ith com plete consensus as a function of , for
W eak Continuous Szna on two square Jattices w ith 2500 and 10000 agents.

notice that bipolarization is very lkely to occur at low valuies of , whereas
one always obtains consensus for Jlarger than about 04 (@lthough the real
threshold is probably 1=2, as In them odelofD e uant R2]).
Now we tum to W eak Continuous Szna§. W e believe that this is a
m ore realistic in plem entation ofthe Szna dynam ics, as only people whose
positions are som ew hat close to each other can be In uenced. The fact that
we apply bounded con dence to the neighbours as welldram atically changes
the socenario. Now one can have a variable num ber of opinion clusters in the
nal con guration, depending on the value of the con dence bound, as in
the m odels of D e uant and KH . First, we tried to detemm ine the threshold
for com plete consensus. For this purmpose we calculated again the fraction
of sam ples w ith a singlke surviving opinion, out of 1000 total con gurations,
for ssveral values of . Fig. '3 shows the results, where we took again a
square Jattice topology and two di erent sizes to nvestigate the lin it when
the number of agents goes to in nity. From the gure it is clear that the
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Figure 4: A verage num ber of large opinion clustersasa function of forW eak
Continuous Szna{, D e uant and K rauseH egseIn ann. T he social topology
is a scale free network a la BarabasiA bert w ith 1000 vertices.

threshold for com plete consensus is 1=2, as in them odelofD e uant R2]. A
sim ilar analysis on B arabasiA bert networks con m s the resul.
Next, we com pared the m odel w ith the other two continuous opinion
m odels, D e uant and KH .0 ne of them ost in portant issues is the varation
wih  of the number of clusters In the nal con guration. W e decided to
ﬂ';)g;ls on large clusters: we say that a cluster is Jarge if it includes m ore than
N agents, whereN isasusualthe size ofthe totalpopulation. A sam atter
of fact, especially when N isnot too large, as In the cases we have exam ined,
it quite often happens that In the nal con guration several clusters w ih
very few agents co-exist with Jarger ones. M ost am all clusters are artefacts
due to the nite size ofthe system , and would disappear ifN becom es large.
That is why we focus on large clusters, which represent m ost of the real
parties/factions created by thedynam ics in the Im £ N ! 1 .Fig.4 shows
the pattemn ofthe large clusterm ultiplicity with , forW C Szna{, D e uant



and K H , respectively. T he systam isa scale freenetwork a la B arabasiA bert,
w ith 1000 vertices. Further sin ulations at lJarger N indicate that the pattem
shown In the gure is nearly asym ptotic, ie. does not change appreciably
when N increases. W e see that there is a sort of m onotonic relationship
between the threem odels: fora given there are m ore large clusters In the
naloon guration forW C Szna{ than forD e uant, and m ore forD e uant
than for KH . In particular one has to go to much higher values of forW C
Szna® In order to obtain a singk large cluster n the naloon guration, a
situation which is nstead much easier to reach for the other two m odels.

In conclusion, we have presented a generalization of the Szna dynam —
ics to realvalued opinions, based on bounded con dence. W e proposed two
prescriptions for updating the opinions, which di er from each other by the
In uence ofthe random ly selected pair of (com patible) agents on their neigh—
bours. A ccording to the st rule, allneighbours accept the average opinion
of the pair. In this case, the fate of the system is sinple: allagents willend
up w ith the sam e opinion at som e stage. T he second rule, Instead, lin its the
In uence ofthepaironly to those neighbourswhich are com patible w ith their
frend In the pair. In this case one can have any num ber of opinion clusters
In the nalcon guration, depending on , and consensus is attained only for

> 1=2. The latter prescription tums out to be lss e ective to create large
opinion clusters than the dynam ics ofD e uant and K rauseH egseln ann.

Ithank D . Stau er for a critical reading of the m anuscript. I gratefully
acknow ledge the nancial support of the DFG Forschergruppe under grant
FOR 339/2-.

R eferences

[L] K.Szna@W eron and J.Szna{d, Int.J.M od.Phys.C 11, 1157 (2000).

RIW .W eidlich, Sociodynam ics; A System atic A pproach to M athem atical
M odelling in the Social Sciences. H arwood A cadan ic P ublishers, 2000.

B] D .Stau er, TheM onte C arlo M ethod on the P hysical Sciences, edited by

4] E .Bonabeau, G . Theraulaz and J.L.D eneubourg, Physica A 217, 373
(1995).


http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0307133

Bl R.Axelrod, J.Con ict Resolut. 41, 203 (1997).

6] G.De uant, D.Neau, F.Amblard and G . W eidouch, Adv. Com plex
Syst. 3, 87 (2000); G .W eidouch, G .De uant, F.Amblard, and J-P.
Nadal, Com plexity 7, 2002; G .De uant, F .Amblard, G .W eisouch and
T .Faure, Joumal of A rti cial Societies and Social Sinulations 5, issue
4, paper 1 (psss.socsurreyacuk) (2002).

[’/ R.Hegseln ann and U . K rause, Joumal of A rti cial Societies and So—
cial Smulation 5, issue 3, paper 2 (@ssssocsurreyacak) (2002) and
Physics A, in press (2004); U .K rause, Soziake D ynam iken m it vielen in-—
terakteuren. E ine P robkm skizze. Tn U . K rause and M . Stockler Eds.),
M odellierung und Sim ulation von D ynam iken m it vielen interagierenden
Akteuren, 37-51, B ram en University, Jan. 1997.

Bl S.Galam, J.Stat.Phys. 61, 943 (1990) and Physica A 238, 66 (1997).

O] D .Stau er, A .0 .Sousa and S.M ossde O liveira, Int. J.M od.Phys. C
11,1239 (2000).

LO0] A.T.Bemardes, D . Stau er and J.Kertesz, Eur. Phys. J.B 25, 123

1] I.Chang, Int.J.M od.Phys.C 12,1509 (2001).

2] A.A .M oreim, J.S.Jr. Andrade and D . Stau er, Int. J.M od.Phys.C
12,39 (2001).

[13]M .C.Gonzakz, A .0 .Sousa and H .J.Herm ann, Int.J.M od.Phys.C

5] R.ADbertand A .L.Barabasi, Rev.M od.Phys. 74, 47 (2002);M .E.J.
Newman, SIAM Review 45, 167 (2003).

6] R.Ochrombel, Int.J.M od.Phys.C 12, 1091 (2001).

L7]A.T.Bemardes, U.M .S.Costa,A.D .Araup and D . Stau er, Int. J.
Mod.Phys.C 12,159 (2001).

10


http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0111147
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0307537
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0406390

[18] D .Stau er, A .0 .Sousa and C . Schulze, Joumal of A rti cial Socities
and Social Sinulation 7, issue 3, paper 7 (2004).

[19] J.Bonnekoh, Int.J.M od.Phys.C 14, 1231 (2003).

0] D .Stau er, Adv.Compl Syst. 5, 97 (2002) and Int. J.M od. Phys. C
13, 315 (2002).

R1] A .L.Bambasiand R .A bert, Science 286, 509 (1999).

11


http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0406054

