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A bstract

In theconsensusm odelofSznajd,opinionsareintegersand a ran-

dom ly chosen pairofneighbouringagentswith thesam eopinion forces

alltheir neighbours to share that opinion. W e propose a sim ple ex-

tension ofthem odelto continuousopinions,based on thecriterion of

bounded con�dence which isatthe basisofotherpopularconsensus

m odels. Here the opinion s is a realnum ber between 0 and 1,and

a param eter � is introduced such that two agents are com patible if

theiropinionsdi�erfrom each otherby lessthan �.Iftwo neighbour-

ing agents are com patible,they take the m ean sm oftheir opinions

and try to im pose thisvalue to theirneighbours. W e �nd thatifall

neighbourstake the average opinion sm the system reachescom plete

consensusforany valueofthecon�dencebound �.W eproposeaswell

a weakerprescription forthedynam icsand discussthecorresponding

results.

Keywords:Sociophysics,M onteCarlo sim ulations.

1 Introduction

The consensus m odelofSznajd [1]hasrapidly acquired im portance in the

new �eldofcom putationalsociophysics[2,3],whereonetriestom odelsociety

asa system ofagentswhich interactwith each other,with theultim ateaim

to explain the occurrence at a globallevelofcom plex phenom ena like the

form ation ofhierarchies[4]and consensus[1,5,6,7,8].

In theoriginalform ulation ofSznajd,theagentssiton thesitesofa one-

dim ensionalchain,and the opinion variable s can take only the values �1

(’up’or ’down’). In this respect the Sznajd m odelcan be considered the
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"Ising m odelofopinion dynam ics". Initially each agent takes opinion +1

with probability p and �1 with probability 1� p.Thedynam icsisbased on

theprinciplethatiftwo friendssharethesam eopinion,they m ay succeed in

convincingtheiracquaintancesoftheiropinion ("united westand,divided we

fall").In theSznajd algorithm ,onerandom ly choosesapairofneighbouring

agentsiand i+ 1 and check whethertheiropinionssi and si+ 1 arethesam e

(++ or��). Ifthisisthe case,theirneighbours i� 1 and i+ 2 take the

opinion ofiand i+ 1 (so one �nally hassi� 1 = si = si+ 1 = si+ 2). Itm ay

ofcourse happen thatsi6=si+ 1 (+� or�+). In thiscase,each agentofthe

pair"im poses" itsopinion to the neighbourofthe otheragentofthe pair,

so si� 1 = si+ 1 and si+ 2 = si.Thissecond rulehasusually been neglected in

thesuccessive studieson theSznajd m odel.In theseworksoneused theso-

called "basic" Sznajd dynam ics,wheretheopinionsoftheneighboursofthe

chosen pairofagentschangeonly ifthetwo agentsagree,otherwisenothing

happens. In itsbasic version,the Sznajd dynam icsleadsto a con�guration

where allagents share the sam e opinion (consensus),for any value ofthe

initialconcentration p of(up)opinions. Ifp < 1=2 (> 1=2)allagents will

haveopinion �1 (+1)in the�nalcon�guration.

In this paperwe willm ainly dealwith the basic Sznajd dynam ics,but

we willaswellpresent interesting results corresponding to the originalSz-

najd prescription.M eanwhile a lotisknown on thism odel.A greatdealof

re�nem entshave been introduced,which can be grouped in two categories:

variationsofthesocialtopology and m odi�cationsofthe"convincing" rule.

Severallatticetopologieshavebeen adopted,sim plesquare[9],cubic[10],tri-

angular[11],dilute[12],etc.M oreover,network topologieshavealsobeen in-

vestigated,likepseudo-fractal[13]and especially scalefreenetworks[10,14],

which are currently very popular[15].Asfarasthedynam icsisconcerned,

onehasexplored whathappenswhen ineighbouring sites(i� 1),notneces-

sarily two,convincetheirneighbours,forthecasesi= 1 (singlesite)[13,16]

and i= 3 [13,14]. Furtherm ore,one has also studied the case where the

possiblenum berofopinion statesislargerthan two [10,13,17,19,20].The

interestin theSznajd m odelisnotsim ply academ ic,aswith thism odelone

wasable to reproduce the distribution ofthe num berofcandidatesaccord-

ing to the num ber ofvotes they received in Brazilian and Indian elections

[10,13].

Herewedonotwanttoconcentrateon speci�capplicationsorre�nem ents

ofthem odel,butratherreform ulateitforthecasein which opinionsarereal

num bers.Therearetwo reasonswhy thisform ulation could beim portant:
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� it deals with the case in which each individualhas,atleast initially,

itsown attitude/opinion,so one doesnothave to introduce the total

num berofpossibleopinionsasa param eter;

� it allows a direct com parison ofthe Sznajd dynam ics and its predic-

tionswith the othertwo consensusm odelswith realopinions,thatof

De�uantetal.[6]and thatofKrause-Hegselm ann (KH)[7].

W e startfrom a society where the relationshipsbetween the people are

represented by the edges ofa graph,notnecessarily a regularlattice. The

�rststep ofthe algorithm consistsin assigning to each agenta realnum ber

between 0 and 1 with uniform probability.Afterthat,asin theprescription

ofSznajd,we choose a pairofneighbouring agents(i,j)and com paretheir

opinions si and sj. This is the point where we need to introduce a new

prescription.Theopinions,beingreal,can neverbeequal,asrequired by the

Sznajd rule,butwehavetosoften thiscondition.Asam atteroffact,instead

ofequality,wecan dem and "closeness",i.e.thatthetwoopinionsm ustdi�er

from each otherby lessthan som e realnum ber�. Thisim m ediately recalls

the principle ofBounded Con�dence which characterizesboth the m odelof

De�uantetal. and thatofKH.There the param eter� iscalled con�dence

bound and,ifjsi� sjj< �,thetwo agentsarecom patible,in thesense that

theirpositionsare close enough to allow a discussion (interaction)between

them ;the discussion leadsto a m odi�cation oftheirpositions. In ourcase,

we shallkeep the denom ination ofcon�dence bound for�,butthe concept

acquiresaslightlystrongerm eaning:wesaythatifjsi� sjj< � thetwoagents

arecom patibleenough to share thesam eopinion sm aftertheirinteraction,

wheresm = (si+ sj)=2.Thisisactually whathappensin theDe�uantm odel

when theso-called convergenceparam eter� = 1=2 [6].Ifinstead iand jare

notcom patible,both iand j m aintain theiropinionssi and sj.

Now we m ustde�ne whathappensto the opinionsofthe neighboursof

thepair(i;j).Ifiand j are notcom patible,we do nothing,asin the basic

version ofSznajd we m entioned above.Ifiand j arecom patible,we devise

two possible prescriptions,that we call"Strong Continuous (SC) Sznajd"

and "W eak Continuous(W C)Sznajd" such that:

� in SC Sznajd,allneighbourstaketheopinion sm ofthepair,indepen-

dently oftheirown opinions;

� in W C Sznajd,only theagentswhich arecom patiblewith theirneigh-

bour in the pair (i;j) take the opinion sm ,where the com patibility
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refersto the opinion ofthe neighbourcentersite iorj before itgets

updated to sm .

W e shallsee that these two prescriptions lead to very di�erent results.

W e update the opinions ofthe agents in the following way: we m ake an

ordered sweep over allagents,and,for each agent i,we select at random

one ofitsneighboursand apply ourversion ofthe Sznajd prescription. W e

repeat the procedure over and over untilwe �nd that,after a sweep,the

opinion ofeach agentdid notchangeappreciably,where"appreciably" forus

m eansbym orethan 10� 9.W erem arkthatin allstudieson theSznajd m odel

one usually perform ed random and notsequentialupdates: forthisreason

we m ade som e tests with random updating,and the results are the sam e

forSC Sznajd and essentially the sam e forW C Sznajd. In allsim ulations

we adopted two kinds ofgraphs to describe society,a square lattice with

periodic boundary conditionsand a Barab�asi-Albert(BA)network [21]. A

BA network with N vertices can be constructed with a sim ple dynam ical

procedure.Firstonehasto specify theoutdegree m ofthevertices,i.e.the

num berofedgeswhich originate from a vertex. One startsfrom m vertices

which areallconnected toeach otherand addsfurtherN � m verticesoneat

a tim e.W hen a new vertex isadded,itselectsm ofthepre-existing vertices

asneighbours,sothattheprobabilitytogetlinked toavertex isproportional

to thenum berofitsneighbours.

Sinceoneneedsto �x thevalueofthecon�dencebound � beforestarting

thesim ulation,theresultswillin generaldepend on � and weshallinvestigate

thisdependence.LetusstarttopresenttheresultsrelativetoSC Sznajd.In

allsim ulationswehavecarriedon,bothonthelatticeandonBA networks,we

found thatthesystem convergestoacon�guration whereallagentshaveone

and the sam e opinion (com plete consensus),forany value of�.Thisresult,

which m atches thatofthe originaldiscrete version,shows thatthe Sznajd

dynam ics is m ost e�ective to achieve a fullsynchronization ofthe agents.

W e rem ark thatthe resultholdsindependently ofthe initialdistribution of

opinions,which needsnotbe uniform . W e also found thatthe value ofthe

�nalopinion sf ofthe agents isnot1=2,asin the m odelsofDe�uantand

KH,but it can take any value in a range centered at 1=2. The width of

the range and the probability distribution ofsf depend on �. In Fig. 1 we

show theprobabilitydistribution ofsf forasquarelatticeandfourvaluesof�,

obtained from 100000runs.Asonecan see,thehistogram sareallsym m etric

with respectto the centeropinion 1=2,asexpected,buttheirshape varies
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with �. W e distinguish three characteristic pro�les,
at,double peaked and

singlepeaked forlow,interm ediateand high valuesof�,respectively.In the

caseofa singlepeak,wehavenoticed thatthewidth shrinksapproxim ately

as1=
p
N ,when N increases;so the peak isprobably doom ed to becom e a

�-function centered at1=2 when N ! 1 . On the otherhand,atlow �,we

noticed thatthe histogram doesnotchange appreciably when N increases.

Thism eansthatthere m ustbe som e �c such thatif� < �c the �nalopinion

sf fallsin a �niterangeofopinions,ifinstead � > �c sf = 1=2.
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Figure 1: Probability distribution ofthe �nalsurviving opinion forStrong

ContinuousSznajd.Thesocialtopology isa squarelatticewith 2500 sites.

Sincethestructureofthe�nalopinion con�guration isalwaysthesam e,

i.e.consensus,wechecked whathappensifweadd to theconvincing ruleof

the basic Sznajd dynam ics the "anti-ferrom agnetic" prescription originally

introduced in thesem inalpaper[1],forthecasein which theopinionsofthe

agentsofthe random ly selected pair(i;j)are notcom patible. In thiscase,

theextension to ourcaseistrivial:theneighboursofitaketheopinion ofj
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Figure 2: Fraction ofsam ples with com plete consensus and bi-polarization

for Strong Continuous Sznajd with both "ferrom agnetic" and "anti-

ferrom agnetic" coupling. The agents sit on the sites ofa square lattice of

sideL = 40.

and viceversa.The e�ectofthism orecom plex dynam icsisthatthesystem

can convergeto oneofonly two possiblesituations:eitherthereiscom plete

consensus,likebefore,orthereisa perfectsplitting ofthecom m unity in two

factions,with exactly halfoftheagentssharing eitheropinion.In thiscase,

too,onecon�rm stheresultobtained with thediscreteSznajd m odel,where

one would have either a perfect ferrom agnet (allagents with opinions +1

or �1),or a perfect antiferrom agnet (with the opinions +1 and �1 which

regularly alternatein thechain/lattice).Indeed,when thepopulation splits

in two factions,thetwo opinionsregularly alternateon thelattice,asthisis

theonly possiblestablesituation di�erentfrom consensus.In Fig.2 weplot

theprobability ofhavingeitherofthe�nalstates,i.e.thefraction ofsam ples

in which we obtained consensus orbi-polarization,fordi�erentvaluesof�.

Society is a square lattice and the totalnum ber ofsam ples is 1000. W e
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Figure3:Fraction ofsam pleswith com pleteconsensusasa function of�,for

W eak ContinuousSznajd on two squarelatticeswith 2500and 10000agents.

noticethatbi-polarization isvery likely to occuratlow valuesof�,whereas

one alwaysobtainsconsensusfor� largerthan about0:4 (although the real

threshold isprobably 1=2,asin them odelofDe�uant[22]).

Now we turn to W eak Continuous Sznajd. W e believe that this is a

m orerealisticim plem entation oftheSznajd dynam ics,asonly peoplewhose

positionsaresom ewhatcloseto each othercan bein
uenced.Thefactthat

weapply bounded con�dencetotheneighboursaswelldram atically changes

thescenario.Now onecan havea variablenum berofopinion clustersin the

�nalcon�guration,depending on the value ofthe con�dence bound,as in

the m odelsofDe�uantand KH.First,we tried to determ ine the threshold

for com plete consensus. For this purpose we calculated again the fraction

ofsam pleswith a single surviving opinion,outof1000 totalcon�gurations,

for severalvalues of�. Fig. 3 shows the results,where we took again a

square lattice topology and two di�erentsizesto investigate the lim itwhen

the num ber ofagents goes to in�nity. From the �gure it is clear that the
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Figure4:Averagenum beroflargeopinion clustersasafunction of� forW eak

ContinuousSznajd,De�uantand Krause-Hegselm ann. The socialtopology

isa scalefreenetwork �a la Barab�asi-Albertwith 1000 vertices.

threshold forcom pleteconsensusis1=2,asin them odelofDe�uant[22].A

sim ilaranalysison Barab�asi-Albertnetworkscon�rm stheresult.

Next, we com pared the m odelwith the other two continuous opinion

m odels,De�uantand KH.Oneofthem ostim portantissuesisthevariation

with � ofthe num ber ofclusters in the �nalcon�guration. W e decided to

focuson largeclusters:wesay thata clusterislargeifitincludesm orethanp
N agents,whereN isasusualthesizeofthetotalpopulation.Asam atter

offact,especially when N isnottoolarge,asin thecaseswehaveexam ined,

it quite often happens that in the �nalcon�guration severalclusters with

very few agentsco-existwith largerones. M ostsm allclustersare artefacts

dueto the�nitesizeofthesystem ,and would disappearifN becom eslarge.

That is why we focus on large clusters, which represent m ost ofthe real

parties/factionscreated by thedynam icsin thelim itN ! 1 .Fig.4 shows

thepattern ofthelargeclusterm ultiplicity with �,forW C Sznajd,De�uant
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andKH,respectively.Thesystem isascalefreenetwork�alaBarab�asi-Albert,

with 1000vertices.Furthersim ulationsatlargerN indicatethatthepattern

shown in the �gure is nearly asym ptotic,i.e. does not change appreciably

when N increases. W e see that there is a sort ofm onotonic relationship

between the threem odels:fora given � there arem ore largeclustersin the

�nalcon�guration forW C Sznajd than forDe�uant,and m oreforDe�uant

than forKH.In particularonehasto go to m uch highervaluesof� forW C

Sznajd in orderto obtain a single large clusterin the �nalcon�guration,a

situation which isinstead m uch easierto reach fortheothertwo m odels.

In conclusion,we have presented a generalization ofthe Sznajd dynam -

icsto real-valued opinions,based on bounded con�dence.W eproposed two

prescriptionsforupdating theopinions,which di�erfrom each otherby the

in
uenceoftherandom ly selected pairof(com patible)agentson theirneigh-

bours.According to the�rstrule,allneighboursaccepttheaverageopinion

ofthepair.In thiscase,thefateofthesystem issim ple:allagentswillend

up with thesam eopinion atsom estage.Thesecond rule,instead,lim itsthe

in
uenceofthepaironlytothoseneighbourswhich arecom patiblewith their

friend in thepair.In thiscase onecan have any num berofopinion clusters

in the�nalcon�guration,depending on �,and consensusisattained only for

� > 1=2.Thelatterprescription turnsoutto belesse�ective to createlarge

opinion clustersthan thedynam icsofDe�uantand Krause-Hegselm ann.

Ithank D.Stau�erfora criticalreading ofthe m anuscript. Igratefully

acknowledge the �nancialsupportofthe DFG Forschergruppe undergrant

FOR 339/2-1.
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