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W ereview theopinion dynam icsin thecom puterm odelsofDe�uantetal.(D),

ofK rause and Hegselm ann (K H),and ofSznajd (S).Allthese m odels allow for

consensus(one�nalopinion),polarization (two �nalopinions),and fragm entation

(m ore than two �nalopinions),depending on how tolerantpeopleare to di�erent

opinions.W e then sim ulate the reactionsofpeople to extrem e events,in thatwe

m odify theopinion ofan individualand investigatehow thedynam icsofa consen-

susm odeldi�usesthisperturbation am ong theotherm em bersofa com m unity.It

often happensthattheoriginalshock induced by theextrem eeventin
uencesthe

opinion ofa big partofthesociety.

1 Introduction

Predicting extrem e events is very im portant when we want to avoid the

losses due to earthquakes,
oods,stock m arket crashes,etc. But it is not

easy,asreading thenewspapersshows.Itism uch easierto claim afterwards

thatonehasan explanation forthisevent.A m orescienti�c question isthe

investigation oftheopinionspeoplehaveafteranextrem eevent:Dotheynow

takeobjectiverisksm oreseriouslythan before? Dopeopletend toexaggerate

therisksand prefertodrivelongdistancesby carinstead ofairplane,shortly

after a plane crash happened? How do these opinion changes depend on

thetim ewhich haselapsed sincetheevent,orthegeographicaldistance? It

is plausible thatthe m ore tim e has elapsed since the last catastrophe,the

less serious is the risk taken by m ostpeople. Less clear isthe in
uence of
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geographicaldistance,e.g. ifthe probability to die ofa terror attack in a

faraway country iscom pared with the\custom ary" risk to dietherefrom a

tra�caccident.

Geipel,H�arta and Pohl[1]looked atthe geography question in a region

ofGerm any where104 yearsago a vulcano erupted and leftthe Laach lake.

The closerthe residentswere to thatlake,the m oreseriously they took the

risk.Butalsotheirgeneralpoliticalorientation wascorrelated with theirrisk

judgm ent.Ontheotherhand,scienti�cannoucem entsled tosom enewspaper

reactionswithin Germ any,independentofthedistance,butdied down after

a few m onths. Other exam ples are the reactions to nuclear power plants

and their accidents. Volker Jentsch (private com m unication) suggested to

sim ulate such reactions to extrem e events on com puters;such sim ulations

areonly possiblewith a reasonablem odelofopinion dynam ics.

A very recentapplication would bethein
uenceofdeadly tsunam isafter

an earthquake on the opinion ofpeople. Those who live on the a�ected

coastsafterthatextrem eeventofDecem ber2004willrem em beritasaclear

danger. Those who life further inwards on the land,away from the coast,

know thattsunam isdo notreach them ,butthey stillhavelearned from the

news aboutthe thousands ofpeople killed. W illthey judge the danger as

higher oras lower than those on the a�ected coastline? And what about

those who live on the coastofa di�erentocean,where such eventsare also

possible buthappened long ago? Thisexam ple showshow the in
uence of

an extrem e eventon the opinion ofthe people can depend on the distances

in tim e and space.Thisisthequestion we wantto sim ulate here in generic

m odels.

Itwould notbedesirableto inventa new opinion dynam icm odeljustfor

thepurpose to study reactionsto extrem e events. Instead,itwould be nice

ifonewould haveonegenerally accepted and welltested m odel,which then

could be applied to extrem e events. No such consensusisevidentfrom the

literature.W ethusconcentratehereon threem odels,D,KH and S (De�uant

et al. [2],Krause and Hegselm ann [3]and Sznajd [4]) which are currently

used alottosim ulateopinion dynam ics;weignoretheoldervoterm odels[5]

orthoseofAxelrod [6],ofGalam [7]and ofW u and Huberm an [8],tom ention

justsom e exam ples. W e willnotclaim thatasa resultofthese sim ulations

onem ay predictpublicreaction;wem erely claim thatsim ulationslikethese

could bea usefulstarting pointin thisresearch �eld.

Ofcourse,one m ay question in generalwhether hum an beings can be

sim ulated on com puterswhere only a few num bersdescribe the whole per-
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son. M ore than two m illenia ago,the Greek philosopher Em pedokles al-

ready paved the way to these com putersim ulation by stating (according to

J.M im kes),thatsom e people are like wine and water,m ixing easily,while

others are like oiland water,refusing to m ix. Thus he reduced the com -

plexity ofhum an opinionsto two choices,likehydrophilicorhydrophobicin

chem istry,spin up orspin down in physics,0 or1 in com puterscience.And

in today’sdeveloped countries,we takeregularpollson whetherpeoplelike

theirgovernm ent,allowing only a few choiceslike:very m uch,yes,neutral,

no,ornotatall. Sim plifying m otherNature thuswasnotstarted by us,is

com m on also in sociology,and hasbeen quitesuccessfulin physics.

2 G eneralO pinion D ynam ics

In this section we review the dynam ics ofm odels D ofDe�uantet al,KH

ofKrause and Hegselm ann, and S ofSznajd [2,3,4]. Their results are

quitesim ilarbutthey di�erin theirruleson how theopinionsarechanged.

An earlier review ofthese m odels was given in [9]with em phasis on the

Sznajd m odel.In thatm odeltwopeoplewhoagreein theiropinionsconvince

suitable neighboursto adoptthisopinion. In m odelD,each person selects

a suitable partner and the two opinions getcloser to each other. ForKH,

each person looks at allsuitable partners and takes their average opinion.

\Suitable" m eansthattheoriginalopinionsarenottoo farfrom each other.

2.1 D e�uant et al

In m odelD [2]allN agentshavean opinion O which can vary continuously

between zero and one.Each agentselectsrandom ly oneofthe otheragents

and checks�rstifan exchange ofopinionsm akessense.Ifthe two opinions

di�erby m orethan � (0< � < 1),thetwo refuseto discussand no opinion is

changed;otherwiseeach opinion m ovespartlyin thedirection oftheother,by

an am ount��O ,where�O istheopinion di�erenceand � theconvergence

param eter (0 < � < 1=2). The param eter � is called con�dence bound or

con�dence interval. For � > 1=2 allopinions converge towards a centrist

one,while for � < 1=2 separate opinions survive;the num ber ofsurviving

opinionsin thelattercasevariesas1=�.Besidessim ulations,also analytical

approxim ationswerem ade[10]which agreewellwith thesim ulations.

Fig.1 showsa consensusform ation with thenum berofsim ulated people
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Figure1:Standard D m odel,450 m illionsagents,� = 0:4;� = 0:3,opinions

divided in 20 intervals. Shown are intervals1 (+),2 (x),10 (stars),and 11

(squares).
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closeto thatin theEuropean Union,450 m illions,and � = 0:4;� = 0:3.To

plottheresults,theopinionswerebinned into20intervals.W eshow intervals

1,2,10 and 11 only.Initially,the num bersofopinionswere thesam e in all

intervals;soon two centristopinionsdom inateuntil�nally oneofthem eats

up the other. Independent ofthispowerstruggle,som e extrem ist opinions

survivein theintervalscloseto zero and closeto one.Theseextrem istwings

[11]areageneralpropertyfor� < 1=2butarenotthethem eofthis\extrem e"

book.

Variousvariantsofthisstandard version werepublished.Itisnum erically

easier to look atinteger opinions O = 1;2;3:::;Q instead ofcontinuously

varying O ;a precursorofsuch work isGalam and M oscovici[12]whereboth

discreteopinions(0,1)and opinionsin between wereallowed.Iftheopinions

O = 1;2;:::Q areintegers,onecan determ ineunam biguously iftwoopinions

agreeordi�er.The above expression for��O then needsto berounded to

an integer. Iftwo opinions di�er only by one unit,one random ly selected

opinion is replaced by the other one,whereas this other opinion rem ains

unchanged.

The idea ofeverybody talking to everybody with the sam e probability

isperhapsrealistic forscienti�c exchangesvia the internet,but,in politics,

discussionson city a�airsare usually restricted to the residentsofthatcity

and donotextend overthewholeworld.Puttingagentsontoasquarelattice

[2]with interactionsonly between lattice neighbours [13]isone possibility.

In recentyears,sm all-world networksand scale-freenetworks[14]weresim -

ulated intensively asm odelsforsocialnetworks. In the standard version of

the Barab�asi-Albertm odel,the m ostpopularm odelofscale-free networks,

one starts with a sm allnum ber m ofagents allconnected to each other.

Then,one by one,m ore m em bers are added to the population. Each new

m em berselectsrandom ly m previousm em bersasneighbourssuch thatthe

probability ofselecting one speci�c agentis proportionalto the num ber of

neighboursthisagenthad before.In thisway,thewellconnected peopleget

even m oreconnections,and theprobabilityofoneagenttohavebeen selected

asneighbour by k laterm em bers is proportionalto 1=k3. (In contrast,on

thesquarelatticeand on theBethelattice,every agenthasthesam enum ber

ofneighbours,and forrandom graphsthe num ber ofneighbours
uctuates

slightly butitsdistribution hasa narrow peak.) In opinion dynam ics,only

network neighbourscan in
uenceeach other.

PuttingDe�uantagents[15]ontothisBarab�asi-Albertnetwork,with con-

tinuousopinions,again forlargecon�denceintervals� a com pleteconsensus
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isfound whereasforsm all� thenum berofdi�erentsurviving opinionsvaries

roughly as1=�.An opinion clusterisa setofagentssharing in �nalequilib-

rium thesam eopinion,independentofwhethertheseagentsareconnected as

neighboursorseparated.Varyingthetotalnum berN ofagentsone�ndsthat

the num berofsm allopinion clusterswith 1,2,3,... agentsisproportional

to N ,while the num beroflarge opinion clusterscom prising an appreciable

fraction ofthe whole network isoforderunity and independentofN .This

resultrem indsusoftheclustersizedistribution forpercolation [16]abovethe

threshold:Thereisonein�niteclustercovering a �nitefraction ofthewhole

lattice,coexisting with m any �niteclusterswhosenum berisproportionalto

thelatticesize.Onem ay com parethisdistribution ofopinionswith a dicta-

torship:The im posed o�cialopinion coexistswith a clandestine opposition

fragm ented into m any groups.

Thisscale-freenetwork can bestudied in acom plicated and asim pleway:

In the com plicated way,ifa new agent Alice selects a previous agent Bob

as neighbour ofAlice,then Alice is also neighbour ofBob,like in m utual

friendships. This is the undirected case. The directed case is the sim pler

way:Bob isa neighbourforAlicebutAliceisnota neighbourforBob;this

situation correspondsm ore to politicalleadership: the party head doesnot

even know allparty m em bers,butallparty m em bersknow thehead.Apart

from sim plifying theprogram m ing,thedirected caseseem sto havethesam e

propertiesastheundirected one[15].

Also changing from continuousto discrete opinionsO = 1;2;:::;Q does

not change the results m uch but it sim pli�es the sim ulation [17],particu-

larly when only peopledi�ering by oneopinion unitdiscusswith each other

(correspondingto� � 1=Q).Again thenum berofopinion clustersvariespro-

portionalto N forN ! 1 at�xed N =Q.A consensusisreached forQ = 2,

but notforQ > 2. A scaling law gives the totalnum ber of�nalopinions

asbeing equalto N m ultiplied by a scaling function ofN =Q. Thislaw has

two sim ple lim its: ForQ � N there are so m any opinionsperperson that

each agenthasitsown opinion,separate from the opinionsofotheragents

by m ore than one unit: no discussion,nobody changesopinion,N clusters

ofsizeunity.In theoppositecaseQ � N ,allopinionshavelotsoffollowers

and thus m ost ofthem survive up to the end. These sim ple lim its rem ain

valid also ifpeopledi�ering by up to ‘opinion units(instead of‘= 1 only)

in
uence each other;a consensus is then form ed if‘=Q (which now plays

the role ofthe above �) is largerthan 1/2. (The m ore generalscaling law

forarbitrary N =Q now becom esinvalid). Thisthreshold of� = 1=2,which
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hasem erged so often in thepreviousexam ples,issupposed to bea universal

feature ofthe De�uant dynam ics,as long as the sym m etry ofthe opinion

spectrum with respectto theinversion right$ leftisnotviolated [18].The

sym m etry m eansthattheopinionsO and 1� O (Q � O forintegeropinions)

are equivalentand can be exchanged atany stage ofthe dynam icswithout

changing thecorresponding con�guration.In thisway,thehistogram ofthe

opinions is at any tim e sym m etric with respect to the centralopinion 1=2

(Q=2 for integer opinions). Ifwe instead let O and 1 � O (Q � O ) play

di�erentrolesthethreshold willin generalbedi�erent.Asa m atteroffact,

in [19]one introduced such an asym m etry in thatthe "convincing power",

expressed by the param eter �,is no longer the sam e for allagents but it

depends on the opinion ofthe agent. M ore precisely,� increases with the

opinion oftheindividual,and thisim pliesthatthoseagentswith low values

ofO are lessconvincing than those with high valuesofO . In thiscase the

opinion distribution isno longersym m etric with respectto O = 1=2 (Q=2)

and theconsensusthreshold islargerthan 1=2.

In allthis work,�rst the scale-free network was constructed,and then

the opinion dynam ics studied on the �xed network. Not m uch is changed

ifopinion dynam icstakesplacesim ultaneously with network growth [20],in

agreem entwith Ising and Sznajd m odels[21].

2.2 K rause-H egselm ann

TheKH m odel[3]wassim ulated lesssinceonlysm allsystem sseem ed possible

tobestudied.Only recently,fordiscreteopinions,an e�cientalgorithm was

found to study m illions ofagents [22],com pared with at m ost 300,000 for

continuousopinions[23].Again wehaveopinionsO continuousbetween zero

and one,or discrete O = 1;2;:::Q. At every iteration,every agent looks

atallotheragents,and averagesoverthe opinionsofthose which di�erby

notm ore than � (continuousopinions)or‘(discrete opinions)from itsown

opinion.Then itadoptsthataverageopinion asitsown.Asin theD m odel,

also the KH m odelshows a com plete consensus above som e threshold and

m any di�erentopinionsin the�nalcon�guration if� isvery sm all.However,

in thiscase,therearetwopossiblevaluesforthethreshold [24],dependingon

how m any neighboursan agenthason average:ifthisnum berofneighbours,

oraveragedegree,growswith thenum berofagentsofthecom m unity,there

isconsensusfor� > �0,where�0 � 0:2;ifinstead theaveragedegreerem ains

�nitewhen thepopulationdiverges,theconsensusthreshold is1=2asin theD
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Figure2:Scaling law forthenum berS ofsurviving opinionsin thediscrete

KH m odel,from [22]. Forthe D m odelthe �gure lookssim ilar[17]except

thatthedownward deviationsattheleftend ofthedata setsareweaker.

m odel.Variouswaysofopinion averagingwereinvestigated [25].Hegselm ann

and Krause [3]also sim ulated asym m etric � choices,which m ay depend on

thecurrently held opinion.

Fig. 2 showsthatthe sam e scaling law asforthe discrete D m odelalso

holdsforthediscreteKH m odel[22]on ascale-freeBarab�asi-Albertnetwork.

Fortheusualversion ofthem odel,in which allindividualstalktoeach other,

butwith discrete opinionsand discussionsonly between agentsdi�ering by

oneopinion unit,up to Q = 7 a consensusisreached whileforQ > 7 several

opinions rem ain. (The role ofwell-connected leaders in a sim ilar opinion

m odelon a Barab�asi-Albertnetwork wasstudied in [26].)

Aswem entioned above,by using discreteopinionsitispossibleto speed

up the algorithm com pared to the continuouscase. The im plem entation of

an algorithm forKH with discrete opinions m ust be probabilistic,because

thevalue ofthe average opinion ofcom patible neighboursofan agentm ust

necessarily be rounded to an integer and this would m ake the dynam ics

trivial,as in m ost cases the agent would keep its own opinion. W e start

with a com m unity where everybody talksto everybody else,opinionsO =
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1;2;::;Q and a con�dence bound ‘. Afterassigning atrandom opinionsto

theagentsin theinitialcon�guration,we calculate thehistogram nO ofthe

opinion distribution,by counting how m any agentshave opinion O ,forany

O = 1;2;:::;Q. Suppose we want to update the status ofagent i,which

hasopinion k. The agentswhich are com patible with iare allagentswith

opinion k = k � ‘;k � ‘+ 1;:::;k;k + 1;:::;k + ‘� 1;k + ‘. Let nk‘ =

nk� ‘+ nk� ‘+ 1+ :::+ nk+ ‘� 1+ nk+ ‘ bethetotalnum berofcom patibleagents.

Then we say thatagentitakesopinion k with the probability p
k
= n

k
=nk‘,

which justam ountstochoosingatrandom oneoftheagentscom patiblewith

iand taking itsopinion. Letkf be the new opinion ofagenti. W e sim ply

need to withdraw one agent from the originalchannelk and add itto the

channelkf to have the new opinion histogram ofthe system ,and we can

pass to the next update. Notice that in this way the tim e required for a

sweep overthewholepopulation goeslike(2‘+ 1)N ,whereN isasusualthe

totalnum berofagentsand 2‘+ 1thenum berofcom patibleopinions.In the

originalalgorithm with continuous opinions,instead,the tim e to com plete

an iteration goesasN 2,becauseto updatethestateofany agentoneneeds

tom akeasweep overthewholepopulation tolookforcom patibleindividuals

andcalculatetheaverageoftheiropinions.Thegaininspeed ofthealgorithm

with discreteopinionsisthen rem arkable,especially when ‘� N .

W ehaveseen thatthepresenceofthesecond factorN in theexpression of

theiteration tim eforthecontinuousm odelisexclusively duetothefactthat

weconsideracom m unity whereevery agentcom m unicateswith allothers.If

oneinstead considerssocialtopologieswhereeach agentinteractson average

with justa few individuals,like a lattice,the iteration tim e willgrow only

linearly with N ,and thealgorithm willcom petein speed with thatofD.As

a m atteroffact,in m any such casesthe KH algorithm ism uch fasterthan

theD algorithm .

2.3 Sznajd

The S m odel[4]is the m ost often studied m odel,and the literature up to

m id-2003 wasreviewed in [9].Thusweconcentrate hereon them orerecent

literature.

The m ost widespread version uses a square lattice with two opinions,

O = � 1. Ifthe two opinionsin a random ly selected neighbourpairagree,

then these two agents convince theirsix lattice neighbours ofthisopinion;

otherwise none ofthe eight opinions changes. Ifinitially less than halfof
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Figure 3: Variation with dim ensionality ofthe probability not to reach a

com plete consensus. d = 2:5 represents the triangular lattice. The upper

datarefertofouropinions,theloweronestothreeopinions,in sm alllattices:

192,73,54,55. For larger lattices,the failures for three opinions vanish.

Opinion O can only convince opinionsO � 1.

the opinions have the value 1,at the end a consensus is reached with no

agent having opinion 1; ifinitially the 1’s have the m ajority, at the end

everybody followstheiropinion.Thusa phase transition isobserved,which

isthe sharperthe largerthe lattice is. The growth ofnearly hom ogeneous

dom ainsof� 1’sand 1’sisvery sim ilartospinodaldecom position ofspin 1/2

Ising m agnets.

W ith Q > 2 possible opinions (O = 1;2;:::;Q),always a consensus is

found exceptifonlypeoplewith aneighboringopinion O � 1can beconvinced

bythecentralpairofopinionO ;thenaconsensusisusuallypossibleforQ � 3

butnotforQ � 4 in a variety oflattice types and dim ensions,see Fig. 3

(from [9]).

ThegreatestsuccessoftheS m odelisthesim ulation ofpoliticalelection

results: The num berofcandidatesreceiving v voteseach variesroughly as

1=v with system atic downward deviations forlarge and sm allv. This was

obtained on both a Barab�asi-Albert[27]and a pseudo-fractalm odel[28].Of
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course,such sim ulations only give averages,not the winner in one speci�c

election,justlike physicsgivesthe airpressure asa function ofdensity and

tem perature,butnotthe position ofone speci�c airatom one m inute from

now.

Schulze[29]sim ulated a m ultilayerS m odel,wherethelayernum bercor-

respondsto the biologicalage ofthe people;the resultswere sim ilarasfor

thesingle-layerS m odel.M oreinteresting washiscom bination ofglobaland

localinteractionson thesquarelattice:two peopleofarbitrary distancewho

agreein theiropinionsconvincetheirnearestneighboursofthisopinion.Sim -

ilarly to them ean �eld theory ofSlanina and Lavicka [30],thetim esneeded

to reach consensusaredistributed exponentially and arequitesm all.There-

foreup to 109 agentscould besim ulated.Thewidth ofthephasetransition

(forQ = 2,asafunction ofinitialconcentration)vanishesreciprocally tothe

linearlatticedim ension [29].

Ifthe neighbours do not always follow the opinion ofthe centralpair,

but do so only with som e probability [4],one m ay describe this probabil-

ity through som e socialtem perature T:The higherthe tem perature is,the

higheristheprobability to changeopinion [31].Then T = 0 m eansnobody

changesopinion,and T = 1 m eanseverybody followsthe S rule. Alterna-

tively,one m ay also assum e thatsom e people perm anently stick with their

opinion [31,32].In thisway,a m oredem ocraticsociety ism odeled even for

Q = 2 such thatnoteverybody endsup with thesam eopinion.

In an S m odelwith continuousopinionsand con�dence bound � sim ilar

to the D and KH m odels,alwaysa consensuswasfound independently of�

[33].

3 D am age Spreading

How is it possible to describe the reaction ofpeople to extrem e events in

quantitative term s? From thepreviousdiscussion we have learntthatopin-

ionscan be treated asnum bers,integerorreal. A change ofopinion ofan

arbitrary agentiisthussim ply thedi�erence between thenew opinion and

theold one.Duringthedynam icalevolution,aswehaveseen above,opinions

change,due to the in
uence ofthe people on theiracquaintances. Thisis,

however,the "norm al" dynam icswithin a com m unity. W hatwe would like

to investigateisinstead how m uch a sudden perturbation ("extrem eevent")

would alterthe opinion variablesofthe agentsofthe system . The concept
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ofperturbation need not be exactly de�ned: for us it is whatever causes

opinion changes in one or a few1 agents ofthe system . W e have in m ind

localized events,like strikes,accidents,decisionsinvolving sm allareas,etc.

W e assum e thatpeople shape theirown opinionsonly through the interac-

tionswith theiracquaintances,withoutconsidering thein
uenceofexternal

opinion-a�ectingsourceslikethem assm edia,which actatonceon thewhole

population.

In order to evaluate the e�ect ofa perturbation on the public opinion

itisnecessary to know the opinion distribution ofthe agentswhen nothing

anom aloustakesplace("norm alstate"),and com pareitwith thedistribution

determ ined afterthe occurrence ofan extrem e event. From the com parison

between thesetworeplicasofthesystem wecanevaluate,am ongotherthings,

the so-called Ham m ing distance,i. e. how m any agentshave changed their

m ind,and how thein
uenceoftheperturbation spread asa function oftim e

and distancefrom theplacewheretheextrem eeventoccurred.

This kind ofcom parative analysis is by no m eans new in science,and

it is com m only adopted to investigate a large class ofphenom ena,the so-

called dam age spreading processes. Dam age spreading (DS) was originally

introduced in biologybyStuartKau�m an[34],whowanted toestim atequan-

titatively the reaction ofgene regulatory networksto externaldisturbances

("catastrophic m utations"). In physics,the �rst investigations focused on

the Ising m odel[35]. Here one startsfrom som e arbitrary con�guration of

spinsand createsa replica by 
ipping oneorm orespins;afterthatonelets

both con�gurationsevolve towardsequilibrium according to the chosen dy-

nam ics under the sam e therm alnoise (i.e. identicalsequences ofrandom

num bers).Itturnsoutthatthereisa tem peratureTd,neartheCuriepoint,

which separatesa phase where the dam agehealsfrom a phase in which the

perturbation extendsto a �nitefraction ofthespinsofthesystem .

The sim plest thing one can do is just to follow the sam e procedure for

opinion dynam icsm odels.Theperturbation consistsin changingtheopinion

variable ofan arbitrarily selected agent in the initialcon�guration. After

that,the chosen opinion dynam icsappliesforthetwo replicas.Prelim inary

studiesin thisdirection already exist,and they dealwith theSznajd m odel

on thesquarelattice.In [36]oneadopted am odi�ed version ofSznajd where

the fouragentsofa plaquette convince alltheirneighbours ifthey happen

1Here "a few" m eansthatthe agentsrepresenta negligible fraction ofthe totalpopu-

lation,which vanishesin the lim itofin�nitely m any agents.
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to share the sam e opinion;here the perturbed con�guration isobtained by

changing the opinion ofallagentswhich lie on a line ofthe lattice. In [37]

theshock consistsin thesudden changeofopinionsofsom e�nitefraction g

ofthewhole population and the tim e evolution ofthe num berofperturbed

agents is studied asa function ofg. M ore im portantly,the authorsofthe

latterpapershow thatin severalcasescriticalshocksin socialsciencescan

beused asprobesto testthecohesion ofsociety.Thisrecallsthestrategy of

naturalsciences: ifwe hitan iron barwith a ham m er,from the velocity of

thesound in thebarwe areableto derive itsdensity.In section 3.2 wewill

present new results on dam age spreading forthe Sznajd opinion dynam ics

[38].Herewefocuson theothertwo consensusm odels,D and KH.W eshall

�rstanalyzethem odelsforreal-valued opinions,then wewillpassto integer

opinions. In allour sim ulations we de�ned the am ount ofdam age as the

num berofagentsdi�ering in theiropinionsin an agent-to-agentcom parison

ofthetwo replicas;weignored theam ountby which they di�er.

An im portant issue is the choice ofa suitable socialtopology. A bidi-

m ensionallattice lends itselfto a geographicaldescription ofthe dam age

spreading process: we can assum e that the sites represent the position in

space ofthe agents,and thatthe"acquaintances" ofan agentbeitsspatial

neighbours. In thisway the lattice would m ap the distribution ofpeople in

som egeographicareaand thedistancesbetween pairsofagentson thelattice

can be associated to physicaldistances between individuals. On the other

hand,the regular structure ofthe lattice and the prescription ofnearest-

neighbour friendship endow the system with features which never occurin

realcom m unities. In fact,on the lattice each agent has the sam e num ber

offriendsand people who are geographically farfrom each otherare never

friends. These unrealistic features can be rem oved by adopting a di�erent

kind ofgraph to describe the socialrelationships between the agents. A

Barab�asi-Albert(BA)network [39]could be a good candidate: itisa non-

regulargraph wherethenum berofacquaintancesofan agentvarieswithin a

widespectrum ofvalues,with afew individualshavingm any friendswhereas

m ostpeoplehave justa few.On theotherhand theBA network isa struc-

ture with a high degree ofrandom ness and can hardly be em bedded in an

Euclidean bidim ensionalsurface,so a geographicalcharacterization ofthe

dam age propagation would be im possible. In ouropinion the idealsolution

would be a graph which includes both the regular structure ofthe lattice

and the disorderofa random graph. A possibility could be a lattice topol-

ogy where the connection probability between the agentsdecayswith som e

13



negativepoweroftheEuclidean distance,beingunity fornearestneighbours.

In whatfollowsweshallhoweverconsideronly thesquarelatticeand theBA

network.

3.1 C ontinuous O pinions

Ifopinionsare realnum bers,we need a criterion to state when the opinion

ofan agentisthesam ein both replicasordi�erentdueto theinitialpertur-

bation.Sinceweused 64-bitrealnum bers,wedecided thattwo opinionsare

the sam e ifthey di�erby lessthan 10� 9. In orderto determ ine with som e

precision thefraction ofagentswhich changed theiropinions,itisnecessary

to repeatthedam agespreading analysism any tim es,by starting every tim e

from anew initialcon�gurationwithoutchangingthesetofparam eterswhich

constrain the action ofthe dynam ics: the �nalresultisthen calculated by

averaging overallsam ples. In m ostoursim ulationswe have collected 1000

sam ples,in a few casesweenhanced thestatisticsup to 10000.

ForKH with continuous opinionsa detailed dam age spreading analysis

hasrecently been perform ed [40],forthecasein which theagentssiton the

sitesofa BA network. The dynam icsofthe KH m odelis�xed by a single

param eter,the con�dence bound �,which plays the role oftem perature in

the Ising m odel. Like in the Ising m odel,it is interesting to analyze the

dam age propagation as a function ofthe controlparam eter �;itturns out

thattherearethreephasesin the�-space,corresponding to zero,partialand

totaldam age,respectively. The existence ofa phase in which the initial

perturbation m anages to a�ect the state (here the opinions) ofallagents

is new for dam age spreading processes, and is essentially due to the fact

that opinions are real-valued. In this case, in fact,the probability for a

"dam aged" opinion to recoveritsvalue in the unperturbed con�guration is

zero;on the otherhand,to perturb the opinion ofan agentitsu�ces that

one ofitscom patible neighboursbe a�ected,and the probability ofhaving

a com patible "disturbed" neighbourincreaseswith the con�dence bound �.

The only circum stance which can stop the propagation ofthe dam age is

when theperturbed agentsarenotcom patiblewith any oftheirneighbours.

The considerationsabove allow usto understand why the criticalthreshold

�s = 1=2 found in [40],above which dam age spreads to allagents ofthe

system ,coincideswith thethreshold forcom pleteconsensusofthem odel,as

in thiscaseallagentssharethesam eopinion and so they areallcom patible

with each other,which m eans that any agent was a�ected by each ofits
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neighboursatsom e stage.Anotherinteresting resultof[40]isthe factthat

the two criticalthresholds which separate the "dam age" phases in the �-

space do notseem to depend on the degree d0 ofthe �rstnode a�ected by

the shock,although the Ham m ing distance at a given � increases with d0.

Thism eansthatitisirrelevantwhethertheshock initiallya�ected som ebody

who hasm any socialcontactsorsom ebody who isinstead poorly connected:

ifdam agespreadsin onecase,itwilldo in theothertoo.

Itisim portanttostudy aswellhow dam agespreadsundertheD opinion

dynam ics.The hopeisto beableto identify com m on featureswhich would

allow tocharacterizethespreading processindependently ofthespeci�ccon-

sensusm odeladopted.In section 2.2 we stressed the analogiesbetween the

KH and the D m odel,so we expected to �nd sim ilar results. For the D

m odelwe need to �x one m ore param eter to determ ine the dynam ics,the

convergenceparam eter�.Thevalueof� a�ectsexclusively thetim eneeded

to reach the�nalcon�guration,so ithasno in
uence on ourresults:weset

� = 0:3.Fig.4 showshow theHam m ing distancevarieswith thecon�dence

bound � forthe D m odelon a BA network. The totalnum berofagentsis

1000.W e rem ark thatthe dam age ishere calculated when the two replicas

ofthesystem attained their�nalstablecon�gurations.W ehavealso plotted

the corresponding curve for the KH m odel,as obtained in [40]. The two

curvesarequite sim ilar,aswe expected,and the thresholdsforthedam age

spreading transition are very close to each other. Again,for� > �s = 1=2,

allagentswillbea�ected by theoriginalperturbation.

Asweexplained in theintroduction,ourm ain aim istoattem ptaspatial

characterization ofthedam agespreadingprocess,which would beim possible

on a BA network. This is why from now on we shallfocus on the lattice

topology.Here we startby changing the opinion variable oftheagentlying

on the centersite ofthe lattice;ifthe lattice side L iseven,asin ourcase,

the center ofthe lattice is not a site,but the center ofa plaquette,so we

"shocked" one ofthe fouragents ofthe centralplaquette. W e refer to the

initially shocked agentasto theorigin.W ewilladdressthefollowing issues:

� How farfrom theorigin can theperturbation go?

� W hatisthe probability foran agentatsom e distance from the origin

to beitselfa�ected?

� How doesthisprobability p(d;t)vary with thedistanced and with the

tim et?
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Figure5:AsFig.4,butforagentssitting on thesitesofa squarelattice.

wheretheblack dotin them iddlerepresentstheorigin and thecrossesm ark

theagentsto bem onitored.The dam ageprobability issim ply given by the

fraction oftheseagentswhoseopinionsdi�erfrom thoseoftheircounterparts

in theunperturbed con�guration(e.g.iftwoofthefouragentschanged their

m ind,theprobability is2=4 = 1=2).Notethatby construction d m ustbea

m ultipleofthelatticespacing(in ourillustrated exam pled = 4).Atvariance

with theevaluation ofthedam ageranger,wherewereview alllatticesites,

forthedam ageprobability weneglected theo�-axissitesbecausethelattice

isnotisotropicand thecorrespondingdatawould bea�ected by strong�nite

sizee�ectsduetothelackofrotationalsym m etry.Toderivep(d;t)onlyfrom

foursitesisofcoursedi�cultand weneed to averageoverm any sam plesfor

thedata to have statisticalm eaning;we found thata num berofsam plesof

theorderof103 isenough toobtain stableresults.W ecalculated p(d;t)forall

distancesfrom thecenterto theedgesofthelatticeand forallinterm ediate

statesofthesystem from theinitialrandom con�guration to the�nalstable

state.

W ewillpresentm ostlyresultsrelativetotheD m odel.Thecorresponding

analysis for the KH m odelleads to essentially the sam e results. For the

purposeofcom parison with Fig.4,weplotin Fig.5 theHam m ing distance
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Figure 6: D m odel,continuous opinions. Histogram s ofthe dam age range

corresponding to fourvaluesof�;thelatticesizeis402.

asa function of�,fortheD and theKH m odel.Thecurvesreferto a lattice

with 402 agents: the two patterns are again alike. The dam age spreading

thresholdsare close,butthey lie quite a bithigherthan the corresponding

valuesrelative to the BA network. Thisisbasically due to the factthatin

a BA network each vertex liesjusta few stepsaway from any othervertex

(sm allworld property),and thism akesspreading processesm uch easierand

faster. Indeed, in the dam age spreading phase, the tim e needed for the

perturbation to invadethesystem ism uch longerforthelatticethan forthe

BA network.

Since the am ount ofthe dam age is a function of�,the range r ofthe

dam age is also a function of�. It is interesting to analyze the histogram s

ofthe valuesofr fordi�erentvaluesofthe con�dence bound.In Fig.6 we

show foursuch histogram s,corresponding to � = 0:10;0:17;0:18;0:35.Note

thatthevaluesofrreported on thex-axisareexpressed in unitsofL=2(half

ofthe lattice side),which is the distance ofthe center site from the edges

ofthe lattice;since the farthestpointsfrom the origin are the fourvertices

ofthesquare,them axim alpossiblevalueofr isL
p
2=2 (which corresponds

to
p
2 � 1:414 in the �gure).In thetop leftfram e (� = 0:10),dam agedoes
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Figure 7: D m odel, continuous opinions. Tim e evolution ofthe dam age

probability. Each fram e refers to a �xed distance d from the origin,the

curvesarerelativeto di�erentvaluesof�;thelatticesizeis402.
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Figure 8: D m odel,continuous opinions. Dependence ofthe dam age prob-

ability on the distance d from the origin,when the system hasreached the

�nalstablecon�guration;thelatticesizeis402.

notspread and in factthe histogram is concentrated only atlow values of

r. In the othertwo fram es,instead,we are nearthe threshold fordam age

spreading,and we see thatthedam age often reachesthe edge ofthe lattice

(r = 1 in the plot)and even the farthestvertices(r =
p
2). The step from

� = 0:17 to � = 0:18,in spite ofthe little di�erence in the value ofthe

con�dence bound,isquitedram aticand signalsthephasetransition:in the

�rst case (top right) itis m ore likely to have short ranges than long ones,

in the other(bottom left)we have exactly the opposite. In the lastfram e,

the range isalm ostalwaysm axim al;looking atFig. 5,we can see thatfor

� = 0:35 m orethan 90% oftheagentsaredisturbed,so itisvery likely that

theperturbation reachesoneofthefourverticesofthesquare.

The study ofthe dam age probability p(d;t)is m ore involved,asitis a

function oftwo variables,the distance d and the tim e t. A good working

strategy isto analyze separately the dependence ofp(d;t)on the two vari-

ables.W ecan �x the distance to som e value d0 and study how thedam age

probability atd0 varieswith tim e.W ecan also �x thetim eto t0 and study

how the probability attim e t0 varieswith the distance from the origin.On

20



top ofthat,weshould notforgetthedependenceon �,which determ inesthe

"dam age" stateofthesystem .

In Fig. 7 we explicitely plotthe tim e dependence ofthe dam age proba-

bility atfourdi�erentdistancesfrom the origin,d = 1;2;L=4;L=2.In each

fram e,we have drawn four curves,corresponding (from bottom to top) to

� = 0:15;0:17;0:20;0:30. W e rem ark thatthe probability isthe higherthe

larger �,since this corresponds to a larger num ber ofa�ected agents. All

curvesincrease with tim e,which showsthatthe dam agedoesnotheal,and

they reach a plateau long beforethesystem attainsthe�nalopinion con�g-

uration. Note the rapid rise ofthe probability atthe two largestdistances

(L=4 and L=2),forthe two valuesof� which fallin the dam age spreading

phase(� = 0:20;0:30).

Fig. 8 showshow the dam age probability varieswith the distance from

theorigin,attheend ofthetim eevolution ofthesystem .Thevaluesofthe

distanceon thex-axisarerenorm alized tothem axim aldistanceon-axisfrom

theorigin,L=2,asin Fig.6.W ehaveagain fourfram es,oneforeach ofthe

fourvaluesof� we have considered in Fig. 7. W e notice thatfor� = 0:15,

which is slightly below the threshold,the dam age probability at the edge

(top left) is zero,whereas for � = 0:17,which is near the threshold,it is

sm allbutnonzero (top right)and itisabout1=2 for� = 0:20 (bottom left).

W etried to �tthecurveswith sim plefunctionsoftheexponentialtype.W e

found thatthe decrease with the distance isstrongerthan exponential: for

low �,p(d;t)(at�xed t)iswellapproxim ated by a exp(� bd)=d.

W e rem ind that we have chosen to introduce the shock in the system

just at the beginning ofthe evolution. Ifone instead would perturb the

system som e tim e later,the am ount ofthe dam age and the corresponding

probabilities would decrease;however,the results ofthe analysis would be

qualitatively thesam e.

3.2 D iscrete O pinions

Thereisessentially onereason which justi�estheuseofreal-valued opinions:

theopinionsofanytwoindividualsareneverexactly thesam e,although they

can bearbitrarilyclose.Thisiswhatcom m only happensin society,whereno

twopersonshaveexactlythesam eideaorjudgem entaboutanyissue.In fact,

our opinion about som ebody ora specialevent can fallanywhere between

the two edges"very bad" and "very good",som ething like the spectrum of

visiblelight,whereonecan passsm oothly from red to violet.

21



0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

F
ra

ct
io

n 
of

 p
er

tu
rb

ed
 a

ge
nt

s

ε

N=1600

Figure 9: D m odel,integer opinions. Fraction ofperturbed agents in the

�nalcon�guration asafunction of� foragentssittingon thesitesofasquare

lattice.
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On theotherhand,forallpracticalpurposes,thiscontinuousspectrum of

possiblechoicescan bedivided in a �nitenum berof"bands" or"channels",

whereeach channelrepresentsgroupsofcloseopinions.Thisisactually what

teachersdowhen theyevaluatetheessaysoftheirstudentswith m arks,which

are usually integers. Also electorshave to choose am ong a �nite num berof

parties/candidates. Finally,for the case we are m ostly interested in,i. e.

the reaction ofpeople to extrem e events,the only possible quantitative in-

vestigation forsociologistsconsistsin m aking polls,in which theinterviewed

personshaveto choosebetween a few options.

Theseexam plesshow thatitism orerealisticto useintegersratherthan

realnum bers for the opinion variables ofconsensus m odels. Here we will

repeatthedam agespreadinganalysisoftheprevioussection fortheD m odel

with integer opinions on a square lattice. W e willsee that the results are

quitedi�erentfrom thosewefound before,duetothephenom enon ofdam age

healing.

Tostartwith,wem ust�xthetotalnum berQ ofpossibleopinions/choices.

Since we perform ed sim ulationsforsystem swith few thousandsagents,we

decided to allow for a num ber ofchoices ofthe sam e order ofm agnitude,

thereforewesetQ = 1000.Thecon�dence bound m ustbean integer‘,but

forconsistency with thenotation we have adopted so far,we willstilluse a

real�,again between 0 and 1,so that‘istheclosestintegerto �Q.

In Fig. 9 we show the variation ofthe Ham m ing distance with the con-

�dence bound �,for a lattice with 402 sites. W e im m ediately notice the

di�erencewith theanalogousFig.5 forcontinuousopinions:aftertherapid

variation atthreshold,the fraction ofdam aged sitesreachesa peak,then it

decreasesand �nally itform sa plateau atlarge�.Goingfrom realto integer

opinionswehaveno m oretotaldam age,i.e.theperturbation can a�ectat

m ostsom e fraction f < 1 ofthetotalpopulation (here f � 0:6),butithas

no chance to a�ect allagents. Ifwe increase the num ber ofagents N but

wekeep Q �xed to thesam evalue,theheightofthe�nalplateau decreases,

going to zero when N =Q ! 1 .

W hydoesthishappen? TakingalookatFig.10helpstoclarifythesitua-

tion.Hereweseethehistogram softhedam agerangefor� = 0:18;0:25;0:35;0:45.

Ifwe com pare the fram e relative to � = 0:18 (top left)with itscounterpart

forcontinuousopinions(Fig.6,bottom left),we see thatthey arebasically

the sam e. W e are close to the transition so there issom e �nite probability

forthe dam age to reach the edgesand even the verticesofthe square. W e

notice thatthe histogram iscontinuous,in the sense thatany value ofthe
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Figure 10: D m odel, integer opinions. Histogram s of the dam age range

corresponding to fourvaluesof�;thelatticesizeis502.

rangebetween thetwoextrem esispossible.Ifwenow lookattheotherthree

fram es,the situation isvery di�erent:the rangecan beeithervery shortor

very long. In particular,when � is very large (bottom right),the range is

zero orm axim al.Thatm eansthateitherthedam ageheals,oritspreadsto

allagents. In fact,for large � (> 1=2),there is com plete consensus in the

�nalcon�guration (see section 2.1),so allagentswillend up with the sam e

opinion. The question is then whether the �nalopinion in the perturbed

con�guration coincidesornotwith thatoftheunperturbed con�guration;in

the�rstcasewehaveno dam age,in thesecond totaldam age.

Now,real-valued opinionscan bem odi�ed by arbitrarily sm allam ounts,

and thatwould stillcorrespond to dam age.On the contrary,the variations

ofinteger opinions are discontinuous steps,and the latter are m uch m ore

unlikely to occur.In thisway,itisvirtually im possible fora singleagentto

triggera"jum p" ofthe�nalopinion ofallagentsofthesystem to adi�erent

value. So,for large � and m any agents,the originalperturbation willbe

healed by thedynam ics2 (no dam age),whereasforcontinuousopinionseven

2Thenon-vanishing probability fortotaldam agein Fig.10 isa �nitesizee�ect,asthe

totalnum berQ ofopinionsisaboutthe sam easthe population N .
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Figure11:D m odel,integeropinions.Tim eevolution ofthedam ageproba-

bility.Each fram erefersto a �xed distanced from theorigin,thecurvesare

relativeto di�erentvaluesof�;thelatticesizeis502.
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Figure12:D m odel,integeropinions.Dependenceofthedam ageprobability

onthedistancedfrom theorigin,when thesystem hasreachedthe�nalstable

con�guration;thelatticesizeis502.

asm allshock m anagestoshifta littlebitthe�nalopinion ofthecom m unity

(totaldam age).

The presence ofdam age healing isalso clearly visible in Fig. 11,which

is the counterpart ofFig. 7 for integer opinions. The four curves ofeach

fram e referto � = 0:15 (continuous),0:18 (dashed),0:25 (dotted)and 0:35

(dot-dashed).Thedam ageprobability isno longerm onotonically increasing

asin Fig. 7,butitdisplays variouspatterns,depending on the con�dence

bound and thedistancefrom theorigin.In particular,observethebehaviour

ofthe curve for� = 0:35 and d = 1 (top leftfram e,dot-dashed line): here

theprobability isinitially closeto 1,because weareexam ining a neighbour

ofthe shocked agent,but after few iterations it falls to about 0:3,due to

healing.W ealsonotethecuriousshapeofthetwouppercurvesford = L=4,

which recalls the pattern ofthe Ham m ing distance with � ofFig. 9: the

dam ageprobability rapidly risesto a m axim um and then itdecreasesto an

approxim ately constantvalue.

Fig.12 showsthedependence ofthedam ageprobability on thedistance

in the �nalopinion con�guration,for� = 0:15;0:18;0:25;0:35. The curves
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look sim ilar as those ofFig. 8. Again,the dam age probability decreases

fasterthan exponentially.
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Figure 13: S m odel,two opinions. Dependence ofthe dam age probability

on thedistanced from theorigin,forvarioustim eson a 41� 41 lattice.

W econcludewith som enew resultson dam agespreading fortheS m odel

with two opinionson a squarelattice[38],which com plem enttheanalysesof

[36,37]. Fig. 13 showsthe dam age probability asa function ofdistance at

varioustim es.W eseethatthevaluesoftheprobability arequitelow;in fact,

thesystem alwaysevolvestowardsconsensus,so thedam agewillhealon the

long run,as it happens in the D and KH m odels (with discrete opinions)

when thecon�dence bound � isabovethethreshold forcom pleteconsensus.

Ifdam age would spread like in a di�usion process,the distance covered

by thepropagation oftheperturbation would scaleasthesquare-rootofthe

tim e t,and the probability to dam age a site atdistance d would follow for

long tim es a scaling function f(d=
p
t). Fig. 14 shows that fort� 1 this

seem sindeed to bethecase,even though dam agespreading isnota random

di�usion process.

Applicationsofthesetechniquestothecaseofseveraldi�erentthem eson

which peoplem ay havean opinion willbegiven elsewhere [41].
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Figure 14: S m odel,two opinions. Rescaling ofthe dam age probability

curvesofFig.13,alsoforlargerlattices.Hereweplotthedam ageprobability

tim es
p
tversus d=

p
t(tis the tim e). For t> 20,the curves fordi�erent

tim esroughly overlap.

4 D iscussion

The three m ain m odels D,KH and S discussed follow di�erent rules but

give sim ilarresults: They end up in a �nalstate where no opinion changes

anym ore. Depending on the con�dence interval� for continuous opinions,

or‘ fordiscrete opinions,this�nalstate containsone opinion (consensus),

two (polarization)orthree and m ore (fragm entation). In the discrete case

with Q di�erentopinions,thereisa m axim um Q (2 forD,3 forS,7 forKH)

forwhich a consensus usually isfound. These num bers m ay correspond to

them axim um num berofpoliticalpartieswhich m ay form a stablecoalition

governm ent.Thethreerulesdi�erin thatS describesm issionarieswhodon’t

careaboutthepreviousopinionsofthosewhom they wantto convince;KH

describes opportunists who follow the average opinion oftheir discussion

partners;and D describesnegotiatorswho slowly m ovecloserto theopinion

oftheir discussion partner. Election results were successfully sim ulated by
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them odelofS butnotby thatofD and KH,perhapssim ply becausenobody

tried ityetwith D and KH.

Thereaction ofpeopletoextrem eeventswasinvestigated byperform inga

dam agespreadinganalysisonthethreeconsensusm odelswehaveintroduced.

Theextrem eeventinducesachangeofopinion in one(orafew)agent(s),the

dynam ics propagatesthe shock to otheragents. W e represented the social

relationshipsbetween peoplewith a squarelatticeand a scale-freenetwork �a

laBarab�asi-Albert.In both caseswefound thatthereisquiteawiderangeof

valuesofthecon�denceinterval� (or‘)forwhich theoriginalshockin
uences

theopinionsofa non-negligiblefraction ofthecom m unity.Forvery tolerant

people and continuous opinions,the whole com m unity willbe a�ected by

the event on the long run. By using integer-valued opinions,instead,we

found thatthe perturbation cannota�ectm ore than a m axim alfraction of

thepopulation (itcan besizeable,though).On the latticewe could aswell

study how thein
uenceoftheextrem eeventon theopinionsvarieswith the

distancein tim eand spacefrom theevent.Thedam ageprobability ata�xed

distance from the originalshock variesvery rapidly with tim e;itincreases

up toa plateau forcontinuousopinions,itfollowsm oreinvolved patternsfor

integeropinions.Ouranalysisalso showsthatthee�ectoftheperturbation

falls faster than exponentially with the distance from the place where the

eventtook place.

W hathaveweachieved with thesesim ulations? W edid not�nd away to

predictearthquakesor
oods,nordid weproposea m ethod how to convince

peopleto judgethesedangersobjectively,instead ofbeing overly in
uenced

by eventsclosein tim eand space,and offorgetting thelessonsfrom distant

catastrophes which happened long ago. Our sim ulations give quantitative

data forthesespace-tim ecorrelationsofopinionsand extrem eevents.Once

sociology delivered quality dataon realpeopleand theiropinions[1],onecan

com pare these resultswith the sim ulationsand m odify ifneeded the sim u-

lationsuntilthey givea realisticdescription.Only then can thesim ulations

beused to predicthow dangerperception willdevelop in spaceand tim e.
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