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A bstract

The problem of aggregation processes in alignm ents is the sub fct
of a paper published recently in a Statistical P hysics Joumal  hysica
A 230, 174-188, 1996). Two m odels are presented and discussed in that
paper. First the energy landscape m odel proposed by A xelrod and
Bennett B.J.Pol S.23, 211233, 1993), is analysed. The m odel is
shown not to ncludem ost ofits clain ed results. T hen a second m odelis
presented to reform ulate correctly the problem w ithin statistical physics
and to extend it beyond the initial A xelrod-B ennett analogy.
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M athem atical tools and physical concepts m ight be a prom isihg way to
describe social collective phenom ena. Several attem pts along these lines have
been m ade, in particularto study political organisations [1], voting system s R],
and group decision m aking [B]. However, such an approach should be carefully
controlled. A straightforw ard m apping ofa physical theory built for a physical
reality onto a social reality could be ratherm islkeading.

In their work A xelrod and Bennett A B) used the physical concspt of
m Inimum energy to build a Jandscape m odel of aggregation @]. O n thisbasis,
they study the coalitionswhich countriesor m s could m ake to optin ize their
respective relationship, which is certainly an interesting problem . To achieve
theirpurpose, they constructed am odelofm agnetic disorder from the available
data for propensities of countries or m s to co-operate or to con ict. Using
their m odel, they drewn several conclusions based on the existence of local
frustration between the interacting parties [B].

H owever, there was som e confiision In their use of physics, and they did
not stick to their equations. In theirm odel, unfortunately, the disorder is only
apparent In the existence of just two energy m Inim a. It is called the M attis
soin glassm odel B]. It hasbeen shown that perform ing an appropriate change
of variables, ram oves the disorder and the m odel then becom es identical to a
wellordered system , the zero tem perature nite size ferrom agnetic Ising m odel

el.

In contrast, most AB comm ents and conclusions are based, on the ex—
istence of frustration In the ocountries or m s Interactions [B]. Such local
frustration would produce a degeneracy of the energy landscape which in tum
would yield Instabilities in the global system . H owever, there is no frustration
In the m odel they derived from their data.

In fact they are confusing two m odels associated w ith disordered m ag—
netic system s: one w ithout frustration, the M attis soin glass m odel, and one
w ith frustration, the EdwardsA nderson spin glassm odel B]. The AB m odel
tumsouttobeoftheM attis soin glasstype, whil alltheir com m entsaredraw n
from the physics associated w ith an EdwardsA nderson soinh glassm odel. M ost
of A xelrod and Bennett’s conclisions cannot be drawn from theirm odel.

To dem onstrate our statem ent requires the use of som e m athem atical
technicalities which are lenghty and not appropriate to the present pumal
T herefore our dem onstration hasbeen published In a Physics pumal [7], where

rst, the AB m odel is analysed w ithin the eld of Statistical Physics [6] and
then the conclusions m entioned above are dem onstrated. Furthem ore, we are
ablk to buid up a new coalition m odel to describe alignm ent and com petition



am ong a group of actors [7]. Our m odel does embody the m aln properties
clained In the AB m odel. M orevover it also predicts new behavior related to
the dynam ics ofbim odal coalitions. In particular the stability of the cold war
period and the East European fragm entation process induced by the collapse
ofthe W arsaw pact are given an explanation.
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