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On Krause’s multi-agent consensus model with
state-dependent connectivity (Extended version)

Vincent D. Blondel, Julien M. Hendrickx and John N. Tsitsskl

Abstract—We study a model of opinion dynamics introduced For instance, the authors of [7] consider a variation of the
by Krause: each agent has an opinion represented by a real model studied in [17], in which communications are all-to-
number, and updates its opinion by averaging all agent opiins 4 -t with the relative importance given by one agent to

that differ from its own by less than 1. We give a new proof of . . .
convergence into clusters of agents, with all agents in theame another weighted by the distance separating the agenty. The

cluster holding the same opinion. We then introduce a partialar ~ Provide conditions under Whigh the agent headings converge
notion of equilibrium stability and provide lower bounds on to a common value and the distance between any two agents
the inter-cluster distances at a stable equilibrium. To beter converges to a constant. The same authors relax the all-to-

understand the behavior of the system when the number of 4 assumption in [8], and study communications restridted
agents is large, we also introduce and study a variant involag bitrarilv ch . but ted t loai
a continuum of agents, obtaining partial convergence restg aroitrarily changing but connected topologies.

and lower bounds on inter-cluster distances, under some ndl We consider here a simple discrete-time system involving
assumptions. endogenously changing topologies, and analyze it whiliegak

r%>_<plicitly into account the dependence of the topology an th

Keywords: Multi-agent system, consensus, opinion dynal : .
y 9 y P y system state. The discrete-agent model is as follows. Tdrere

ics, decentralized control.

n agents, and every agent(i = 1,...,n), maintains a real
value z;. These values are synchronously updated according
. INTRODUCTION to
There has been an increasing interest in recent years in the 2 il (t)—a; (1)) <1 T (1)

zi(t+1)= 1)

study of multi-agent systems where agents interact aqogrdi
to simple local rules, resulting in a possibly coordinattabgl
behavior. In a prominent paradigm dating back to [10] anBwo agentsi, j for which |z;(t) — x;(¢)| < 1 are said to

[28], each agent maintains a value which it updates by takinge neighborsor connected(at time ¢). Note that with this
linear, and usually convex combination of other agentaiesj definition, an agent is always its own neighbor. Thus, in this
see e.g., [5], [16], [17], [25], [28], and [26], [27] for sweys. Mmodel, each agent updates its value by computing the average
The interactions between agents are generally not allito-®f the values of its neighbors. In the sequel, we usuallyrrtefe

but are described by an interconnection topology. In soriige agent values as “opinions,” and sometimes as “positions
applications, this topology is fixed, but several studiessider ~ The model [(l) was introduced by Krause [19] to capture
the more intriguing case of changing topologies. For exampthe dynamics of opinion formation. Values represent opigio

in Vicsek’s swarming model [30], animals are modeled &@n some subject, and an agent considers another agent as
agents that move on the two-dimensional plane. All ageriteasonable” if their opinions differ by less thafl. 1Each

have the same speed but possibly different headings, a@@€ntthus updates its opinion by computing the averageeof th
at each time-step they update their headings by averagignions it finds “reasonable”. This system is also sometime
the headings of those agents that are sufficiently close referred to as the Hegselmann-Krause model, following.[14]
them. When the topology depends on the combination of tHeéhas been abundantly studied in the literature [19], [22],

agent states, as in Vicsek’s model, an analysis that takes 23], and displays some peculiar properties that have needai
dependence into account can be difficult. For this reasan, tinexplained. For example, it has been experimentally obser
sequence of topologies is often treated as exogenous @gee tBat opinions initially uniformly distributed on an inteahtend

[4], [17], [25]), with a few notable exceptions [7], [8], [L8 to converge to clusters of opinions separated by a distance
slightly larger than 2, as shown in Figufé 1. In contrast,
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model). We give partial convergence results and provide a
lower bound on the inter-cluster distances at equilibrium,
under some regularity assumptions. We also show that for a
large number of discrete agents, the behavior of the discret
agent model indeed approximates the continuous-agentimode
Our continuous-agent model, first introduced in [6], is
obtained by indexing the agents by a real number instead of an
integer. It is equivalent to the so-called “discrete-tinensity
(b) based Hegselmann-Krause model” proposed independently in
Figure 1. Time evolution of 1000 agent opinions, accordmghe model[{L). [24], which is in turn similar to a model presented in [12] in
Initial opinions are either uniformly spaced (case (a)) bosen at random 5 ¢4ntinyous-time setup. Furthermore, our model can also be
(case (b)), on an interval of lengthD. In both cases, opinions converge to ", L. . e
limiting values (“clusters”) that are separated from eatiieoby much more Viewed as the limit, as the number of discrete opinions tends
than the interaction radius, which was set to 1. to infinity, of the “interactive Markov chain model” introded
by Lorenz [23]; in the latter model, there is a continuous
distribution of agents, but the opinions take values in aréig
two randomly selected agents update their opinions at agwt.
given time step. If their opinions differ by more than a We provide an analysis of the discrete-agent model (1) in
certain threshold, their opinions remain unchanged; otise;,  Section[]). We then consider the continuous-agent model in
each agent moves to a new opinion which is a weightekctionTl]. We study the relation between these two models

average of its previous opinion and that of the other agei.Sectio 1V, and we end with concluding remarks and open
Thus, the Krause and Deffuant-Weisbuch models rely on thgestions, in SectioflV.

same idea of bounded confidence, but differ because one is
stochastic while the other is deterministic. Besides, Kef
model involves simultaneous interactions between pathyti . .
all agents, while the interactions in the Deffuant-Weigbud®: BasiC properties and convergence
model are pairwise. Despite these differences, the behafio We begin with a presentation of certain basic properties of
these two systems is similar, including inter-clusteratises the discrete-agent modél (1), most of which have alreadyn bee
significantly larger than the interaction radius. The bétrav proved in [14], [20], [22].
of the Deffuant-Wesibuch model — and in particular the Proposition 1 (Lemma 2 in [20])Let (xz(t)) be a se-
final positions of the clusters — has also been studied Byence of vectors ifit" evolving according to[{1). The order
considering a continuous density approximating the discredf opinions is preserved: if;(0) < z;(0), thenz;(t) < z;(t)
distribution of agents, and examining the partial difféi@n for all ¢.
equation describing the evolution of this density [2], [3].  Proof: We use induction. Suppose thaft) < x;(t). Let
Other models, involving either discrete or continuous timéVi(t) be the set of agents connected:tand not toj, V;(t)
and finitely or infinitely many agents, have also been progosthe set of agents connected t@and not toi, and Ny;(t) the
[1], [12], [29]. For a survey, see for example [24]. set of agents connected to bathndj, at timet. We assume

The model that we consider also has similarities with certahere that these sets are nonempty, but our argument cay easil
rendezvous algorithms (see, e.g., [21]) in which the objeds be adapted if some of them are empty. For a&nye N;(t),
to have all agents meet at a single point. Agents are comsidek2 € Ni;(t), andks € N;(t), we havexy, (t) < xy,(t) <
neighbors if their positions are within a given radifis The ¥, (t). Thereforezy, < Zn,, < Zn,, Wherezy,,Zn,;,Tn;,
update rules satisfy two conditions. First, when an agef@spectively, is the average of (¢) for k in the corresponding
moves, its new position is a convex combination of its presio Set. It follows from [1) that
position and the positions of its neighbors. Second, if two |Nyj| Zn,. + |Ni|Zn,
agents are neighbors, they remain neighbors after updating zi(t+1) = |N“i+ I, < TNy,
their positions. This ensures that an initially connectetas 7 !
agents is never split into smaller groups, so that all agesms and _ _
; : |Nijl 2N, + N 2N,
indeed converge to the same point. zj(t+1)= N, J| IV = >INy,

In this paper, we start with a simple convergence proof K J
for the model [(I1). We then introduce a particular notion ofvhere we uséA| to denote the cardinality of a set. ~H®
equilibrium stability, involving a robustness requirerhesnen In light of this result, we will assume in the sequel, without
an equilibrium is perturbed by introducing an additionataig loss of generality, that the initial opinions are sorted:  j
and prove that an equilibrium is stable if and only if althenz;(¢) < z;(t). The next Proposition follows immediately
inter-cluster distances are above a certain nontrivialelowfrom the definition of the model.
bound. We observe experimentally that the probability of Proposition 2: Let (z(¢)) be a sequence of vectors #I
converging to a stable equilibrium increases with the numbevolving according to[{1), and such that0) is sorted,
of agents. To better understand the case of a large numhess if ¢ < j, thenz;(0) < z,(0). The smallest opinion
of agents, we introduce and study a variation of the model, is nondecreasing with time, and the largest opinign
which involves a continuum of agents (the “continuous-&gens nonincreasing with time. Moreover, if at some time the

II. THE DISCRETEAGENT MODEL




distance between two consecutive agent opiniof(¢) and they converge in finite time. Finite time convergence for the
x;+1(t) is larger than or equal to 1 it remains so for alentire systems follows because the number of agents is.finite

subsequent time¢’ > ¢, so that the system can then be |
decomposed into two independent subsystems containing thgVe will refer to the limiting values to which opinions
agentsl, ... 4, andi + 1,...,n, respectively. converge aslusters With some abuse of terminology, we

Note that unlike other related models as the Deffuantill also refer to a set of agents whose opinions converge
Weisbusch model [9] or the continuous-time model in [15%, thto a common value as a cluster.
average of the opinions is not necessarily preserved, and thit can be shown that the convergence time is bounded above
“variance” (sum of squared differences from the average) mby some constant(n) that depends only on. On the other
occasionally increase. See [15] for examples with three ahend, an upper bound that is independent @ not possible,
eight agents respectively. The convergence bf (1) hasdyre@ven if all agent opinions lie in the intervidl, L] for a fixed L.
been established in the literature (see [11], [22]), andse a To see this, consider agents, withn odd, one agent initially
easily deduced from the convergence results for the caseptdced at 1, andn — 1)/2 agents initially placed ab.1 and
exogenously determined connectivity sequences (se€[®l.g., 1.9. All agents will converge to a single cluster at 1, but the
[16], [22], [25]), an approach that extends to the case diidiig convergence time increases to infinity :agrows.
dimensional opinions. We present here a simple alternative\We note that the convergence result in Theoidm 1 does
proof, which exploits the particular dynamics we are deplimot hold if we consider the same model but with a countable
with. number of agents. Indeed, consider a countably infinite rrmb
Theorem 1:If xz(t) evolves according té{1), then for everyof agents, all with positive initial opinions. Let(y) be the
i, ;(t) converges to a limit:} in finite time. Moreover, for number of agents having an initial opinignSuppose that €
anyi, j, we have either; = z7 or |z} — 27| > 1. (1/2,1), and consider an initial condition for whigh(0) = 0,
Proof: Sincex(0) is assumed to be sorted, the opinion (o) = 1, m(a(k + 1)) = m(ak) 4+ 3m(a(k — 1)) for every
is nondecreasing and bounded aboverhy0). As a result, it integerk > 1, andm(y) = 0 for every other value of. Then,
converges to a valuej. Let p be the highest index for which the update rule({1) implies that;(t 4+ 1) = =;(t) + /2, for
xp converges tacy. every agent and timet¢, and convergence fails to hold. A
We claim that ifp < n, there is a time such thatv,+1(t)—  countable number of agents also admits equilibria where the
z,(t) > 1. Suppose, to obtain a contradiction, that the claifiniting values are separated by less thanAn example of
does not hold, i.e., that, 1 (t) — z,(¢) is always smaller than sych an equilibrium is obtained by considering one agent at
1. Fix somee > 0 and a time after which the distance of every integer multiple ofl /2.
from z7, fori =1,...,p, is less thare. Sincex,, does not  we also note that equilibria in which clusters are separated
converge tary, there is a further time at which, ., is larger py less than 1 become possible when opinions are elements
thanzy + ¢ for somed > 0. For such a time, z,(t +1) i of a manifold, instead of the real line. For example, suppose

at least that opinions belong tf, 2) (identified with elements of the
1 ptl 1 . . unit circle), and that two agents are neighbors if and only if

) <Z xi(t)> > 1 (p(z] —€) + (21 +0)), lz; — z; (mod 27)| < 1. If every agent updates its angle
i=1 by moving to the average of its neighbors’ angles, it can

which is larger thanzt + € if € is chosen sufficiently be seen that an initial configuration with agents located at
small. This however contradicts the requirement thatemain  angles2zk/n, k = 0,...,n — 1, is an equilibrium. Moreover,
within e from 2. This contradiction shows that there existgnore complex equilibria also exist. Convergence has been
a timet at whichz, () — z,(t) > 1. Subsequent to that experimentally observed for models of this type, but no proo
time, using also Propositidd 2;, cannot increase and,; is available.
cannot decrease, so that the inequatity, —z, > 1 continues
to hold forever. In particular, agents...,p will no more
interact with the remaining agents. Thus,zif < n, there
will be some finite time after which the agenist+ 1,...,n Theorem[L states that opinions converge to clusters sepa-
behave as an independent system, to which we can apffed by at least 1. Since the smallest and largest opinions
the same argument. Continuing recursively, this estaddistare nondecreasing and nonincreasing, respectively, |dvwel
the convergence of all opinions to limiting values that ardat opinions initially confined to an interval of lengthcan
separated by at least 1. converge to at mosfL] + 1 clusters. It has however been

It remains to prove that convergence takes place in finitdserved in the literature that the distances betweenechist
time. Consider the set of agents converging to a particukare usually significantly larger than 1 (see [20], [23], and
limiting value. It follows from the argument above that therFigure[1), resulting in a number of clusters that is signiftga
is a time after which none of them is connected to any agesaller than the upper bound pE] + 1. To further study this
outside that set. Moreover, since they converge to a commamenomenon, we analyze below different experimental tgsul
value, they eventually get sufficiently close so that theyall similar to those in [23].
connected to each other. When this happens, they all comput€igure[2 shows the dependence brf the cluster number
the same average, reach the same opinion at the next tiamel positions, for the case of a large number of agents
step, and keep this opinion for all subsequent times. Thud initial opinions that are uniformly spaced on an interva

B. Experimental observations
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Figure 2. Locations of the different clusters at equilibtiuas a function of
L, for 5000L agents whose initial opinions are uniformly spaced[0/L], Figure 3. Time evolution when the initial opinions are unifdy spaced
represented in terms of their distance frdri2. The dashed lines correspondon a semi-infinite interval, with a density of 100 per unitdém Groups of
to the endpoint and L of the initial opinion distribution. Similar results agents become separated from the remaining agents, anergerto clusters
g_re %bte_ained if the initial opinions are chosen at randonth wi uniform  separated by approximately 2.2.

istribution.

can only be a single cluster. This implies that there will

of length L. Such incremental analyses also appear in th@ a single cluster if. — Liol)y<L/2+1, thatis, if
literature for various similar systems [2], [13], [23], P4 L < 2 — O(1) ~ 3.833. This bound is smaller than the
We see that the cluster positions tend to change Witm  experimentally observed value of about 5.1. It can be furthe
a piecewise continuous (and sometimes linear) manner. Tihfhroved by carrying out explicit calculations of the sreatl
discontinuities correspond to the emergence of new clsister position after a further number of iterations. Also, as lasgy
to the splitting of a cluster into two smaller ones. The numbgne number of agents is sufficiently large, a similar analysi
of clusters tends to increase linearly with with a coefficient jg possible if the number of agents is even, or in the presence
slightly smaller thanl/2, corresponding to an inter-clusterof random initial opinions.
distance slightly larger thah Note however that this evolution (b) When L is sufficiently large, Figurd]2 shows that
is more complex than it may appear: Irregularities in th@e position of the leftmost clusters becomes independent o
distance between clusters and in their weights can be a&$ery This can be explained by analyzing the propagation of
for growing L, as already noted in [23]. Besides, for largejformation: at each iteration, an agent is only influencgd b
scale simulations{ = 1000,n = 10°), a small proportion those opinions within distanceof its own, and its opinion is
of clusters take much larger or much smaller weights thgrgdified by less than. So, information is propagated by at
the others, and some inter-cluster distances are as largey@t a distance 2 at every iteration. For the case of uniforml
4 or as small as 1.5. These irregularities could be inherqu;aced initial opinions or0, L], with L large, the agents
to the model, but may also be the result of the particulgjith initial opinions close to 0 behave, at least in the first
discret?zatioq cho§en or of the accumulation of numericabrations, as if opinions were initially distributed uifnly
errors in a discontinuous system. on [0, +00). Moreover, once a group of opinions is separated

Because no nontrivial lower bound is available to explaifflom other opinions by more tham, this group becomes
the observed inter-cluster distances in Krause's modestar¢ decoupled. Therefore, if the agents with initial opiniofsse
with three observations that can lead to some partial undes-0 become separated from the remaining agents in finitg time
standing. In fact, the last observation will lead us to a farmtheir evolution under a uniform initial distribution df, L] for
stability analysis, to be developed in the next subsection. a sufficiently largeL is the same as in the case of a uniform

(a) We observe from FigurE] 2 that the minimal value ofhitial distribution on[0, +oc0).
L that leads to multiple clusters is approximatély, while We performed simulations with initial opinions uniformly
Theorentl only requires that this value be at least 1. This mgpaced on[0, o), as in [23]. We found that every agent
tivates us to address the question of whether a more accueatentually becomes connected with a finite number of agents
bound can be derived analytically. Suppose that there igldn @nd disconnected from the remaining agents. The groups
number of agents whose initial opinions are uniformly spgacéormed then behave independently and converge to clusters.
on [0, L]. An explicit calculation shows that all opinionsAs shown in Figurél3, the distances between two consecutive
belong to an interval — O(1),L — 1 + O(%)] after one clusters are close ®.2. These distances partially explain the
iteration, and to an interva[l% - O(%),L — 11 + O(3)] evolution of the number of clusters (as a functiongfshown
after two iterations. Furthermore, by Proposifidn 2, ainogns  in Figure[2. However, a proof of these observed properties
must subsequently remain inside these intervals. On ther otls not available, and it is unclear whether the successive
hand, note that with an odd number of agents, there iiger-cluster distances possess some regularity or cgexee
one agent that always stays &t/2. Thus, if all opinions properties.
eventually enter the intervdlL/2 — 1, L/2 + 1), then there  (c) A last observation that leads to a better understanding of



It can be verified that the convergence results in Thedrkm 1
and the properties proved in Propositibhs 1 &hd 2 continue to
hold. We will use the termweight of a clustetto refer to the
sum of the weights of all agents in the cluster. Observe that i
a numberw of agents in systen]1) have the same position,
they behave as a single agent with weighin the model[(R).
This correspondence can also be reversed, solthat (2) can be
viewed as a special case @1 (1), whenever the weightare
integer, or more generally, rational numbers.

Let z be a vector of agent opinions at equilibrium. Suppose
that we add a perturbing agent indexed by 0, with weight
and initial opinionZz, that we let the system evolve again,

t until it converges to a new, perturbed equilibrium, and then
) ) . N remove the perturbing agent. The opinion veatoso obtained
e s ot ey i o o o e w15 208N an equilbrium. W defindz, s = 53, 7 — |
small number of agents lying in between. As a result, theadést separating Which is @ measure of the distance between the original and
the two groups decreases slowly and eventually becomedesrttzan 1. At perturbed equilibria. We say thatis stableif sup; Az, s, the
that point, the groups attract each other directly and mietgea single cluster. supremum of distances between initial and perturbed éuiaili
caused by a perturbing agent of given weightonverges to

. . . . . zero asd vanishes. Equivalently, an equilibrium is unstable if
the size of the inter-cluster distances is the followingpi®se . ¢ pstantial change in the equilibrium can be induced by a
that L is just below the value at which two clusters ar8erturbing agent of arbitrarily small weight.

formed, and note the special nature of the resulting eiuti * Theorem 2:An equilibrium is stable if and only if for any

shownin Fi,?‘.”d:"‘: The system first converges to a "metgg, clystersd and B with weightsiV, and W, respectively,
stable state” in which there are two groups, separated bya following holds: eithe?, — W5 and the inter-cluster

distance slightly larger than 1, and which therefore do n@isiance is greater than or equal to 2:16%; # Wy and the

interact directly with each other. The two groups are howevg, .. .uster distance istrictly greater thari + min((%zu%l?) _
max A, Wg

i i . )
slowly attracted by some isolated agents located in betwegyte that the two cases are consistent, except that thedeco
furthermore, these isolated agents are being pulled by bathq | es a strict inequality.)

of these groups and remain at the weighted average of the pyyof. we start with an interpretation of the strict in-

opinions in the two groups. Eventually, the distance betweg )ity in the statement of the theorem. Consider two etsst
the two groups becomes smaller than 1, the two groups start,\4 ‘B 4t positionsz4 and x5, and letm = (Waza +

attracting each other directly, and merge into a singletefus Wgas)/(Wa -+ W), which is their center of mass. Then, an
(This corresponds to one of the slow convergence phenom%ré@y calculation Sh(;WS that '

observed in [23].) The initial convergence towards a two-

cluster equilibrium is thus made impossible by the presence lra —2p| > 1+ %
of a few agents in between. Moreover, the number of these if and only if (3)
isolated agents required to destabilize a meta-stable stat max{|lm — z4|, |Im —xp|} > 1

be arbitrarily small compared to the number of agents in the
two groups. On the other hand, this phenomenon will ngt

arise if the two clusters are separated by a sufficientlyelar . ) . L
P y 4 g agent of weighd. Note that since& is an equilibrium, and

distance. For example, if the distance between the two @I‘OLt refore the clusters are at least 1 apart, the perturljietas
is more than 2, no agent can be simultaneously connec od part, P ot

to both groups. This suggests that, depending on the destal r%rrz?e;fegj(s)tz';sm(i{cs'[rg\'lsor?(!uiS;?ILsér:i:tehlsaxnt |idgsc:?1?fbc
between clusters, some equilibria are stable with respebiet ’ ' 0,0 =

o . r'ﬁ connected to exactly one clustdr with positionz, and
presence of a small number of additional agents, while some: S
weight W4, the system reaches a new equilibrium after one

Suppose that an equilibriumy satisfies the conditions in the
eorem. We will show that is stable. Let us insert a perturb-

are not. time step, where both the perturbing agent and the cluster ha
an opinion(zod + xaWa)/(6 + W4). Then,
C. Stability with respect to a perturbing agent . ) 0
. . . . . Asos =T — 24| - 5 <3 ,
In this section, we introduce a notion of equilibrium sta- +Wa +Wa

bility, motivated by the last observation in the precedinghich converges to 0 a§ — 0. Suppose finally that the
subsection. We first generalize the modél (1), so that egsbrturbing agent is connected to two clustetsB. This
agent: has an associated weight and updates its opinion implies that the distance between these two clusters is less

according to the weighted discrete-agent model than 2, and sinceé, satisfies the conditions in the theorem, it
must be greater thah + % Therefore, using{3),
zi(t+1) = Z.7':Im(t)—aaj(t)\<1 w;;(t) ) the distance of one these clusters from their center of mass
3 - .

Zj:‘zi(t),mj(t)m w;j is greater than 1. The opinion of the perturbed agent after on



iteration is withinO(9) from m, while the two clusters only
move by anO(¢) amount. Since the original distance between
one of the two clusters angh is greater than 1, it follows
that after one iteration, and whenis sufficiently small, the
distance of the perturbing agent from one of the clusters is
greater than 1, which brings us back to the case considered
earlier, and again implies thak;, s converges to zero as
decreases.

To prove the converse, we now suppose that the distance
between two clusterst and B, at positionsz, and xp, is
less than 2, and also less thant % Assuming

. . A,Ws)
without loss of generality that, < x g, their center of mass
m isin the intervallzp — 1,24 +1). Let us fix ane > 0 such

that(m —e,m+¢) C (zp — 1,24+ 1). Suppose that at some _ o
igure 5. Example of convergence to a stable equilibriumrevtiee clusters

time ¢ after the introduction of the perturbing agent we havére separated by less than 2. The initial distribution ohimpis is obtained by

. taking 251 uniformly spaced opinions @@, 2.5] and 500 uniformly opinions
To(t) € (m(t) —e,m(t) +¢) C (vp(t) — Lza(t) +1), on [2.5,3]. Opinions converge to two clusters with 153 and 598 agents,

(4) respectively, that are separated by a distah€d38 > 1.2559 = 1 + %3

Wi (1) A1) 2 1, Wherezo(t), 2 (1), (1) andm() Sl esuts e tianed wnen ger e of soemunet, oo

represent the positions at timef the perturbing agent, of the 25 3] which is ten times larger than the density [o72.5).

clusters A and B, and of their center of mass, respectivaig O

can easily verify thate 4 (t + 1) = za(t) +(0(5)| > za(t),

andzp(t+1) = zp(t) — |©(5)], so thatrp(t + 1) —za(t+ ;(0) = —1 for half of the agents and;(0) = 3 for the other

1) < zp(t) — za(t), and (m(t+1) —e,m(t+1)+¢€) C half). On the other hand, we have observed that for a given

(zp(t+1)—1Lza(t+1)+1). smooth distribution of initial opinions, and as the numbér o

Moreover, observe that if were 0, we would haveé, (¢ + agents increases, we almost always obtain convergence to a
1) =m(t). Ford # 0, Zo(t+1) is close tom(t), and we have stable equilibrium. This leads us to the following conjeetu
Zo(t + 1) = m(t) + O(0). Since Conjecture 1:Suppose that the initial opinions are chosen
randomly and independently according to a particular con-

Wazat+1) + Weap(t +1) _ m(t) + O(8), tinuous an boundepd probal))/ility densit?/ functign (PDF)hwit
Wa+Wg connected support. Then, the probability of convergence to

we obtain|m(t + 1) — m(t)] = O(6), and thereforezy(t + stable equilibrium tends to 1, as the number of agents isesea

1) € (m(t+1)—e,m(t+1)+e), as long ag is sufficiently to infinity.

small with respect te. Besides the extensive numerical evidence (see e.g., Figure

We have shown that ifig(0) = Z, is chosen so that thelB), this conjecture is supported by the intuitive idea th#be

condition [3) is satisfied for= 0, and if§ is sufficiently small, number of agents is sufficiently large, whenever two groups

the condition[(#) remains satisfied as longiagt) —z4(t) > Of agents start forming two clusters, there will still be a

1. The perturbing agent remains thus close to the center s9hall number agents in between, whose presence will preclud

mass, attracting both clusters, until at some tithave have convergence to an unstable equilibrium. The conjecturts a

xp(t*) — 24(t*) < 1. The two clusters then merge at thesupported by Theorefl 7 in Sectibnl Ill, which deals with a

next time step. The result of this process is independent @fntinuum of agents, together with the results in Sedtioh 1V

the weights of the perturbing agent, which proves thais that provide a link between the discrete-agent and contisuo

not stable. Finally, a similar but slightly more complicte agent models.

argument shows that is not stable whenz, — zg| = 1 +

min(Wa,Wg) and|zs — 25| < 2. m [1l. THE CONTINUOUS-AGENT MODEL

max(Wa,Wp

Theorerrhz characterizes the stable equilibria in terms of aThe discussion in the previous section indicates that much
lower bound on the inter-cluster distances. It allows fdetin insight can be gained by focusing on the case of a large number
cluster distances at a stable equilibrium that are smdiien t of agents. This motivates us to consider a model involving a
2, provided that the clusters have different weights. This ¢ontinuum of agents. We use the intervak= [0, 1] to index
consistent with experimental observations for certaitighi the agents, and we consider opinions that are nonnegative an
opinion distributions, as shown in Figuf¢ 5. On the othdsounded above by a positive constdntWe denote byr;(«)
hand, for the frequently observed case of clusters with lequihe opinion of agentv € I at timet. We useX to denote the
weights, stability requires the inter-cluster distanaedé at set of measurable functions: I — R, and X; C X the set
least 2. Thus, this result comes close to a full explanation of measurable functions : I — [0, L]. The evolution of the
the observed inter-cluster distances of about 2.2. opinions is described by

In general, there is no guarantee that the sysfdm (1) will I 2:(8) dB
converge to a stable equilibrium. (A trivial example is obeal zei1(a) = Bi(,B)€Ca, Tt : (5)
by initializing the system at an unstable equilibrium, s@sh S5 pyec., 48

m(t+1) =




wherel : I — {1} is the constant function that takes the
value 1 for everyn € 1. Multiplying a function by the degree
function can be viewed as applying an operdipr: X — X
defined by

(Day) (a) = du(0)y(a) = / o B)y(ex) dB.

¢ ) When d, is positive everywhere, we can also define the
(b) operatorD; !, which multiplies a function byl /d,. Finally,
Figure 6. Time evolution of agent opinions, when initial wiphs are drawn We define theLaplacian operatorL, = D, — A,. It follows
from aI (comm)on P(D)F Whir?h is larger on thedin;erval (2.5,3) than thbei directly from these definitions thdt,1 = 0, similar to what
interval (0,2.5). In (a), we have 501 agents and they coevésgan unstable : :
equilibrium: the clusters have respective weights 152 adfl, &and their is known for the Laplacian matrix. In the sequel,_we also use
distance is1.399 < 1+ 132 ~ 1.436. In (b), we have 5001 agents and theythe scalar produdtz, y) = J z(a)y(a) dee. We now introduce
converge to a stable equilibrium: we see two clusters beingéd originally, two lemmas to ease the manipulation of these operators.
but they are eventually drawn together by a small number efisgn between. Lemma 1:The operators defined above are symmetric with
respect to the scalar product: for amyy, z € X, we have

<27Amy> = <AIZay>! <Z7D1y> = <DIZ5y>' and <Z7Lzy> =

whereC, C I? is defined for any: € X by

Cp:={(a,p) € I : |z(a) — 2(B)| < 1}. Proof: The result is trivial forD,. For A,, we have
If the denominator in[{5) is zero, we use the convention (z:42y) = [2(e) ([ xa( B)y(B) dB) da
z11(a) = 2¢(a). However, since the set of agent$or which = Jy(B) (] xa(a, B)z(a) dar) dB.
this convention applies has zero measure, we can ignore ssifice y.(a,3) = x.(8,a) for all «,3, this implies

agents in the sequel. We assume that= X . We then see (z, A,y) = (A,z,y). By linearity, the result also holds for
that for everyt > 0, we havex; € Xy, so that the dynamics L, and any other linear combination of those operator®
are well-defined. In the sequel, we denote)gythe indicator Lemma 2:For anyz,y € X, we have
function of Cy, that is, x, (o, 3) = 1 if (o, ) € C,, and 1 )
Xz (a, 3) = 0 otherwise. (v, (Do £ Ar)y) = 5 /Xm(avﬁ) (y(a) £y(B))” dadp.

We note that for the same reasons as in the discrete—aglent eular L. — D — A i i i_definit
model, if for somex and3 we have the relatiom; (o)) < z+(5) n particu .ar, z = Ug — Az IS POSIIVE SemI-detinite.

! . Proof: From the definition of the operators, we have

or z;(«) = x+(3) at somet, then the same relation continues
to hold at all subsequent times. Furthermorexibonly takesa (D + 4,)y) = /Xm(av By(a) (y(e) £ y(B)) dedp.
finite number of values, the continuous-agent model coexid
with the weighted discrete-agent modEl (2), with the sanmhe right-hand side of this equality can be rewritten as
range of initial opinions, and where each discrete agent's 1
weight is set equal to the measure of the set of indiges L ig izgg’ggzggi Ezgggi%%g%;
for which zo(«) takes the corresponding value. 2 B '

In the remainder of this section, we will study the conlhe symmetry ofy, then implies thaty, (D, + A,)y) equals

vergence properties of the continuous-agent model, and the 1 9 9
inter-cluster distances at suitably defined stable eqislib 3 [ Xal@0) (y(e)* £ 2y()y(B) +y(B)°) dar d,
from which the results follows directly. [ |
A. Operator formalism The update equatiofl(5) can be rewritten, more compactly,
To analyze the continuous-agent mod@! (5), it is convenieftthe form
to introduce a few concepts, extending well known matrix and\z; := 4,1 — 2y = —D; 'Ly, x;, of Dy, Ax; = — L, 24,
graph theoretic tools to the continuous case. By analogly wit (6)

interaction graphs in discrete multi-agent systems, wendefiwhere the second notation is formally more general as it also
for 2 € X the adjacency operator,,, which maps the sek  holds on the possibly nonempty zero-measure set on which

of measurable functions ohinto itself, by letting d, = 0. We say thatr, € X, is afixed pointof the system
if Axz; = 0 holds almost everywhere (a.e., for short), that is,
(Asy) (@) = /Xm(avﬁ)y(ﬁ) dg. except possibly on a zero-measure set. It follows fron (&) th

. . . o the set of fixed points is characterized by the equdlity = 0,
Applying this operator can be viewed as multiplyindy the 3 e One can easily see that the set of fixed points contains th
“contmuqus adjacency matr|x>"§m, and using an extension Ofget .= {z € X1 : 2(a) £ 2(8) = |z(a) — 2(B)] > 1} of
the matrix product to the continuous case. We also define tgnion functions taking a discrete number of values that ar
degree functionl, : I — R, representing the measure of the,; |aast one apart. Left’ be the set of functions € X, for
set of agents to which a particular agent is connected, by \yhich there exists € F such thats — z, a.e. We prove later

that  is exactly the set of solutions th,x = 0, a.e., and
dz (@) = /Xﬂﬂ(o" pldp = (As1)(), thus the set of fixed points ofl(6).



B. Convergence same opinionz(«), and very few agents have an opinion in
In this section we present some partial convergence resuff intervallz(a)+¢, z(a)+1), so thatr is close to a function

In particular, we show that the changer, of the opinion N £ in that zone. Take now an agemtwith an opinion Iarggr_

function decays td), and thatz; tends to the set of fixed thanz(a)+1+¢, and such that very few agents have an opinion

points. We begin by proving the decay of a quantity relatdd (z(a) +1+ € z(/)). This agent interacts with very few

to Az;. agents having an opinion smaller than its own. Thus, if the
Theorem 3:For any initial condition of the systerfi](6), wechange in such an agent's opinion is small, this implies that
have its attraction by agents having larger opinions is also kmal
. and we can repeat the previous reasoning.
2
;/th (o, B) (Azi(a) + Axe(B))” dadf < oo, In order to provide a precise statement of the result, we

) ) ) associate an opinion functionwith a measure that describes
Proof: We consider the nonnegative potential function  the distribution of opinions, and use a measure-theoretic
X — R* defined by formalism. For a measurable function: I — [0, L] (i.e.,
1 . x € X1), and a measurable s&tC [0, L], we letyu,(S) be the
V(z) = 3 /mm (1’ (z(a) = x(ﬁ))Q) dadf =0, (7) | ehesgue measure of the det : #(a) € S}. By convention,
we let u(S) =0 if S C R\ [0, L]. To avoid confusion with
i, we use|S| to denote the standard Lebesgue measure of
Vixgr1) — Vi) < —(Axy, (Ag, + Dy, )Axy) a setS. We also introduce a suitable topology on the set of
opinion functions. We writer <,, € if [{a : z(a) > €}| < e.
which by LemmdR implies the desired result. . Sliamilarly, ¢ <, eif [{a: x(ag‘ > €|}{| < EF aznz IH:; 0
We observe that for everyr,y € X, SINCe it 1y "y(a) £ 0}| = 0. We define the “ball’B, (z, ) as
min (L (y(a) —y(B)) ) is smaller than or equal t0the set{ye X : |z —y| <, ¢} This allows us to define
both 1 and (y() — y(3))°, there holds a corresponding notion of limit. We say that —, y if for
L 5 L all e > 0, there is at’ such that for allt > ' we have
Viy) < 3 fcr (y(a) —y(B))" dadb + 5 fzz\c, ldadf . ¢ B, (y,€). We writex, —,, S for a setS if for all ¢ >0,
= (y,Lay) + 5 |[I*\ Cal there is a’ such that for alk > ¢, there is ay € S for which

. (8) Tt S Bu(yae)'
where Lemmd12 was used to obtain the last equability. For

y = z, it follows from the definition ofC, that the above  The result below, proved in Appendix] A, states that the
inequality is tight. In particular, the following two relahs distance betweem € X and F' (the subset ofX;, consisting
hold for anys andt¢: of functions taking discrete values separated by at least 1)
decreases to O (in a certain uniform sense) when —, 0.

and show that

V(It) = <xta LItIt> + % I \ CEt
V(zs) < (@5, Lexs) + 5|12\ Cy,l. Theorem 4:For anye > 0, there exists @ > 0 such that if
Taking s = ¢ + 1, we obtain |L.x| <, 6, then there exists somec F with |z — s <, e.
In particular, if L,z =, 0, thenz € F.
V(@er1) = V() < (@egr, Layer1) — (0, Lo, v4)
= 2(Awy, Ly, x¢) + (Azy, Ly, Axy),  The next theorem compiles our convergence results.
where we have used the symmetrylof,. It follows from (8)  Theorem 5:Let (z;) be a sequence of functions i,
that L., v, = —D,,Ax;, S0 that evolving according to the moddll(5), and IEtbe the set of
V() — Ve < —2(Awy, Dy,as) + (Axy, Lo, a) functions taking discrete values sepa_rated by a_lt I(_aast Q.nTh
= —(Awy,(As, + Dy,)Azy) (xtfrl—xt) —, 0 andxt —u F.(In partlcular,_perlodlc trajec-
) tories, other than fixed points, are not possible.) Furtloeemn
sinceL, = Dy — As. B ;s a fixed point of[(b) if and only ifc € F.
As will be seen below, this result implies the convergence
of Az, to 0 in a suitable topology. We now show thafz is Proof: We begin by proving the convergence ofr,.

small only if z is close toF, the set of functions taking discreteSuppose that\z; = (x;11 — x¢) —, 0 does not hold. Then,
values separated by at least 1. As a corollary, we then obt#igre is ane > 0 such that for arbitrarily large, there is a
the result thaf” is exactly the set of fixed points, as also showget of measure at leastsuch thatAz; ()| > ¢ for everya
in [24]. The intuition behind the proof of these results flaia  in that set. Consider such a timeWithout loss of generality,
our proof of Theorerfil1, and is as follows. Consider an agentassume that there is a s§tC I of measure at least/2 on
with one of the smallest opinionsg«). If the change inz(a) Which Az, (a) > e. (Otherwise, we can use a similar argument
is small, its attraction by agents with larger opinions mest for the set on whichAz,(a) < —e.) Fix somel’ > L.
small, because almost no agents have an opinion smaller th@f i € {1,...,2[L']}, let A; C I be the set on which
z(c). Therefore, there must be very few agents with an opinien € [(i — 1)/2,i/2]. For anyi and for anya, 3 € A;, there
significantly larger tham:(«) that interact witho, while there holds |z (o) — 2:(8)| < 1 and thus(a, 8) € C.,. Therefore,
might be many of them who have an opinion closerta). A; € C,, for all i. Moreover, the setsl; cover|0, 1], so that

In other words, possibly many agents have approximately t@fﬁq |A;NS| > |S| > €/2. Thus, there exists somé such



that|A4;- NS| > €/(4[L']). We then have verified that the notion of stability used here is equivalent
2 both £, and £, stability. In the sequel, and to simplify the
fcu (Azy(e) + Axy(B))” dovdff presentation, we will neglect any zero measure sets on which

> Jia,.nsy (Dae(a) + Az (3))? dordp Azi(a) # 0, and will give the proof for a fixed point in
> 4e?| AN S|2 > et /A[L2. F. The extension to fixed points if is straightforward. The
Thus, if Ax . 0 does not hold. then proof of the following result is similar to that of its dist¢ee
' 2 ; . counterpart, the necessary part of Theorém 2, and is pesbent
f(a,B)GCmt (Az(a) + Az (8))” does not decay to O, whlchin the AppendisCB,

contradicts Theorerf] 3. We conclude thit; —,, 0. Using
also [6) and the factl,,(«) < 1, we obtainL,,z; —, 0.
TheorenT# then implies that, —,, F.

If 2 € F, itis immediate that is a fixed point. Conversely,
if xg = x is a fixed point, then:; = x¢, a.e., for allt. Then,
the factz;, —, F implies thatz € F. ]

Theorem 6:Let s € F' be a fixed point of[(5), and let, b
two values taken by. If s is stable, then

min (us(a), ps(b))
max (/Ls (a)v Hs (b)) . (9)

With a little extra work, focused on the case where the
We note that the fact, —, I” means that the measurg distance|a — b| between the two clusters is exactly equal to

associated with any limit point of x; is a discrete Measure, e can show that the strict inequality version of conditio

\IIZVSrCt);z r%%?goi?cgcr)]nt?;tsio?/f/nvflr:;?Zt ?:gsirg:\eedssgh?itmliiait@' is necessary for stability. We conjecture that thiscstri
' POl equality version is also sufficient.

exists, because of the semi-compactness of the set of nesasur

under the weak topology. smoothness assumption on the initial opinion function, e c

Theoren(3 states that, tends to the SEF.’ but does not ver have convergence to a fixed point that violates camditi

guarantee convergence to an element of this set. We make tghe . . : .

. . S . We start by introducing the notion of a regular opinion
following conjecture, which is currently unresolved.

; ) . function. We say that a functiom € Xy, is regular if there
Conjecture 2:Let (z;) be a sequence of functions X, . h that any interval C [inf, z, s ]
evolving according to the modédll(5). Then, there is a fum:tiOEXI.StM = m > 0 suc y A= (Mo T, 5Dy )

N . satisfiesm |.J| < u,(J) < M |J|. Intuitively, a function is
@" € F such thaty, —, a7 regular if the set of opinions is connected, and if the dgnsit
of agents on any interval of opinions is bounded from above
C. Inter-cluster distances and stability of equilibria and from below by positive constants. (In particular, nayn

We have found that is a fixed point of[(b) if and only if it value is taken by a positive measure set of agents.) For
belongs toF, that is, with the exception of a zero-measure segxample, any piecewise differentiablec X, with positive
the range ofr is a discrete set of values that are separated bpper and lower bounds on its derivative is regular.
at least one. As before, we will refer to these discrete wahse ~ We will show that if z( is regular and if §;) converges,
clusters. In this section, we consider the stability of &gtia, thenx; converges to an equilibrium satisfying the condition
and show that a condition on the inter-cluster distancesasim (@) on the minimal distance between opinions, provided that
to the one in Theoref 2 is necessary for stability. Furtheemosup,, z: — inf, z; remains always larger than 2. For conve-
we show that under a certain smoothness assumption, tiience, we introduce a nonlinear update operatoon X,
system cannot converge to a fixed point that does not satisigfined byU(x) = z — D, 'L,z = D 'A,x, so that the
this condition. recurrence[(5) can be written as,; = U(z;). The proof of

In contrast to the discrete case, we can study the continuotke following proposition is presented in Appenfik C.
agent model using the classical definition of stability. Velg s  Proposition 3: Let z € X, be a regular function such that
thats € F is stableif for any e > 0, there is a > 0 such sup, z —inf, 2 > 2. ThenU(x) is regular.
that for anyzy, € B,(s,d), we havexz; € B,(s,¢) for all We note that the assumptienp,, z—inf, x > 2 in Proposi-
t. It can be shown that this notion encompasses the stabilityn[3 is necessary for the result to hold. Indeed, if the impin
with respect to the addition of a perturbing agent used imlues are confined to a sgt, b], with b —a = 2 - § < 2,
Section[1I=C. More precisely, if we view the discrete-agenhen all agents with opinions in the sgt+ 1 — 6,a + 1] are
system as a special case of the continuum model, stabiliignnected with every other agent, and their next opiniotis wi
under the current definition implies stability with respexthe be the same, resulting in a non-regular opinion function.
notion used in Section THC. The introduction of a pertuthin As a consequence of Propositioh 3, together with Theorem
agent with opinionz, can indeed be simulated by takindg, if x is regular, then there are two main possibilities: (i)
zo(a) = s(«) everywhere except on an appropriate set dfhere exists some time at which sup,, z; — inf, z; < 2.
measure less thah andzq(«) = %, on this set. (However, the In this case, the measuye,, will have point masses shortly
converse implication turns out to not hold in some pathalabi thereafter, and will eventually converge to the set of fixed
cases. Indeed, consider two agents separated by exacthpdints with at most two clusters. (ii) Alternatively, in the
They are stable with respect to the definition of Secfionlll-Cregular” case, we haveup, z; — inf, z;>2 for all times.
but not under the current definition. This is because if wEhen, everyz,; is regular, and convergence cannot take place
introduce a small measure set of additional agents that @mefinite time. Furthermore, as we now proceed to show,
uniformly spread between the two original agents, we wittonvergence to a fixed point that violates the stability dtorl
obtain convergence to a single cluster.) Moreover, it can @) is impossible. Let us note however that tight conditions

b—al >1+

We will now proceed to show that under an additional
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for a sequence of regular functions to maintain the propergpod precision, the continuous-agent model. We will rely on
sup,, z+—inf,, x;>2 at all times appear to be difficult to obtain.the following result on the continuity of the update operato
Theorem 7:Let (x,) be a sequence of functions i, that Proposition 4: Let x € X, be a regular function. Then, the
evolve according to[{5). We assume that is regular and update operatol/ is continuous at: with respect to the norm
thatsup,, x; — inf, z; > 2 for all t. If (z;) converges, then it | - | . More precisely, for any > 0 there exists somé > 0

converges to a functiom € F' such that such that if||y — z||oc < ¢ then||U(y) — U(z)|loc <e.
min (s (a), 115 (b)) _Proof: Consider a regular functiom € X, and an
|b—al>1+ arbitrarye > 0. Let § be smaller thamne/25M, wherem and

max (jis(a), 15 (b)) M (with m < M) are the bounds in the definition of regular

for any two distinct values:, b, with p(a), us(b) > 0. In  opinion functions applied ta. We will show that if a function

particular, if /i;(a) = p15(b), then|b — af > 2. y € X, satisfies||z — y[|o <6, then||U(y) — U(z)]|oo < €.
Proof: Suppose thatx;) converges to some It follows Fix somea € I, and letS,, S, C I be the set of agents

from Theorenib that € F, and from Propositiofl]3 that all connected ta according to the interconnection topolog@s

x; are regular. Suppose now thatviolates the condition in andd, defined by andy, respecuvely We leby, = S, ﬂSU,

. Sz\ = S, \ Szy @and S\, = S, \ Szy. Sinceljz — y||OO <
the theorem, for some, b, with a < b. Then,b — a < 2, the values|z(a) — 7{ )| and ly(a) — y(B)| differ by at

and we must have;, ((a,b)) = 0 because all discrete valuesmost 925, for anyﬁ € I. As a consequence, i € S, then
taken bys (with positive measure) must differ by at least 1jx(a) — z(3)| < |y( ) —y(B)| + 26. Similarly, if 8 g Sy

We claim that there exists a positive length interyat (a,b) then |z(a) — 2(3)| > |y a) y(6)| — 2. Combining these
such thatu,, , (J) > pi,(J) wheneverz; € B, (s,e), fora tWo inequalities with the def|n|t|ons 082y, Sap\y, @NAS,\ 4,
sufficiently smalle > 0. Sincez, converges tos, this will We obtain
imply that there exists a finite timg after whichp,, (J) is  [z(@) — 1+ 25, 2(e) + 1 — 28] C 2(Sxy) C [z(
nondecreasing, antim inf; .. iz, (J) > pip,. (J) > 0. On  Z(90y) € [x(@) = La(a) —1 T 28] UTe(@) + 1 — 28, () + 1],
the other hand, since, ((a, b)) = 0, 4, (J) must converge to  *(9ne) & [#(e) =1 =20, 2(e) = 1] U[z(e) + 1, z(a )+ 1+ 2]
zero. This is a contradiction and establishes the desimdtre Since z is regular, we havéS,,| > m(2 — 46) > m and
We now establish the above claim. Let “M(")"iﬂ‘(b)b be [S,\,|,|S\.| < M46. Let nowz,, andz,,, be the average
the weighted average af andb. The fact that the condltlon value ofz on S,, and S,,,, respectively. Similarly, leg.,,
in the theorem is violated implies (c{1(3)) that—a| < 1 andy,,, be the average value of on S,, and S,,,. Since
and[c —b] < 1. Letd > 0 be such that — 6 +1 > b and ||z — y|l« < §, Z,, and g, differ by at mosts. It follows
c¢+Jd—1 < a, and consider the interval = [c— ¢, ¢+ d]. For from the definition of the mode[15) that
anyx € B,(s,€), we have

pa(la —€,a+ ) € [ps(a) — € ps(a) + ¢, o]
/LI([b_ E,b—|— 6]) € [ S(b) — € ,us( )"' ] (U(y))(a) = gwu + %(yy\z gmy)
<,

z((a—1,b+1 a—¢e,a+elUlb—e b+
e (( N (a—e JUlb—eb+d) It can be seen thatr,,, — Z.,| < 3 and |y, — ng_gy\ < 3,
where we have used the fact that the values takes lye from which we obtain that(U (y))(«) — (U(z))(a)]| is upper
separated by at least 1. Suppose now thas sufficiently
small so thatc — 6 +1 > b+eandc+6 -1 < a—e Zay — o |+3’ Si\e] +3‘ Sas| <6+6—4M§ <e.
This implies that for everyy such thatz(y) € .J, we have v Syl |Sayl — m.
(a—€b+e€) C (z(y) —1,2(y) +1). If ¢ were equal t0 zero, \ pere we have used the fact that,, — g.,| < 8. Since
we would haveu, (d) = c. Whene is small, the location of the 1,4 above is true for anyo € I, we conclude that
masses ai andb moves by arO(e) amount, and an additional 2)[loo < €. -

O(e) mass is introduced. The overall effect is easily shoan Let Ut ) XL _ }L be the composition of the update oper-

to be O(e) (the detailed calculation can be found in [15])ator defined byt (z) = U (Ut Lz )) so thatl" (o) = ;.

Thus, |(U(2))(7) — | is of orderO(c). Whene is chosen p,,qitioiH is readily extended to a continuity resultifdr

sufficiently small, we obtair — 5 < (U(z))(y) < c+4, i.e., Corollary 1: Let zyp € X be a regular function such that
(U(2))(v) € J for all v such thatz(vy) € J. This implies that sup,, U(z) — info U'(x) > 2 for everyt > 0. Then for any

a) —1,z(a) + 1],

_ Sary _ _
U@N@) = Ty + it (@, = 220),

pu()(J) 2 pa(J), and completes the proof. " finite t, U is continuous at: with respect to the norm - || oc.
Proof: Since = is regular and sincesup, Ut(z) —

IV. RELATION BETWEEN THE DISCRETE AND THE inf, Ut(z) > 2 for all ¢, PropositioriB implies that alit (z)
CONTINUOUSAGENT MODELS are regular. Propositiof] 4 then implies that for allU is

We now analyze the extent to which the continuous-agerantinuous atU*(z), and therefore the compositioti’ is
model [3) can be viewed as a limiting case of the discreteentinuous atr. [ |

agent modell{1), when the number of agents tends to infinity.Corollary[d allows us to prove that, in the regular case,
As already explained in Section]lll, the continuous-ageand for any given finite time horizon, the continuous-agent
model can simulate exactly the discrete-agent model. n tmodel is the limit of the discrete-agent model, as the number
section, we are interested in the converse; namely, thenextef agents grows. To this effect, for any given partition/of

to which a discrete-agent model can describe, with arlditrar[0, 1] into n disjoint sets.Jy,...,J,, we define an operator
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G : R — X that translates the opinions in aragent system large, the system converges to a stable equilibrium for tios
to an opinion function in the continuous-agent model. Moriaitial conditions.
precisely, for a vectof € ®" and anya € J;, we let(Gz)(«) To avoid granularity problems linked with the presence or
be equal to théth component oft. absence of an agent in a particular region, we introduced a
Theorem 8:Let zg € X, be a regular function and assumeiew opinion dynamics model that allows for a continuum of
that sup,, #; — inf, 2y > 2 for t < t*. Then, the sequenceagents. For this model we proved that under some regularity
(x¢), t = 1,...,t*, can be approximated arbitrarily well byassumptions, there is always a finite density of agents leetwe
a sequencéi;) of opinion vectors evolving according tbl(1),any two clusters during the convergence process. As a yesult
in the following sense. For any > 0, there exists soma, we could prove that such systems never converge to an
a partition of I into n disjoint sets.J1,...,J,, and a vector unstable equilibrium. We also proved that the continuous-
%o € [0, L]™ such that the sequence of vectéfsgenerated by agent model is indeed the limit of a discrete model, over any
the discrete-agent modé€ll (1), starting fram satisfies|z; — given finite time horizon, as the number of agents grows to
Gitlloo <€ fort=1,...,t" infinity. These results provide some additional supporttifier
Proof: Fix € > 0. Since allU* are continuous at,, there conjectured, but not yet established, generic convergéamce
is somed > 0 such that if||y — o[l < 4, then||Ut(y) — stable equilibria.
7¢llo < €, fort < t*. Sincexy is regular, we can dividd We originally introduced the continuous-agent model as
into subsets/;, J, ..., .J,, so that|J;| = 1/n for all 4, and @ tool for the study of the discrete-agent model, but it is
lzo(a) — zo(B)| < 6 for all a, B in the same seff;. (This is also of independent interest and raises some challengieg op
done by letting:; be such that,, ([0, ¢;]) = i/n, and defining questions. An important one is the question of whether the
Ji ={a:ci1 <xo(a) < ¢}, wheren is sufficiently large.) continuous-agent model is always guaranteed to conveige. (
We definei, € [0, L]" by letting itsith component be equal only succeeded in establishing convergence to the set af fixe
to c;. We then havel|zg — Gigllc < 6. This implies that points, not to a single fixed point.)
llz: — Ut(Gio)||loo < € for t < t*. Since the continuous- Finally, the study of the continuous-agent model suggests
agent model, initialized with a discrete distribution, siates Some broader questions. In the same way that the convergence
the discrete-agent model, we haté(Gio) = Giy, and the of the discrete-agent model can be viewed as a special
desired result follows. m case of convergence of inhomogeneous products of stochasti
Theorem[B supports the intuition that for large values éRatrices, it may be fruitful to view the convergence of the
n, the continuous-agent model behaves approximatively @@ntinuous-agent model as a special case of convergence of
the discrete-agent model, over any finite horizon. In view dfthomogeneous compositions of stochastic operators, @and t
Theoreni®, this suggests that the discrete-agent systemtshélevelop results for the latter problem.
always converge to a stable equilibrium (in the sense defined The model [(I) can of course be extended to higher di-
Sectior[Tl) when is sufficiently large, as stated in Conjecturénensional spaces, as is often done in the opinion dynamics
[, and observed in many examples (see, e.g., Fidure 6).dnddéerature (see [24] for a survey). Numerical experiments
Theorem[ states that under the regularity assumption, f@ain show the emergence of clusters that are separated by
continuum system cannot converge to an equilibrium thélistances significantly larger than 1. The notion of stgpili
does not satisfy conditio(9) on the inter-cluster diseanc With respect to the addition of an agent can also be extended
However, this argument does not translate to a proof of tk higher dimensions. However, stability conditions beeom
conjecture because the approximation property in Thegleni®re complicated, and in particular cannot be expressed as

only holds over a finite time horizon, and does not necegsar@# conjunction of independent conditions, one for each pair
provide information on the limiting behavior. of clusters. For example, it turns out that adding a cluster

to an unstable equilibrium may render it stable [15]. In

addition, a formal analysis appears difficult becauserin

with n > 1, the support of the opinion distribution can
We have analyzed the model of opinion dynamits (e connected without being convex, and convexity is not

introduced by Krause, from several angles. Our motivatiaa wnecessarily preserved by our systems. For this reason, even

to provide an analysis of a simple multi-agent system with amder “regularity” assumptions, the presence of pertgrbin

endogenously changing interconnection topology whiléngk agents between clusters is not guaranteed.

explicitly advantage of the topology dynamics, somethimaf t

is rarely done in the related literature.

We focused our attention on an intriguing phenomenor{,l] E. Ben-Naim. Rise and fall of political partiesEurophysics Letters
e . . . 69(5):671-676, 2005.
the _f"f‘Ct that equmbrlum mter'CIUSter distances are Uysua [2] E. Ben-Naim, P.L. Krapivsky, and S. Redner. Bifurcasaand patterns
significantly larger than 1, and typically close to 2. We  in compromise processe®hysica D 183(3):190-204, 2003.

proposed an explanation of this phenomenon based on a notih E: Ben-Naim, P.L. Krapivsky, F. Vasquez, and S. Rednenityjyand
discord in opinion dynamicsPhysica A 330:99-106, 2003.

of stability with respect to th_e_' addition of a perturbing_ age [4] D. P. Bertsekas and J. N. Tsitsikli®arallel and Distributed Computa-
We showed that such stability translates to a certain lower tion. Prentice-Hall, 1989.

bound on the inter-cluster distances, with the bound equal {5] V-D. Blondel, J.M. Hendrickx, A. Olshevsky, and J.N. Tlis. Con-
vergence in multiagent coordination, consensus, and figcki In

2 When_the clusters have identical weights. We a_lso dis_cpsse Proceedings of the 44th IEEE Conference on Decision and r@lont
the conjecture that when the number of agents is sufficiently (CDC'2005) pages 2996-3000, Seville, Spain, December 2005.

V. CONCLUSIONS ANDOPEN QUESTIONS
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APPENDIX of generality we assume that< 1/2. Using Lemmd1, we
A. Proof of Theorerfil4 form two sequenced(y,..., K41 and Aq,...,Ar,; that
. . satisfy: (i) Ajp1 = 3K;A; + -, fori = 1,... L; (i) K; >
Before proceeding to the main part of the proof, we sta& +1)je and K,A; < ¢, for i = 1,...L+1. In particular,

W'Te;nmiegmgg:ag lerrggl]a;umber 0. M > 1 and an A; < €%/(L+1). We then choose somiesmaller tham; /3,
tive int : N 3;1 ot aAs - ’0 3 ' Y for all i. We will prove the following claim. If|L,z| <, 0,
positive Integersy, there exists 1 > U and a Sequence ., there exists soma’ < L + 1, and two nondecreasing

gll’{[fi 'M’Iﬁgr’ Z,Sici tha’tN finite sequenced,r;) and (y;), that satisfy

b) the sequenc@);) defined byA;; = 3KZ-Ai+K% satisfies “1=y<0< <y <--- <y <yn,
AK;<e fori=1,...,N; o -

Proof: We use induction. The result is obviously validhe termination condition: ((yx, L]) < €*/(L + 1), and the
for N = 1. We now assume that it holds for somé and following additional conditions, fo¥ = 1,..., N:
prove that it also holds folN 4+ 1. Choose somé 1 such .
that Ky, > M. Using the induction hypothesis, choodg  (8) L} (z:) < Ai;
and a sequenck,..., Ky so that fori = 1,... N, we have (b) xi > yio1 +1;
KA < gy andK; > max 2Ex+1 Ar). The conditions (©) p([yi-1,2i)) < Ai = 0;

P e X OSyz—szK1Az<€

on K; are satisfied foi =1,..., N + 1, and so are those on

KiAgfori=1,...,N. The result then follows from The above claim, once established, implies that is

“close” to a discrete measure whose support consists of
Kni1Any: = Ky (3KNvAN + KLN) values that are separated by at least 1, and provides a
proof of the theorem. To see this, note that the length of
each interval[z;,y;] is less thane. Furthermore, the set
m [0,L]\ UN,[zi,ui] is covered by disjoint intervals, of the
To simplify the presentation of the proof, we introduce sonf®rm [0, z;), (yi—1,2;), or (yn, L]. Since intervalqy;_1, z;)
new notation. For a given measuze we define the function have at least unit length, the overall number of such interva
j;u by is at mostL + 1. For intervals of the form0, =), (yi—1, ),
P ):/ (y — 2) du(2) condition (c) implies that their measure is boundgd gbove
wlY (et ) Yy piz). by A; — 8 < A; < €2/(L +1). Recall also the termination
X condition x ((yn,L]) < €*/(L 4 1). It follows that the
Thus, for anyo € I, we have(L.z)(a) = Ly, (x(a)), where  measure of the se0, L] \ |J,[xi, 4] is at moste?, hence
1o is the measure associated 4p defined by lettingu,(S)  smaller thane. Let s € F be a function which for every
be the Lebesgue measure of the §et: z(a) € S} for any  takes a value; which is closest taz(«). Sincez can differ
measurable se$. Since no ambiguity is possible here as Wgom all ; by more thare only on a set of measure smaller
only use one such measure, we will refer/tp asy in the thane, it follows that |z — s|<,e. Finally, if L,z =, 0, then
sequel. We also define the nonnegative functions |L.x| <, ¢ for all positive . As a consequence, the distance
N betweenz and F' is smaller than any positive and is thus
Ly (y) = / (z —y) dp(z) 2 0, 0. BecausédF is the closure ofF, it follows then thatz € F.
(wy+1) Thus, it will suffice to provide a proof of the claim.
and . We will now use a recursive construction to prove the claim.
L, (y)= / (y —2)du(z) >0, We initialize the construction as follows. Sin¢g,z| <,, 4,
(y—1.v) there exists somer;> 0 such thaty([0,21)) < & and
so thatL, = L+ — L. Using the definition of the relation L, (1) <L, (1) + 6. Sinceyo = —1, x, satisfies condition
<,., we observe that ifL,z| <, J, then the set (b). Sinces < Aq/3, we haveu([yo, z1)) = p([0,21)) < <
2A1/3—460 < Ay —4, and condition (c) is satisfied. Moreover,

S:{ye [O,L]:‘ﬁ,’: (y)— L, (y)‘ 25} ; [ (21 — ) du(z)
(z1—1,21)

Ly (x1)
. f(ﬂh—l@l) du(z)

for any z € [0, L] at least one of the following must be true: <
; . ~ a M([val)) = d.
(i) there exists somg < [z, L] such thatL} (y) < L, (y)+6 R K
andyu ([z,y)) < 4; or, Thus, L} (z1) < L, (z1) + 0 < 26 < Ay, and condition (a)
(i) we have pu([z,L]) < ¢. We will make use of this is also satisfied.
observation repeatedly in the proof of TheorEmm 4, which is We now assume that we have chosen nonnegative . , x;
given below. andyq,...,y;_1, SO thatzy, ..., 2, | satisfy the four condi-

Proof: Without loss of generality, we assume thatis tions (a)-(d), andr; satisfies conditions (a)-(c). We will first
integer. (This is because the model withnot integer can be show that we can choosg to satisfy condition (d). Then, if
viewed as a special case of a model in which opinions atg(y;, L]) < €2/(L + 1), we will set N = i, and terminate
distributed on|0, [L]].) We fix somee > 0, and without loss the construction. Otherwise, we will show that we can choose

€ € _
< KN+1 36KN+1 + 2KN+1) = €.

satisfies;(S) < 4. As a consequence, |fL,z| <, J, then

IN N
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x;4+1 to satisfy conditions (a)-(c), and continue similarly. Bot

. d
that if y; has been thus constructed and the process has s

not yet terminated, then the propeny,; > z; > y; + 1 p<o+ L <o
(from conditions (b) and (d)) implies that,; > L, so that . L .
u((yr+1,L]) = 0, which satisfies the termination condition. T = Y v+l wip

This shows that indeed&V < L + 1, as desired. Because alll
the required conditions will be enforced, this constructidll
indeed verify our claim.

The argument considers separately two different cases. For
the first case, we assume thef[z;, z; + 1)) < 5+Kii, which
means that very few agents have opinions betwegmand
x;+1. The construction described below is illustrated in Figure
[A(a). We lety; = x;, so that condition (d) is trivially satisfied
by yi. If 1 ((yi, L]) < €2/(L+1), we leti = N and terminate.
Suppose therefore that this is not the case. Ther; L, and

L+1 s-Ssa "
1 [y, L+ 1]) = p([yi ])_L—l-l > A1
We then have IL‘z Yi I; + KlAl Yi + 1 x;-i-l
pllyi+LL+1)) = p(ly, L+1)) = p(lyi,vi + 1))
> Ai+1—5—%>5, (b)
where the last inequality follows from the recurrenkg, ; = Figure 7. lllustration of the iterative construction in theof of TheorenEI4

when (@) ([zi, z; + 1)) < 6+— and (b)u ([zi,z; + 1)) > 6+— For
3K; Af" K; (Cf Lemm@) and the fact thad < A; < K;A; the sake of clarity, the figure shows the densijy as if it were cont|nuous

for all i. In particular, we must havg; + 1 < L. Using the put the proof does not use the continuity, or even existeota, density.
assumption L,z| <, ¢, and an earlier observation, we can
find somez; 11> y; + 1 such thatL+ (Tix1) <L (Xix1) +0
andp([y; + 1, 2;41))<d. Condition (b) then tr|v|a||y holds for Suppose therefore that this is not the case. By the same
x;+1. Remembering thay; = z;, we also have argument as for the prewqus case, we can then chopse

SO thatyi +1< 241 <L, Lt (‘Ti-f-l) < L: (‘Ti-f-l) + 6, and
z g([xil’ i —g 1<))A+ u([yg—i- L zit)) w(fyi + 1, xi41)) < 6. ThUSQ:le satisfies condition (b).
S 0+t 0= A1 —0, To prove thatz;; satisfies the remaining two conditions,
where the last inequality foIIows, as before, from the recufc) and (a), we need an upper bound @z; + 1,y; + 1)).
rence A1 = 3K;A; + 7, and fromé < K;A;. As a Observe first that

H ([yz‘, $i+1))

Liilgftézg?zis)at;sg;e:r\j:é)r:ﬁgon (c). To prove that, ; satisfies LI (i) = f[yi,yiﬂ)(z ) du(2)
> it (2 —¥i) du(2)
T g [z;+1,y:+1) (10)
LL (IHFI) j(mwlflymwl)(IiJrl _Z) d,LL(Z) > (1+1'i —yi)u([xi+17yi+1))
> spfzi+ 1y +1),

p([ivr — 1, 2i41))
plyis zigr)) - where the last inequality follows from the fatt: x; — y; >
where the last inequality follows from condition (b) for, ;. 1 — ¢ (condition (d)), and the fact thatwas assumed smaller
Becausez;, satisfies condition (c), we havé; (z;11) < thans. Thus, to derive upper bound gn([z; +1,y; + 1))
A;+1 — 6. Then, condition (a) for;.1 follows from the fact it will suffice to derive an upper bound ohj (y;). We start
thatz;, has been chosen so thaf (1) <L, (zi1)+d. with the inequality,L;" (y;) < L7, (y;)+9, and also make use

We now consider the second case, whef¢r;, x; + 1)) > of the facty; — 1 > x; — 1 > y;_1, which is a consequence
&+ 2. Our construction is illustrated in Figuré 7(b). We claimof conditions (b) and (d) for;. We obtain

that i+ KA\, z; + 1)) < 2. This is because otherwise - _
e nt) S5 Ly ) < fy @i —2)du() + fiy, ) (00— 2) dia(2)

we would have H
. i < ,U([yz laxz))+ﬂ([xzayz)) (yl 1)
Li (@) = Jig iy (z = 2) du(2) < Ai- 0+ KA,

(Ii+K1AW@'+1>(2_xi)dﬂ(z) where the last inequality follows from conditions (c) and

Kilip ([oi + Kidi, zi + 1)) (d) for z;, and the fact thap ([z;,4:)) < u([0,L]) = 1
Ai, Combining this with the lower bound{lL0) leads to

INIA I

VIV IV

contradicting condition (a) for;. This implies thaju([z;, z; +
KA;]) > 0. It follows that we can choose;/l(-[ > plrs + Loy +1)) < 2K + DA, (11)

so thaty, < x; + K;A;, p(lyi,z: + K;A;)) < 6, and which is the desired upper bound @r{[z; + 1,y; + 1)).

f);j (yi) < ﬁ; (yi) + 0. Then, condition (d) is satisfied by We will now use the above upper bound to prove conditions
yio If w([yi, L)) < €2/(L + 1), we leti = N and terminate. (a) and (c) forz;.;. Observe thatu([y;,zi+1)) can be
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expressed as amounts to noting that the numerator and denominator in the
o A _ A definition of u,.(a) are both Lipschitz continuous functions of
n ZE{Z“f;_yK;Af))))1_5(([[;1:1[{;&’;1 +1) a, and that the denominator is bounded belowsbyThe proof
v G ) of the lower bound is essentially a strengthening of the fowbo
Recall thaty; has been chosen so that[y;, z; + K;A;)) < Propositior 1L, which only established that(b) —u.(a) > 0.)
5, and x;41 so that p([y; +1,2:41)) < 4. Moreover,  With our choice ofs, we have eithet; > inf, z+1 or b <
w([x; + K;Aq, x; + 1)) has been shown to be no greater thasup,, » — 1. We only consider the second case, so thab +
1/K;. It then follows from [(I1) that 1) C [inf, z,sup, z]; the first case can be treated similarly.
1 1 Let fig\p = fte (@ — 1,0 = 1)), fiap = ptoe (b — 1,0+ 1)), and
w [y zie1)) < 20 + ol 2(K;+1)A; < 3K A+ o 0, fipa = pa ([a +1,b+1)). Let als0z,p, Zap, andzy , be the

center of mass of the opinions of those agents whose opinions
where we have used the facts that < A; and K; > 3. Jie in the set(a—1,b—1], (b—1,a+1), anda + 1,b+ 1),

Condition (c) forz;y, follows from the propertyAii1 = respectively. (In cas@,\, = 0, we use the conventian,,, =
3KiAi+K%_ in the definition of the sequenca;) (see Lemma 4 _ 1)
[3). To prove condition (a), we observe that From the definition ofi,, we have
ﬁ; (Tit1) = f(mi+1,17m+l)($i+1 — z)dp(z) s (@) = FabTab + Ha\bTarb _ Zap — Fa\s(Tab — Ta\p)
< pl(@iv — Lwiga)), fiab + fa\b fiab + fa\b
and then use conditions (b) and (c) for,; to obtain and
Ly, (wit1) < p([yiwis1)) < A = 6. U (b) = Fablab + Ph\aTtha _ Tap + Fi\a(Tora — Tav) f“b),

Hab + fip\a Hab + [Hp\a

Note thata — 1 <Z,\; < Zap < Tp\o< b+ 1, SO thatzy,, —

Tab < 24 (b—a) < 3, and similarly,z,, — Z,\, < 3. From

B. Proof of Theorer]6 the regular(ity asiumption, we also haug, < J\\/[(b—a) and
Proof: Supposes does not satisfy the condition of thisji,, = i, ((b— 1,a + 1)) > e ((a,a+ 1)) > m. Thus,

theorem, and that < b. Sinces € F, we haveu, ((a,b)) = 0. _ _ 3M(b— a)

Let S,, S, C I be two sets on which takes the values and g (b) — ug(a) < 3EA 4 glalb o 4,

b, respectively. We choose these sets so that the Lebesgue Hab Hab m

measure ofS, U Sy is §, and so that the ratigS,|/[Ss| of which proves the claimed upper bound witt' = 3L,

their measures is equal o (a)/us(b). Let zo(a) = s(a) for For the lower bound, an elementary calculation shows that

a ¢ S, USy, andzg(a) = % for « € S, US,. if we have a density function on the intervil 1], which is

Observe thaﬁ“‘)i‘;)) _ ps(a) bounded above and below By andm, respectively, then its

As already z&iscussésé?)Whem takes discrete values, the,Center of mass is at least/2). By applying this fact to the

evolution of z; is entirely characterized by the evolution Ofnter\l/a(lj(b H La+1) (Wh]iCh has I_engtrll larger tharl; 1|)’ we
a corresponding weighted discrete-agents system of time fo(r:‘)r‘(:_uhe t Zt Its center oS.mass,lb Is at e>astm/2M T]OW
@). We can then apply the reasoning in the proof of Theorefh® "ght end-point + Ld ince alsazy\, = a + 1, we have
to show that the two clusters initially atandb converge Tb\a ~ Tab = m/2M, an

to a single cluster. Since this can be done for any, arbigrari - Fiv\a m mb—a) m
small§ > 0, s is unstable. m (b)) 2 Tap+ Tiar + g 2M 2 Ug(a) + —5r— o

This completes the induction and the proof of Theofénm.

. where the last inequality made use of the fagfs, > m(b—a)

C. Proof of Propositio 13 and fie, + fip\a < 3M. This establishes the claimed lower
To ease the reading of the proof, we introduce a neWound, withm’ = m?/6M?2.

notation. For anyr € X, we letu, : [0,L] — [0, L] be By splitting an interval [a,b] C [inf, x,sup, x| into

a function defined so that,(a) is the updated opinion of an subintervals of length bounded by we see that the result

agent that held opinion, namely m/(b —a) < uy(b) — uy(a) < M'(b— a) also holds for
f”lzd (2) general such intervals. Consider now an interjld’] €
Uy (a) = —22=1 Ha ) [inf, U(z),sup, U(z)], and leta = inf{z € [0, L] : uy,(z) €
pe ((a —1,a+1)) [, ']} andb = sup{z € [0, L] : us(2) € [d’,V']}. As a conse-
As a consequencél/(z))(e) = ug(z(e)) and z;11(a) = duence of the order preservation propeaty((a, b)) € [a’, b'],
Ug, (z¢(a)), for anya € 1. and [a/, V'] C [ug(a),u,(b)]. Sincex is regular, we have

Proof: Sincex is regular, there exist and M, with 0 < #a(a) = pa(b) = 0, which implies thatuy o) ([o',b']) =
m < M, such that for anya, ] C [inf, 2, sup, 2] we have “Z%“’b]) € [m(b — a),M(b — a)]. Using the bounds on
m(b—a) < pg([a,b]) < M(b—a). Let§ = min{3,sup, z — W we finally obtain the desired result
inf, z — 2}. We first prove the existence @ff’, m’ > 0 such Lt , P iy ,
) — < < — .
that if [a, b] C [inf,, , sup, ] andb—a < ¢, thenm’(b—a) < mm (V' = a) < pu ([0, V]) < MM = a)
Uz (b) — uz(a) < M'(b—a). (The proof of the upper bound [ |
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