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Abstract In the framework of the three-party constrained voter moddiere
voters of two radical partiesA(and B) interact with “centrists” € andC;), we
study the competition between a persuasive majority anchargtied minority.

In this model,A’s andB'’s are incompatible voters that can convince centrists or
be swayed by them. Here, radical voters are more persuasineentrists, whose
sub-population comprises susceptible agénasid a fraction{ of centrist zealots
C;. Wherea<LC's may adopt the opinioné and B with respective rates % da
and 1+ dg (with da > 3 > 0), C; are committed individuals that always remain
centrists. Furthermoreéy andB voters can become (susceptible) centiiSisith
arate 1. The resulting competition between commitment anduyasion is stud-
ied in the mean field limit and for a finite population on a coetplgraph. At
mean field level, there is a continuous transition from a terce phase when
{ < Ac=0a/(1+ da) to a phase where centrism prevails wifeh Ac. In a finite
population of sizeN, demographic fluctuations lead to centrism consensus and
the dynamics is characterized by the mean consensugtiBecause of the com-
petition between commitment and persuasion, here consesseached much
slower { < A¢) or faster ¢ > A¢) than in the absence of zealots (wher N). In
fact, when{ < Ac and there is an initial minority of centrists, the mean coisss
time grows ag ~ N~Y/2eNY, with N>> 1 andy = 6 — {(1+In(da/Q)) + O(8R).
The dynamics is thus characterized by a metastable state e most persua-
sive voters and centrists coexist whén> dg, whereas all species coexist when
oa = 3. When( > A¢ and the initial density of centrists is low, one finds: INN
(whenN > 1). Our analytical findings are corroborated by stochasgticikations.
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1 Introduction

Opinion dynamics aims at understanding how cultural changdves [1,Z,B].
This issue is closely related to problems arising in varidigsiplines in the life
and behavioral sciences [4], and the recent years havesside growing activity
in applying the tools of statistical physics to their degtan [3/5]. In models of
opinion dynamics, each agent is typically representedddipjinion” state (often
labeled as a spin variable|[6]) that is updated in responsgieet@pinion of a lo-
cal neighborhood, a mechanism of cultural dynamics doctsaden sociological
studies, see e.d.l[7,8]. Basic issues in opinion dynaminsexo the time neces-
sary for a consensus to be attained and the period duringhwelitural diversity
is maintained[3,5]. These questions are usually addrdssednsidering simple
and insightful models, like the influential two-state voteodel (VM), in which
local opinions are copied and spread by imitation, see Seeldv. It has recently
been proposed that the evolution of cultural diversity widog more realistically
described by models where the seekdonsensuss limited by some form oin-
compatibility [1,[2]. This idea has been investigated in an analyticallgmable
three-party constrained voter model (3CVM)[9/10,11] (akse® Ref.[12]).

In this work, we generalize the 3CVM to study the competitimiween a
persuasive majority and a committed minority. In our modsl,n Refs.[[9, 10,
11]], the voters of two radical partie& &ndB) are incompatible and do not interact
among them, but they interact with a third species (“‘cettfi€ andC;). Here,
radicalA andB voters are considered to be more persuasive than centvisise
sub-population comprises susceptible agebtafd a small fractiod of “centrist
zealots” ;). The latter are committed individuals that always remaintasts,
while a susceptible centrist adopts the opirdowith rate 1+ dp when it interacts
with anA-voter, and the opinioB with rate 1+ dg when it interacts with 8-voter.
Furthermore, eachA andB individuals can become a (susceptible) centrist with
rate 1. The parametedg > dg > 0 hence represent the persuasion biases totvard
andB, i.e. the respective persuasion strength of these raditals; The dynamics
is thus characterized by a competition between the pemuasiength ofA and
B voters opposed by the resistance of centrist zeal@ty (The questions that
we address with this model are the followirfg:When and how does a committed
minority prevail against a persuasive majority? (ii) Howedothe mean consensus
time vary with the fraction of zealots and the persuasiors&s®

These questions are answered by studying the generali2éel’3@roperties
in the mean field limit and for a finite population of si¥eon a complete graph. In
the absence of fluctuations, we find that more than one opaterists wher is
below a critical threshold; = da/(1+ da), while centrism prevails whefi > A..
The dynamics is markedly different when the size of the pafpon is finite and
the demographic fluctuations drive the system into centdensensus in a time



that depends non-trivially oda, dg, { andN. The mean consensus time in a large
population with an initial minority of centrists is here shoto grow dramatically
ast ~ N~12eNv(@.0) when < A, and ast ~ InN whenZ > A.. These results,
derived using the Fokker-Planck equation and the WKB apmroare in stark
contrast with the mean consensus time obtained in the absédmentrist zealots
(whent ~ N [10)11]). Our findings, corroborated by stochastic siniafe, thus
demonstrate that the presence of centrism zealotry eidna@fisantly slows down

(¢ < Ac) or speeds up{( > Ac) the approach to consensus.

While some aspects of the influence of committed agents mapdynamics
have been considered in the literature, e.g. in Refsl [135146/17] (see Sec. 2),
this work differs from earlier studies in various respe¢isWe here consider a
three-party (four-statejnodel whereas most of previous works, like Refs. [13,
14[15,1€,117], focused on two-state systems. (ii) Here, twaysthe competition
between the degree of commitment in the populatindthe persuasion strength
of two types of voters (three independent parameters),ewiol persuasion bias
was considered ir_[15,16,17]. (iii) Furthermore, whereasstrof the previous
results were obtained in the mean field limit[[16] or by meansumnerical simu-
lations [17], the exponent(da, {) is here obtainednalytically.

This paper is organized as follows: Next Section is dedittie brief review
of the voter model and some of its variants, while the 3CVMwaéntrist zealots
is introduced in Section 3. The mean field dynamics of suchdatie discussed in
Section 4. The section 5 is dedicated to the stochastic flation of the dynamics
in a finite population. The mean consensus time in the caskeofical persuasion
biases is studied in Section 6. In particular, the case ofoting-lived coexistence
of opinions and metastability is studied in terms of the FgkRIanck equation
(Sec. 6.1.1) and with the WKB method (Sec. 6.1.2). The measamsus time in
the general case of asymmetric persuasion biases is adaty&ection 7. In the
final section, our findings are summarized and our conclsgioesented.

2 A brief review of the voter model and some of its variants: zalotry,
commitment and incompatibility

As a contribution to a special issue on thpplications of statistical mechanics to
social phenomenag’this work is dedicated to the study of the competition betwe
commitment and persuasion in the three-party constraioger vnodel. Before
presenting our new findings, it is useful to begin by providéome background
material in the form of a brief review of some basic models egzilts.

Since the pioneering works by Schelling and Granovetté][2#he impor-
tance of relying on individual-based models to relate “mil@vel to macro-level
interactions”|[8] in social dynamics has been recognizedaAinspiring example
of this type of modeling approach, Schelling showed Hanophily that is the
tendency of an individual to being bond with neighbors sigsgimilar character-
istics, is important to understand the formation of soctgiregation[7].

In this context, the voter model (VM) [6] is one of the simplaad most paradig-
matic individual-basedmodels of opinion dynamics. The VM describes how a
socially interacting population of individuals possegsandiscrete set of states
(“opinions”) evolves toward consensus as the result ofautigons between neigh-



bors and local fluctuations of the population compositidme WM is closely re-
lated to the Ising model of statistical physics with the (laukinetics at zero
temperaturel[18,18] and also to the Moran modél [20] commonly used to de-
scribe evolutionary dynamics in the life and behavioragaces([4]. In the clas-
sic two-state VM, each node of a graph is occupied by a “vateine of the
two possible state, e.g. denotédr B (or +/—, 1 / |, or “leftist/rightist”). These
voters can be interpreted as having no self confidence amtjottatheir state by
simply adopting the opinion of a neighbor. Hence, in its daspform the VM
evolves according to the following rules:

— Pick a random voter.

— The selected voter adopts the opinion of one of its randoighheir.

— These steps are repeated until a consensus (where allduadisiare of the
same opinion, either all leftists or all rightists) is nesa#ly reached.

In the language of statistical physics, these rules and tMedefine a Markov
chain with absorbing states that is aptly described by aenaspation[[22]. One
of the most appealing features of the VM is its mathematreakability. Indeed, it
is one of the rare models of non-equilibrium statisticalgiby to be exactly solv-
able in any dimensions on regular lattices, and many of bpgnties are known
analytically, see e.gl_[3,19,22]. The most significant dezd of the VM are (i)
the probability to attain a specific consensus state, (@)rtiean time to reach a
consensus, and (iii) the two-point correlation functié(r,t).

i. The consensus probabiliga(x) (also called “exit probability”, or “fixation
probability” by analogy with the evolutionary dynamicseliature [[4]) is the
probability that a finite system consisting of an initial déy x of A-voters
eventually reaches the consensus state where all voteis tre stateA. As
the average opinion, also called “magnetization”, is corest by the VM on
any degree-regular graphs (like lattices and completehgjajand since the
VM always reaches consensus, one Bg&) = x on any regular graphs.

ii. On degree-regular graphs, it is known that the mean ameetimer (also
called “mean exit time” or “mean fixation time”) in a populati of N voters
scales ag ~ N? in one dimensiond = 1) and ast ~ NInN in two dimen-
sions @l = 2), whereas in dimensiorts> 2 one hag ~ N (complete graphs
correspond tal = ). This implies thatl = 2 is the upper critical dimension
of the VM. Moreover, it has recently been shown that the mearsensus
time scales sublinearly witN on degree-heterogeneous graphs characterized
by nodes of high-degree, i.e.~ N9, where 0< a < 1 depends non-trivially
on the network’s degree-distributidn 23]

1 These models arequivalenton one-dimensional lattices, but not in higher dimensions
where the Ising-Glauber model followsaajority rule, whereas the VM evolves according to a
a proportional rule As a consequence, while there is a surface tension in thelinvensional
Ising-Glauber model this is not the case for the VM, §ele [Bab@ references therein.

2 The voter and Moran models are equivalent on regular graphiséd to markedly different
dynamics on degree-heterogeneous networks, seé €.g. [21].

3 It has also been shown that a class of models with voter-fkenhics and describing coop-
eration dilemmas are characterized by anomalous metistaii scale-free networks, with the
mean consensus time and exit probability exhibiting actierd exponential dependence on the
the population size and an exponent depending non-tyvidlthe degree distribution [23].



iii. Significant insight into the spatial distribution of mpons is provided by the
two-point correlation functiof(r,t). This quantity informs on the probability
that two voters separated by a distanege in the same state at tirheéDn lat-
tices of dimensionl, ¢(r,t — ) decays asymptotically a8~ in high dimen-
sions @ > 2). In low dimensions the spatial organization of the VM isuct-
terized bycoarseningi.e. the slow formation of growing domains of a single
opinion. As a consequence, the two-point correlation foncasymptotically
approaches the value 1 in low dimensions. More preciselgnwh- o and
0<r <+t onefinds-94(rt)~r/ytind=1and 1-4(r,t) ~ Inr/Intin
d=2[24].

While the VM has proved to be insightful and influential, ities on oversim-
plified assumptions like the total lack of self-confidencalbfvoters and the un-
avoidable formation of a consensus. In fact, since Gratevgseminal work on
“threshold models”[B], the influence on social dynamicsha population’shet-
erogeneousesponse to stimuli is well established. In the opinion dyita con-
text, as a step toward the investigation of a simple modedriag the dynamics
of a heterogeneous population with different levels of aterice, we have pro-
posed to investigate the two-state voter model in the poesefi‘zealots”[18, 14,
15]. The zealotry is implemented by assuming that a smattifya of the popula-
tion consists otommittedndividuals (called zealots) that either favor a specific
state A or B) as in Refs.[[18,14], or adopt an opinion that never changes a
Ref. [15]. As a consequence of zealotry, the magnetizasioii conserved in the
VM with zealots, and the main features of these models aréotlmsving:

— In Ref. [13] it was shown that on low-dimensional latticeshémd < 2) a
single zealot with a favored opinion (i.e. a voter with a dimsard one opin-
ion, but whose state 3ot fixed) imposes the consensus in its favored state to
an infinite group of voters, whereas in higher dimension tlagmetization is
non-uniform and decays with the distance from the zealathEwmore, the
unanimity state imposed by the zealot is approached alpeaitisain one di-
mension, as~1/2, and much slower in two dimensions (L/Int). It has also
been shown that on a finite lattice of sile= L9 (wherelL is the lattice lin-
ear size), the time necessary for the zealot’s opinion teagpisN? isd = 1,
NInN ind = 2, andN in higher dimensions.

— Ref. [14] was dedicated to the study of the VM in the preserieesmall group
of n zealots, each with a favored opinion and a specific bias thitapreferred
state. The competition between zealots of different typessthown to prevent
the formation of consensus and to lead to a non-trivial flaittg steady state
whose properties were investigated by exploiting a fornmallegy with the
electrostatic potential generated byclassical point charges. The approach
toward the steady state was shown to be algebraitc {/2) and logarithmic
(~1/Int) in one and two dimensions, respectively, and to be chaiaeteby
the formation of growing domains when the density of zea®tgery small,
i.e.n/N < 1. In this case, the size of the single-opinion domains wasddo
grow with the system size but to never span entirely the syste

— The voter model with a finite (but small) fractioYN of zealots that never
change opinion has been studied in Ref/[15]. The study wagdaout on
complete graphs and on low-dimensional lattices with ramgladistributed



zealots (of both types). It was thus shown that in all casesalldraction of
zealots is effective in maintaining a reactive state chteraed by a Gaussian
magnetization distribution with a width that decaysa¥/2.

The influence of committed agents in opinion dynamics haslzen considered
in other two-opinion dynamics models, see e.g. Refs[ [1@5[26]:

— The case of a committed minority of “inflexibles” in a two-&anajority-rule
model has been considered at mean field level in Ref. [16]revbevas shown
that an equal densities of inflexibles of each type preveméensus from being
achieved.

— The authors of Ref[[17] studied how the mean consensus tariesvwith
the fraction of committed individuals in a two-opinion veani of the naming
game [28] called thdinary agreement modeln the model of Ref.[[17], the
population initially consists of a majority of individuatsf one opinion and
a fractionp of individuals of the other species. As in Ref. [15], thedathre
committed individuals that never change state and impesedbnsensus after
a mean time showed to grow exponentially or logarithmicelih the popu-
lation size, depending on whetheis below or above a critical threshold [17].

— The authors of [25] considered thenfident voter modgin which each voter
has two levels of commitment (“confident” and “unsure”) farca of the two
possible opinions. The confident VM has been studied in therfield limit,
where the mean consensus timeis InN, whereas in one and two dimen-
sions the mean consensus time scales respectively & andr ~ N%/2 [25].

— Furthermore, théeterogeneous voter modalwhich each agent has its own
intrinsic rate to change state has been considered in [Rg. ihere it was
found that the time until consensus is reached is much longée heteroge-
neous VM than in the classic voter model.

It is also worth noting that the influence on cooperationrditeas of zealot-like
individuals has recently been studied in the framework ofigionary games [27].

In addition to voter-like models with committed individsathere are vari-
ous prototypical opinion dynamics models, whose outconehégacterized by
a lack of consensus. Influential models of this type are thiipherstate Axel-
rod model[[1] and the bounded compromise model [2]. The keyufe prevent-
ing consensus in these models is a formrafompatibility when the opinions
of two agents are too different, they are deemed to be inctbipand there is
no interaction between such individuals. This can lead ttural fragmentation
and a frozen stationary state where a mixture of incompastates coexist. In its
essence, the feature of incompatibility is captured by theadled three-party con-
strained voter model (3CVM) that can be regarded as a destitete-state version
of the bounded compromise modgel([9, 10]. In the 3CVM, thenedsnteraction
between speciea (“leftists”) and B (“rightists”) that are are incompatible. How-
ever,A- andB-voters interact with a third speci€s and thus compete to impose
their own consensus according to the following rules:

— A centristC can become aA-voter or aB-voter with rate 1 &’ (and 0<
18] < 1);

— A andB voters can become centri€swith a rate 1;

— A andB voters do not interacAB — AB,



whered’ is a bias favoring eitheA andB (when &' > 0), or C (whend’ < 0).
The 3CVM admits three absorbing fixed points, correspontiingpe consensus
with A,B andC, and a “polarization line” along which a frozen mixture ofmo
interactingA’'s and B's coexist. This 3CVM has been solved analytically on a
complete graph and the probabilities of reaching each cmusestate and the
polarization line were determined, both whéh= 0 [10] and in the casé&’ #

0 [11]. Within an approach based on the Fokker-Planck egud#?], it was also
shown that the mean exit times in the 3CVM scale linearly withpopulation size
N when the intensity of the bias is weak (i.e. whgfd’| < 1 andN > 1) [10,
11]. The 3CVM has also investigated on regular lattices andd to exhibit slow
kinetics in low dimensions [9] (see also [12]).

Aiming to study how the maintenance of cultural diversityaffected by the
competition between persuasion and commitment, in thikwa consider a
three-party (four-state) opinion dynamics model that ciomb the main features
of both the 3CVM and VM with zealots. The resulting model, wbaetailed
specification is given in the next section, is here used tdystbe competition
between two radical opinion&\(@ndB) that are incompatible and the voters of a
third party that are less persuasive but on average more dtedrthanA’s and
B’s.

3 The three-party constrained voter model with centrist ze#ots

In this work, we introduce and study a three-party consé@ivoter model with
centrist zealots on a complete graph (used for its tradtabihd because it is ar-
guably a natural first choice in the context of social dynanitcike the 3CVM[9,
10/11], this model is characterized by a populatiorNofndividuals, j are of
speciesA, k of type B and ¢ are “susceptible” centrists (speci€%. Moreover,
the population also comprisés committed centrists (zealots), denoteg that
neverchange opinionas in [15]. Hence, one ha¢= j +k+(+{,, with a fixed
fraction{ = ¢, /N of zealotsC;. In the language of the voter model (see Sec. 2),
the individuals of specieA (“leftists”) and B (“rightists”) are voters of two radi-
cal parties, while supporters of the third party (“centrigare either susceptible
centrists (specieS) or centrist zealots (typ€;). As in the 3CVM, radical opin-
ions are incompatible and there are no interactions betvseandB’s, but these
voters interact with a centrist neighbor according to thevadng evolutionary
rules:

1. Asusceptible centrist Can become aA-voter with rate 1 dx and aB-voter
with rate 1+ Jg;

2. A- and B-votergan become susceptible centrists with a rate 1;

3. A- and B-voterslo not interactAB — AB;

4. Centrist zealots galways remain in this state.

In the spirit of the VM and 3CVM, the dynamics of the systenhissimplemented
as follows:

(i) Ateach time-step a pair of (“neighboring”) voters is damly picked;



(i) if an A/B-centrist pair is picked, the population composition cresgccord-
ing to the following schematic moves:

AC — AA withrate 1+ 0

BC — BB withrate 1+ g (@D)]
AC—CC and AC; —CC, withratel

BC—-CC and BC; —CC; withrate 1;

(iii) if the randomly picked pair of neighbors consists oftwadical votersAA, BB
or AB) or two centristsGC,CC; or C;C; ), the composition of the population
does not change;

(iv) these steps are iterated until centrism consensusdsssarily reached (see
below).

In this work, we assume the existencepm®rsuasion biasefor persuasion
strengthspa > 0 anddg > 0 toward opinion#\ andB, respectively. The quantities
O/ Measure the biases toward opinigh$B (against centrism) and thus reflect
thatA andB voters are more persuasive than centrists. Here, withestdbgener-
ality, we assume thal > dg > 0. The limiting casé; = dx = dg = 0 corresponds
to the 3CVM without zealots and no bias that was studied in [R6f, while the
3CVM with a symmetric bias but without zealots of Ref.|[11}éxovered when
l; =0,0n= 3 # 0.

From the rules[{1), we expect a subtle competition betweandB voters,
favored by their persuasion biases and seeking to imposedbesensus, and
centrist zealots that resist the spreadsfandB’s and strive to promote centrism.
We are particularly interested in such a competition whamntrests are initially
in the minority and the population is finitén this situation, we will study the
circumstances under which a committed minority can preagalinst a persuasive
majority. Another question of great interest concerns hoewdompetition between
persuasion and commitment leads to a long-lived (metas}aluexistence state
along with the maintenance of a form of cultural diversitgese issues are studied
in the mean field limit (Sec. 4) and in finite populations (S&c3%).

4 Mean field analysis

At mean field level, one assumes a population of infinite $izex ) and ignore

any random fluctuations. Hence, the densities j/N,b = k/N andc = ¢/N,

and the fractiof = ¢, /N of (centrist) zealots, are treated as continuous variables
obeying the following rate equations (RESs):

Qa(t) = aft) [@nclt) ¢
Sbit) = b(t)[Bsclt) - ¢). @

The total population size being conserved, onedis=1— { — (a(t) + b(t)).
Substituting this expression intig] (2) yields two coupledaipns whose proper-
ties are discussed below, first in the case of asymmetriesiasd then when the



Fig. 1 Schematic phase portrait of the mean field dynantits (2). &)netric biasedn >

d > 0: whenl < A, only the coexistence state)(corresponding to a population 8fvoters
and centrists is stable (flows in dashed arrows), while tredlfpoint associated with centrism
consensusd] is unstable. Whed < dg/(1+ Jg) (as in this sketch), there is also an unstable
coexistence statel consisting ofB-voters and centrists. Wheh > A, the only stable fixed
point corresponds to the centrism consensus (dotted grr¢ivyddentical biase§y = dg = 0 >

0: the fixed point(a*,b*,c*) (e) associated with the coexistence of the three parties idesta
when{ < A (flows in dashed arrows) and unstable otherwise (dottedvajr&ee text.

biasesdy and dg are identical. In fact, we readily notice froml (2) that in thiie-
sence of biasdy = dg = 0), the system quickly evolves toward a population com-
prising only centrists, whereas an interesting situatiisea whend, > dg > 0.

4.1 Mean field dynamics with asymmetric biases

Whenda > dg > 0, the mean field equatioris (2) are characterized by three fixe

t—oo

points(a,b,c) — (&, b, c) withi € (1,2,3):

(a? Lci) = (070’1_Z)7
¢ ¢

(aﬁ, §7C§) = (1—Z—5_A,075_A), (3)
(85, b5,C5) — <o,1—z—é,é>.

The non-trivial fixed pointas, b5, c5) physically exists and is asymptotically sta-
ble when{ < A = da/(1+ da). Otherwise,(aj,bj,c;) is the only stable fixed
point when{ > A.. Furthermore, there is also another coexistence fixed point
(a3,b3,c5) when{ < d/(1+ dg), but a stability analysis reveals that it is always
unstable (saddle point). As illustrated in Fig. 1(a), theaméield dynamics[{2)
therefore predicts that the system evolves towardstable fixed point

too 41w ) (85,05,¢5) when { <Acanddp > s
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This means that in the case of asymmetric persuasion biagediw- dg, whend

is below the critical threshold; = da/(1+ da), the mean field dynamics leads to
a coexistence state where the most persuasive vétejspexist with centrists. In
this caseB-voters are absent form the final state. On the other hand) @heA.
the mean field dynamics evolves toward centrism consenstts,awpopulation
consisting only of susceptible and committed centrists.

4.2 Mean field dynamics with a identical bid@g=dg =9 >0

When the persuasion bias toward opiniérasndB is identical, i.edp = dg = 0 >
0, the rate equationEl(2) can be solved exactly. In fact, byngcthe equations of
(2) and usinga(t) +b(t) = 1— { —c(t), we obtain

Qo) =~ 2@ +bt) = 81 —cw)e®) - 2/5.  (6)

This equation can be readily solved and by denoting theirdgnsitiega(0),b(0),c(0)) =
(x,¥,2), when{ # A, one finds:

olt) = 1-{+KZexp(3(1-¢ /o))
1+ Kexp(d(1-¢-C/o)

(6)

whereK = 15‘22__55 . When the biases towardandB are identical, one ha& (%) =
0, which implies thag(t) /b(t) = x/y is conserved by {2). Using this property to-
gether with [6), we obtaia(t) = (%,) [1—{ —c(t)] andb(t) = (y/x)a(t). Ac-
cording to [6), the mean field dynamics is therefore chariaeté by an exponen-
tially quick approach to the steady state densit&&sb*, c*), where

t—oo Z/5 if Z < AC
c(t)—c _{1—Z f ¢ A 7)
and
X(1-¢(14+8 1)
at)= o) 23 e = Xpr = kez g T <4 .

as sketched in Fid.l 1(b). This means that when the persuagiges are iden-
tical, and if the density{ of centrist zealots is below., the mean field anal-
ysis predicts the stable coexistencefofand B voters along with centrists. If
{ > A, the final state is again composed only of (susceptible antgatied)
centrists. Furthermore, in the critical caGe= A¢, one has the long-time behav-
ior c(t) — (14 8)~1 ~ (8t)~! whent — . In this critical case one is left with a
densityl /& = (1+ &) ! of susceptible centrists along with a fractigrof zealot
centrists, but né andB voters.

According to these mean field results, summarized in[FFig henithe fraction
{ of zealots in the population is low, the dynamics generabches a stationary
state where more than one species coexists. Hence, the mlelaarialysis predicts
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the transition from a coexistence and “multicultural” phd8 < A.) to a phase
dominated by centrism{(> A¢) at the critical valuel = Ac. As discussed in the
next sections, this picture changes drastically when tipeifation is of finite size
and demographic fluctuations need to be taken into account.

5 Stochastic dynamics in a finite population

When the population is of finite si2¢, demographic (random) fluctuations signif-
icantly alter the mean field dynamics and ultimately impbsedentrist consensus.
The latter is associated with the system’s unique absortiaig that consists of
N — ¢ susceptible centrist€] and/, centrist zealots; ). While the system’s fate
is known, we are here interested in the dependence of thegsuas (exit) time
on the population size and on the paramedardg and{. In particular, we study
the circumstances under which cultural diversity is mairgd (long-lived coexis-
tence), and when consensus is quickly reached. These aueatie addressed by
modeling the evolution with continuous-time birth-deatbgesses.

In the general case of different persuasion biadg$(dg), at each interaction
the number ofA andB voters can increase or decrease by one [i-e.j +1 and
k — k= 1) with ratesTAjt andTBi respectively (se€l1)). The population’s com-
position therefore evolves accordlng tdoiariate birth-death process described
by the probabilityZ?; «(t) that at timet there arej voters of typeA and a number
k of B voters in the population. This probability obeys the mastpration[[22]:

d@"k(t) -
* - TAlngJ 1k(t )+Tj/i1 kgzj+1k(t)+TjBl:132j k1 (t)
* Tj’k:ngzj‘kH(t)_[T K +T +-I—JBI<++-I—J 12k, (9)

where the state space is bounded sindec [0,N — /] and, to account for the
fact thatj = k = 0 corresponds to the absorbing state with only centr@ssgnd
C¢’s), one haslgyt = To5 = 0 and ) (t) = 0 for j > N —¢; andj < 0, and for
k>N —/; andk < 0. According to[(l), the transition ra k* is associated with
the reaction of the paikC — AAandT [} with BC — BB, while T/~ andTf} are
respectively associated withC/C, —> CC/CZ andBC/C; — CC/CZ Since the
probabilities of picking the pairC and AC; are respectivelyj//N(N — 1) and
iz /N(N —1), and similarly for the pair8C andBC;, the transition rates read

iN—G—i-K  , JN-j-K
R e T TR e v

K(N— 7 — j—K)  k(N-j—K)
W= Ry 0 o Nwege @

where we have useph-k= N —/; — /.

The mathematical treatment greatly simplifies in the casdeoftical persua-
sion biases, whet, = dg = d > 0. In this case, centrists interact in the same
manner withA andB voters (sed (1)) and at each time step their number can change
by +1 with transition rate3,*, respectively. The dynamics can thus be mapped
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onto asingle-variateprocess described in terms of the probabtft) of finding
£ susceptible centrists in the population at tim&his quantity obeys the master
equation

dR(t)

e o Poa(t) + T Pt () — [T+ T, Pu(t), (11)

where, to account for the absorbing boundary conditionsi,mm)seT,\,i_éZ =0

andP,(t) =0 for £ > N — ¢, and/ < 0. According to[(1), and from the above
discussion, the interactiosC — XX, with X € {A, B}, is associated with the rate
T = Tj’jj +le,31<+ . Inthe same manne¥," corresponds to the reactioXy — CY,
with Y € {C,C¢}, and thusT," = T/i" + T . The transition rates of the master
equation[(Ill) therefore read

(N— £, —0)(£+07)
N(N—-1)

(N— 7 —0)¢

T =
¢ N(N—1)

and T, =(1+9) 12)

Here we are chiefly interested in the mean consensus time [NMG&cessary
to reach the absorbing bounddiyk, ¢) = (0,0,N —/;) starting from a population
with initial densities(a(0), b(0),c(0)) = (X,Y, z), while { remains fixed. The MCT
will be studied both for{(9,10) an@_(IlLT]12). In the case ohtiml persuasion bi-
ases, the MCT of the birth-death procéss[(Il1,12) will beinbthanalytically. The
direct treatment of the proce$s((9,10) describing the 3CM# asymmetric per-
suasion biases is difficult, but its dynamics is exactlyodpced by the Gillespie
algorithm used in our simulations [30]. Furthermore, in.Sewe will use the an-
alytical results obtained in Sec. 6 for the unbiased casedtytcally characterize
the MCT also wher > Jg.

6 Mean consensus time in the 3CVM with centrist zealots and ehtical
persuasion biases

In this section, we study the mean consensus time (MCT) obittie-death pro-
cess defined by (A1.112) when the persuasion biases arecialent.dy = dg =
0 > 0, and the population siZ¢ >> 1 is large (but finite). We consider the contin-

uum limit and treaz = £/N and{ = ¢, /N as continuous variables. The transition
rates[(12) therefore become

T (2=1-0-2(z+2), and T (2)=(1+06)(1-C -2z (13)
In this setting, the MCT obeys the backward master equeBgilfl]
(T*2+T (2)1(2 =8+T (91(z— D)+ T (2)1(2+ A), (14)

where the time has been rescaled according-tet /N andA = N~ (the time
incrementA hence matches how the densityG@§ changes at each interaction).
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In principle [14) is solvable, but the formal exact solutisran unwieldy and
non-enlightening expressian [22]. A more tractable anagyim$ul approach is pro-
vided by system size expansions|ofl(14) in powerA ofn the realm of the diffu-
sion theory[[29,22], one Taylor expanfsl(14) to second drddrand obtains the
backward Fokker-Planck equation (bFPE)

T@-T @T@+(TT@+T @)/2N)1"(z) = -1

This bFPE holds for all single-coordinate birth-death psses[[22] and, with
(13), here explicitly reads

(1-{-2 _<6Z_Z)d1(:j—<22)+2i{<2+6)z+5}dz;(22)

=-1 (15)

This equation is supplemented by the absorbing and reftebnindary condi-
tions 7(1—¢) = 0 and1’(0) = O, respectively. The condition(1— {) = 0 ac-

counts for the fact that the dynamics ends whenl - (i.e./ = N—/;) and the
centrism consensus (absorbing state) is reached. Thetirggleonditiont’(0) =0

ensures that the system cannot be “exited” by the 2ad0 (i.e. ¢ = 0) [22].

Eq. (IB) gives the MCT in the framework of the diffusion thgawhich is cer-
tainly an accurate approximation when the intensity of thedministic drift is
much less than the intensity of the fluctuationsN~1/2) [29/31[32]. The formal
solution of [I5) can be obtained by standard methods and [2a

7(2) = 2N /Z'lzdv 7 /c;vdua_ ; —E)?jr)(zw)u)’ (16)
where
F(%) = nx—min[(2+ 8)x+ 7). (17)
with n= % and m= %.

The result[(IB), is valid in both regim&s< A; and{ > A, and is particularly
relevant when the persuasion bidsand the fraction{ of centrists zealots are
both “small” (e.g. in the range&’(N~1) — ¢(N~1/2)), which leads to an effective
competition between the deterministic nonlinear drift #meldiffusive noise. It is
worth emphasizing that in the case of identical biasesristéntio not discriminate
betweenrA andB voters and the MCT is thus a functionxofy=1— { — z(total
initial density of radical voters) or, equivalently, of thrétial densityz of C's. A
particularly interesting situation arises wher> 0 and the system consists of a
vanishing minority of centrists and an overwhelming majooff radical A andB)
voters. Below, we show that two very different types of bébesvarise: a form of
cultural diversity is maintained over a long period of timkem{ < A¢, whereas
centrism consensus is quickly reached wijen Ac.
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Fig. 2 (Color online) Functional dependence of the MCT whén< A; and dp = ds = 0.
(a) 1(2) as function of the (rescaled) initial concentration of syible centriste/(1— ().
Results of stochastic simulations (symbols) averaged Bvet0* samples are compared with
formula [I8) (curves) fofd, {) = (0.04,0.02) (x, thick dashed)(0.035,0.02) (A, thin dashed),
(0.06,0.04) (o, thick solid), and0.08,0.06) (¢, thin solid). The population size I$ = 500. (b)
Logarithm of the MCT as function df with { = 0.02 andd = 0.04(c) andd = 0.03(A) starting
from a system without susceptible centrists:log0) has been computed using stochastic sim-
ulations (symbols, averaged over 1000 samples With100— 2000), and is compared with the
predictions of[(I6) (solid) and the WKB resulis{26))( The (rescaled) asymptotic predictions
(20) are shown as dashed lines.

6.1 Long-lived coexistence and consensus time

We first study the situation whee< A or, equivalentlyd > {/(1— ). In this
case, the mean field rate equatidis (2) predict the coegistafithe three opin-
ions with a density] /d of susceptible centrists (see Fig. 1(b)). Here, by paying
special attention to the interesting situation whére: 6 << 1 andN > 1, we
analyze how this picture is altered by random fluctuatiortsteow centrism con-
sensus is ultimately reached. From the results of stochsistiulations reported
in Fig.[2. it appears that the MCT decreases monotonicallly thie density of
centrist zealots and increases with the persuasiondbiate MCT also appears
to grow steeply (almost exponentially) with the populatgreN, see Fig[R(b).
Moreover, the results of Figl 2(a) indicate thiat: 7(0) when the initial number of
susceptible centrists is smatl&« 1— {), which implies that in such a regime the
MCT is essentially independent of the initial densityBelow, these observations
are substantiated by the analysis of the functional deperedef the MCT ord, {
andN, first by using the Fokker-Planck equation and then with tH€B/i¥hethod.

6.1.1 Mean consensus time with the Fokker-Planck equatimng/ < A

In this section, we analyze the predictions[of] (16) wi{fera A andz <« 1, and
obtain the leading contribution of the mean consensus timbké framework of
the Fokker-Planck equation (|115) using a saddle-point aqumation.

WhenN > 1 and{ < A, the function exp—N.% (u)) has an isolated peak at
u* = /0 and one can Taylor-expa#l (u) aroundu* which yields exjp—N.7 (u)) =
exp(—N [.Z (u*) + (u—u*)2.Z"(u*) /2]. We can use this expansion to evaluate the
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inner integral of the right-hand-side (RHS) bf{16) with aldke-point approxima-
tion, yielding

~NF(u
/ du e VW e NF(/5) / du & (N2 /3272 /5)
(1-¢-u)({+(2+d)u)

In setting the boundaries tho we have assumed that the peak is sufficiently
separated from the absorbing boundary, i.e. we hencefeghnze that{ /d is
well separated from the values 0 and 1. By performing the &ansntegral, the
expression (16) becomes

1(2) ~

NFES) 1l

{(1+90)1-q(1+0o71

As Z(v) is an increasing function of on {/d < v < 1— ¢, the main contri-
bution to the integral on the RHS dT__d18) arises fream- 1 — ¢ and therefore
[F v P W) ~ (18 gy P (1-0)-(1-¢-vF(1-0)]  NF(1-0) /N, Hence, with
(d18), and provided that the initial populatlon does not madonsist of suscepti-
ble centrists (i.e. if < 1), the leading contribution to the MCT in the realm of the
diffusion approximation is

T~ N-Y2e(80) = N~12N(F(L-0)-F((/5) (19)

where the functional dependence of the expoy¢dtl) = .% (1—- () —.%#({/9)
is illustrated in Fig[B.

As we are particularly interested in the limit of weak pesan biases and
small fraction of zealots, i.€f < d < 1 (with z< 1— ), the expansion of the
exponenyyieldsy(,{) =6 —Z(1+In(5/2)) + €(5°). With (I9), one therefore
obtains the following asymptotic result whéah>> 1.

N¢
T ~ N"1/2eNe=4) <%) . (20)

The concise resuli(20) provides the leading contributetihe MCT in the realm
of the diffusion theory and is valid as long &s< & < N~1/3. According to this
result, the leading contribution to the MCT grows exporadhtiwith the popu-
lation size and with the differenag— ¢ (in a manner that is independent of the
initial conditionz, see below), and decreases withThe exponential growth of
the MCT with N(d — ¢) is confirmed by the stochastic simulations reported in
Fig.[2, where we find an excellent agreement with the preatistof [16). The re-
sults of Fig[2(a) also show that the MCT depends “weakly”tminitial density
z of susceptible centrists: in fact, the MCT is found to sigifitly deviate from
the valuet(0) only whenz/(1—¢) > 0.7, i.e. in the special case where there is
already an overwhelming initial majority of centrists. lig&re[2(b), we see that
the asymptotic behavior of the MCT whél{d — {) >> 1 is aptly captured by (20).
Furthermore, to understand the influence of the t&ff5)N¢ on the RHS of
(20), itis worth considering the transformatioh {) — (&', {') = (0 +a,{ +a),
whereq is a given (small) real number. Under such a transformatienexponen-
tial term of [20) is left unaltered, bu{ /6)N¢ — (({ +a)/(8+ a))NE+) and
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Fig. 3 (Color online) Functional dependence gfon the parameterd and { when{ < A
according to[(IB)y grows and decreases monotonically witland, respectively.

therefore the MCT decreasesif> 0 and increases otherwise. This nontrivial in-
terplay betweed and{ is confirmed by the results of Figl 2(a) and is illustrated
in Fig.[3 where we see that the exponguiecays along the lin@ — { =constant.

6.1.2 Metastability and WKB treatment whetfidN- {) > 1

The asymptotic behaviol (R0) of the MCT has been derived filvensolution of
the Fokker-Planck equatiopn (15), by assuming that d < 1. In this section, we
use a complementary approach in terms of the Wentzel-KisuBelouin (WKB)
theory [33,34] to obtain the MCT to the next-to-leading aritethe limit where
N(d— ) > 1whenl < Ac.

While the mean field analysiBl(2) predicts the stable coemcst of all opin-
ions in this regime, when the population is large but finites system lingers
around the coexistence state (with a dengity of C’s) before centrism consen-
sus is eventually reached. The dynamics is thus charagetelbgmetastability a
phenomenon that is well described by the WKB method [33]. W&B approx-
imation is an asymptotic theory frequently used in the selassical treatment
of quantum mechanics [33] that is also useful to study stetdhprocesses [34].
Recently, there have been numerous applications of the WifBoach to study
problems of metastability arising in population dynamasyvell as in evolution-
ary games and population genetics, see e.g. [31,35, 32he2®/KB method has
never been used in the framework of opinion dynamics to tisé dfeour knowl-
edge, we here follow Refs. [31,32] and outline the essendbeinethod and
show how it can be used to compute the MCT whid — ) > 1.

The WKB treatment is based on a size expansion of the mastetieq
(@) using an exponential ansatz for the probability disitibn (see[(23) and
Ref. [33]). It relies on two main assumptions: (i) the popiagia size is large
(i.,e. N> 1) and one can work in the continuum limit; (ii) the systematgly
relaxes toward the metastable state and, from there, redlcbeabsorbing (con-
sensus) state after a time growing dramatically witf34,35[ 31/, 32]. Here, this
implicitly means that we assume that the initial densityaftcists is low enough



17

(z< 1— ), to ensure that the metastable state is always reached@gdonsen-
sus (see Fid]1). In this setting, the mean consensustiiig is the decay time of
the metastable state described by the centqaasi-stationary probability distri-
bution(QSD) 7. The QSD is obtained by approximatiﬁ@kggN_gz ~ et/ Twke
andPN_[Z ~ 1— e t/™wks [313Z]. Using these expressions in the master equation
(1)), one obtains the quasi-stationary master equation

Tgtﬂ@—l + T 1T — [T;— +Tg_] =0, (21)

where an exponentially small term/twkg has been neglected and we have used
the transition rate§ (12). The decay time of the metastahte soincides with the
MCT and is given by the flux of probability into the absorbingts, i.e.

dT(L-) i) 22

-1 +
WKB N—¢,—1 124 ‘ dz N )

where we have used the continuum limit £/N, 17 = 15, = 11(2) andTNteF1 ~

|dT*(1—-¢)/dZ/N, with the continuous ratesS{113) [81,32]. Accordingal (2B
calculation ofr requires to solve the equatidn{21) for the QSD. This carférly
be done using the WKB approach [34], which is based on theansa

(z) ~ o/e NSD-52) (23)

where S(z) and S;(z) are respectively the system’s “action” and “amplitude”,
while &7 is a normalization constant. The action is found by suhstigu(Z3)

into (Z1) and by keeping the leading ordeminwhich yieldsT* (z)[e>®? — 1] +
T (2)[e @ —1] = 0, with S = dS/dz[34/35[31],32]. With[(IB), one thus finds

s - | “In[T+(v)/T~(v)]dv = uln <(1u1 ‘?“

)—ZIn(u+Z). (24)

The constantz is determined by normalization of the Gaussian approxionati
1(2) ~ o e NSZ)~(N/2)8'(@)(z-2)? ground the metastable state= ¢ /5. A Gaus-
sian integration yields? ~ éNS¢/%) and, to leading ordery(z) ~ e N(S2-S/9)),
With ([22[23), the leading contribution to the MCT therefoeads([35, 311, 32]:

Twkg ~ €WWwke(8.0) = NSI-0)-8((/9)) —

Q)

It is worth noting that, to low orders id andZ, the exponenykgs of (25) reads

ke (8,0) = S(1-)=S({/8) = (1-)In(1+8)(1- )+ {In{(1+57Y)
=0-(1+In(5/0)) — (82~ ¢?)/2+ 0(8°).

Hence, the exponentsof the Fokker-Planck resuli (I1.9) angkg of the WKB
treatment[(2b) coincide to first (leading) orderdn< & < 1, but their next-to-
leading-order contributions are different.

Fe N
a+00-0 (557) ](za
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The calculation of the subleading correction to the MCT] (@5easible but
more involved. In fact, it necessitat8g(z) and requires to match the ansatz](23)
with the solution of the[(21) linearized about the absorlingndaryz=1-¢.
Here, we quote the final result and refer to Refl [31] for aitedacalculation and
a related discussich

L ofemi=aN\sla+8)-N (7 N
ke = N< Z ) GA=0)=7 (6(1—5)) - @)

As illustrated by Fig. R(b), when the population size is sigfitly large andN(d —
{) > 1, (28) is in good agreement with the predictions of the FP& with the
results of stochastic simulations. Two additional rematesin order:

i. In contrast to the predictio (IL6) of the diffusion approation, the results
(25(28) fortwke only depend on the parametérand( but areindependent
of the initial density of centristg, and thus are to be compared witf0).
This is because the MCT is here computexin the metastable state, which is
certainly always legitimate when the initial populatioredmot consist of an
overwhelming majority of centrists (i.e. provided tlzaf < 1).

ii. The accuracy of the WKB approximation improves whe(s(1—{) —S({/9)) >
1, see e.g[13L,32], as illustrated in Hig. 2(b) where it isvai that the WKB
results are more accurate wh&e= 0.04 (andN > 1000) than fod = 0.03.

6.2 Centrism consensus time whén> A

When{ > A, the rate equatioi |6) is not characterized by an interiedfigoint
and the mean field rate equatiof$ (2) predict that centrismertsus is quickly
reached (after a short coexistence of the three opinioms3.mean field scenario
essentially also holds in a finite population whigh A, as illustrated by Fid.l4(a),
where at fixecN it is found that

— the centrism consensus timgrows when the densigof susceptible centrists
decays;

— 1 decreases monotonically whérdecreases anflincreases;

— atfixed value off — 9, T increases monotonically wheénand{ decrease;

— the parameterg and d appear to have only a weak effect on the MCT when
z—0;

— the predictions[(1l6) obtained from the backward Fokken&ieequations are
in excellent agreement with the results of stochastic saitmrs.

When{ > A, the integrals in[(16) are difficult to evaluate analytigaince the
function exg(—N.# (u)) has no isolated peaks and thus no saddle-point approxi-
mation can be carried out. Nevertheldss (16) can be studie@rcally and it is

4 One slight difference with the generic result given in R&f][lies in the fact that here the
absorbing boundary is at= 1 — . Furthermore, in the final resuf(26) we have chosen the
same timescale as in Sec. 6.1.1 and divifled (22) byhis allows a direct comparison with the
results of the Fokker-Planck treatment and differs by afat* from that of [31/.32].
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Fig. 4 (Color online) Functional dependence of the MCT whén> A; and 5 = &g = 0.

(a) 1(2) as function of the (rescaled) initial concentration of symible centristz/(1— ) for
various values ob and. The results of stochastic simulations (symbols), avetager 5x 10*
samples are compared with formulal(16) (curves)(@®y{) = (0.04,0.06)(x, thick dashed),
(0.06,0.08)(o, thick solid),(0.08,0.10)(¢, thin dashed) an(D.035,0.08) (0, thin solid). (b) The
MCT as function of loggN, with N = 100— 10000: starting from a system without susceptible
centrists with(d,{) = (0.06,0.08) (o) and(9d,{) = (0.08,0.10) (¢), T(0) has been computed
using stochastic simulations (symbols) and the forniuld (4@lid/dashed lines).

found that where — 0, i.e. when the initial population consists only Afand B
voters (along with centrist zealots, but no susceptiblértstg), one has

T~InN, whenN> 1 (27)

This result, compatible with the above points (iv) and (§)onfirmed by Fid.J4(b)
where, wherN is large and increases, it is shown that

— 1(0) grows linearly with loggN, with a slope that appears to slightly increase
when{ andd decrease, as shown in Hig. 4(b) wHér> 1000;

— the formula [(IB) fully captures the dependencea afn N for all population
sizes in the rangBl = 107 — 10%.

7 Mean consensus time in the 3CVM with centrist zealots and gasmetric
persuasion biases

When the biases toward andB voters are different, i.e. whedy > dg > 0, the
system’s dynamics is described by a bivariate birth-deaibgss characterized by
the master equatiohl(9). The mean time to reach centrisnmeasns starting with
a population comprising a fraction gfvoters of typeA and a density of B-voters
thus obeys the following backward master equation [22]:

T(XY) = A+ T, T(X=AY) + T T(X+A,y) + T, T(X,y—A) + T,/ T(X,y+A)
+ [1_ (Tx++Tx7 +Ty++-|—y7)] T(X,y), (28)

whereA = N~1. Since we consider a finite but large population siXes¢ 1),
the transition rate3,;, are the continuous versions 6f{10), " = (1+ Ja)xz,

)

To =X(z+{), T," = (1+ds)yzandTy =y(z+{). Itis generally difficult to solve



20

(28) and even a size expansion is not very useful to make ticallprogress. Yet,
the bivariate master equatidn {28) can be simplified in thetdi wherex — 0
andy — 0, and the asymptotic behavior of the MCT can be obtained when
population size is large (see below). In fact, whea 0 andx=1-{—z> 0,
T;" = 0 while T = T¥(2) and therefora (x,0) = 15,(z= 1— { —X), wheret,,

is the solution of the single-variate master equation (14h & replaced byda.
Similarly, whenx=0andy=1—-{—-z> 0, one hag(0,y) = 15,(z=1-{ —y).
Building on our knowledge of the cage = dg (Sec. 6), we know that the solution
of (I4) increases monotonically wiih when ¢ is kept fixed (see Fid.]2). Since
O > g, this impliest(x,0) = 15,(z=1-{ —X) > 1(0,y) = T5,(z=1-{ —y).
More generally, at fixed values afand(, the largest MCT is attained when the
population of non-centrists consists of a maximum numbemo$t persuasive
radical voters, i.eN — ¢ — {, voters of species. Similarly, the shortest MCT at
fixed values oz and( is obtained when the initial sub-population of non-cetsris
only consists ofN — ¢ — ¢, voters of specie®. Hence, the MCT respectively
increases and decreases with the initial fractiodafoters andB-voters in the
population, and the quantitieg, andts, are upper and lower bounds of the MCT

[see Eqgs[(30,31)]:
Tos (1= —X=y) S T(XY) < T, (1= { —x—Y), (29)

as illustrated by Figs.]5 arid 6, see below. According to thesu$sion, we no-
tice that a quantitative difference between the cases aohamtric and identical
persuasion biases lies in the influence of the initial cooitwvhenda # Jdg, the
MCT depends on the specific initial densitiesf A’'s andy of B's (not only on
their sum, as in the symmetric case wéih= dg). In what follows, we show that
whenz <« 1— { the asymptotic behavior of the MCT is independent of thaahit
condition whenN(da — dg) > 1 andN(da — {) > 1: In this situation significant
insight into its properties can be gained from the resultSex. 6 combined with
the mean field analysis of Sec. 4.

7.1 Long-lived coexistence and consensus time whenA. andda > dg

When{ < A; = 0a/(1+ da), the mean field analysis (Sec. 4) has revealed the
asymptotic stability of the state wherevoters and centrists coexist. As seen
in Sec. 6.1, when the population size is large but finite, waeekthe coexis-
tence state to be long-lived and to decay after a time growkppnentially with

the population siz&\ (to leading order). If the population initial compositios i
(x,¥,2) = (1-¢,0,0) and only consists of-voters and centrist zealots, one re-
covers a single-variate process (as in Sec. 6) and the MCTxis- 1— {,0) =
T5,(2= 0), where, in the realm of the Fokker-Planck equatigj(z) is directly
inferred from [I6) using

1-¢ ~ Vv
r5(z):2N/ dvé\‘“‘é(")/ du<
z 0

e NFs(u)
1-{-u)({+(2+0)u)’

(30)

with

Fs(u) = <22+55> u-‘@i? In[(2+8)u-+2]. (31)
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Fig. 5 (Color online) Functional dependence of the mean consensus time @her\; and

da > dg, with { = 0.02. (a) The MCT as function of the rescaled initial dengjtyl — {) with
the ratiox/y held fixed, see text. Heréda, o) = (0.04,0.03) with x =y (o) andy = 1.5x (x),
the population size idl = 500. The results of stochastic simulations (symbols) ajestaver
2.5 x 10* samples are compared with the results obtainedfor g = 0.04 (A, solid) and
da = 0 = 0.03 (0, dashed). The analytical results (solid and dashed lined)ased ori (J30.81).
(b) Logarithm of the MCT as function dfl (with N = 100— 2000) for the same parameters as
in (a): logoT(x+y=1-) computed using stochastic simulations k) averaged over f0
samples is compared with the predictions[of[(3D,31)fer 0.04 (solid) andd = 0.03 (dashed).

Similarly, if the initial state igx,y,z) = (0,1—¢,0), one hag (0,1 {) = 15,(0).
Sinceda > g andts ~ N~1/2eNv(8.0) with an exponeny=.Z5(1— ) —.%5({/9)
that grows monotonically wittd when ¢ is fixed (see Sec. 6.1 and FIgd. 3), one
hast(x,0) = 75, (0) ~ N~1/2eNV(%:0) > 1(0,y) = 15,(0) whenN(éx — 3g) > 1,
N(da— ¢) > 1, and the initial density of susceptible centrists is viaimigly smalll
(z—0).

In the case of a population with an arbitrary initial densityy,z) of A/B
andC’s, the system almost surely reaches the metastable(stats, c5) = (1—
{ —{/%,0,{ /%), as prescribed by the mean field equatidds (2) [Eke (3) and
Fig.[d(a)], before reaching centrism consensus. Hencdesisepersuasive of the
radical votersB's) quickly disappear from the population and the metastatate
only consists of centrists and voters of the most persugsawty (A's). Apart
from the short transient necessary to reach the metastaitde e MCT is thus
obtained from the mean time to reach consensus starting tinenfixed point
(a5,b3,c5) where the population comprises oryvoters and centrists. In this
situation, wherN(da — dg) > 1 andN(da — {) > 1, the leading contribution to
the mean consensus timéx,y) is obtained from a single-variate backward mas-
ter equation [like[(I¥) of Sec. 6] and is given Iy, (z) with (30). In particular,
when the initial density of susceptible centrists is very small (iz< 1— )
with N(da — dg) > 1 andN(da — ) > 1, one hag (x+y~ 1—-{) ~ 15,(0) and,
from the resultd(20) an@ (P5), we infer the leading contidsuto the MCT when
kB <ohkKlandl <« 1:

2\
T(x+y~1-7) ~15(0) ~ N~ Y20 (5—) . (32)
A
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Fig. 6 (Color online) Functional dependence of the MCT whén> A; and da > Jg, with

{ =0.08. (a) The MCT as function of the rescaled initial densjtyl— ) with the ratiox/y held
fixed, see text. Herépa, dg) = (0.04,0.03) with x =y (o) andy = 1.5x ( x ), the population size
is N = 1000. The results of stochastic simulations (symbols);aged over 3 x 10* samples,
are compared with results obtained &r= dg = d = 0.04 (A, solid) andd = 0.03 (¢, dashed).
The analytical results (solid and dashed) are based dnXBQB 7(x+y = 1— ) as function of
N in a semi-logarithmic scale for the same parameters as.iRésults of stochastic simulations
(symbols) forN = 100— 10000 are compared with, (0) (thin solid) andrs, (0) (thick and, as
a guide for the eyes, dashed line) obtained f 0,31)teste

The results of stochastic simulations reported in[Big. Satmrate the above anal-
ysis. In fact, Figlb(a) reveals the dependence of the MCTheiiritial conditions:

T grows monotonically witz~ andx/y, but exhibits only a weak dependence on
x/y. Moreover, the comparison with the case of identical biakestrates that
T5(z2=1-{ —x-y) < 1(X,y) < T5,(2= 1— { —x—Yy) which confirms [(ZB).
Fig.[H(b) shows that asymptotically the MCT grows exporahti(to leading or-
der) with the population size whé¥(da — dg) > 1, N(dp — {) > 1 andz — 0,

in full agreement with the behaviax+y = 1—{) ~ 14, (0) predicted by[(3D)-
(32). The figurd b(b) also illustrates that the asymptoticavéor of the MCT is
independent of the ratiy'y and therefore of the detailed composition of the initial
population.

7.2 Mean consensus time whén> A; andda > dg

When { > A, the only stable fixed point corresponds to centrism congens
From the analysis of Sec. 6.2, we know that in a finite popattatvith initial
composition(x = 1 - ¢,0,0), the MCT ist(1 - {,0) = 15,(z= 0) and can be
obtained from [(3D). Similarly, for an initial compositioi,y,0), the MCT is
1(0,1—{) = 15,(z=0). WhenN > 1 and the initial number of susceptible cen-
trists is small, i.ez=1- ¢ —x—y— 0, we have seen in Sec. 5.2 (see Eg. 4(b))
thatts, (0) ~ 75,(0) ~ InN. Furthermore, according tb (293, andts, are upper
and lower bounds of the MCT. The results of Sec. 6.2 henceyimpl

T (0) < T(X+y~1-{) <15,(0), andtherefore
T(X+y~1-{)~15(0) ~ 15(0) ~InN, whenN> 1. (33)
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These findings are corroborated by the results of stochastialations re-
ported in Fig[® that confirmg (R9Ys,(z=1—-{ —x—Yy) < 1(Xy) < T5,(z2=
1—{ —x—Yy). The dependence of the MCT on the initial conditions is tHated
in Fig.[B(a) wherer (x,y) grows monotonically wittz~ andx/y (held constant).
We notice the dependence ®rry is particularly weak. Fid.J6(b) confirms the log-
arithmic growth withN of the MCT when the population size becomes very large,
in full agreement[{33). In particular, the symbols in Higb)are found to be
aligned parallel to the thick and dashed lines witers> 1, which implies that
asymptoticallye ™) ~ Q(x, y)eT5A<O) or 1(x,y) ~ 15,(0) + InQ(x,y), where the
functionQ depends weakly on the initial densitiesy).

8 Conclusion and discussion

After having reviewed the main properties of the paradigmnaiter model and of
some of its generalizations accounting for zealotry, coimant and incompatibil-
ity (Section 2), we have studied how a committed minority mesjst a persuasive
majority and how the resulting competition influences théntesance of cultural
diversity. Here, this line of investigation has been careit in the framework

of the three-party constrained voter model with “centresdlnts”. In fact, follow-
ing the basic idea of the bounded-compromise and threg-partstrained voter
models, we have considered that individuals of two radiealies @& andB) are
incompatible among them and compete to impose their consdrsconvincing
centrists that, in turn, can convingés andB's. To reflect the fact that radicaf\(
andB) voters are more persuasive than centrists, we have coedideat there
arepersuasion biasegy and dg toward opinionsA and B (with da > dg). Fur-
thermore, we have also assumed that the population inchwudeptible centrists
(C) and a small fractio of centrist zealot¢C;). Wherea<'’s can radicalize and
adopt either the stat®or B, centrist zealots are committed individuals that always
remain centrists and oppose the formation of any consehsiti$stnot centrism.
Hence, the persuasion &fs andB's is resisted and opposed by the commitment
of centrist zealots. This results in a subtle competitiofwieen commitment and
persuasion that has been studied in the mean field limit aadnall-mixed pop-
ulation of finite sizeN (on a complete graph).

In an infinitely large population, there is a continuous $iian between a
coexistence (“multicultural”) phase, that is stable whka fraction of centrist
zealots is below the critical threshafii = /(1 + da), and a phase where cen-
trism prevails when{ > A.. This scenario changes in finite populations when
demographic fluctuations ultimately lead to centrism caras. The competition
between commitment and persuasion is thus characterizélbgean consensus
time and has been investigated in terms of single-variadéasariate birth-death
processes. The case of identical persuasion bias has lmenghly analyzed and
the mean consensus time has been computed in the realm dffttstoth theory
(Fokker-Planck equation) and with the WKB method. In a lapggulation, it
has been shown that the long-time dynamics of the case wjthrastric biases
(da > dg > 0) can be described in terms of a single-variate birth-dpatcess
involving only centrists ané-voters. Hence, the asymptotic behavior of the mean
consensus time in a large population and its upper and loands have been
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obtained analytically also whedy > Jdg. In fact, the main difference between
the case®a = dg anddp > Jg lies in the composition of the metastable state: it
is characterized by the coexistencefsfoters and centrists (nB-voters) when
oa > 0g, Whereas voters of the three parties coexist when the pg@osubiases
are identical §a = Jdg).

Our findings, can be summarized as follows: When the fraatiooentrist
zealots in the population of si2¢ is low ({ < A¢), we have shown that the in-
terplay between commitment and persuasion results in astaéla coexistence
(multicultural) phase. The mean consensus time thus qnets to the decay rate
of the metastable state and, when centrists are initialiiggmminority, it has been
shown to grow ag ~ N~/2eMW(9.4) with an exponeny determined explicitly.
When the biases are asymmetric, the less persuasive of dielraoters B's)
quickly disappear from the population and the metastalaie sinly consists of
centrists and voters of the most persuasive pakty)(whereas opinions of all
parties coexist whed = dg. On the other hand, wheh> A, the system attains
centrism consensus in a time that scales logarithmically thie population size,
i.e.T ~InN. These features are found to be robust since they neithendey the
detailed initial composition of the population nor on theakest persuasion bias.
It is worth noticing that a similar type of behavior concegithe mean fixation
time has recently been found in evolutionary games and inetsaaf population
genetics, see e.g. Refs. [32, 36].

In conclusion, while the mean consensus time of the thres-panstrained
voter model without zealots scales linearly with we have here shown that the
presence of small fraction of zealots and the existencerstipsion biases results
in a rich dynamics characterized either by a prolonged ramarice of a multi-
cultural phase, or by a quick realization of centrism cosssnThe long-lived
coexistence state generally consists of voters of the santported by the most
committed individuals along with the most persuasive &t&ince the descrip-
tion of the (meta-)stability of the multicultural phase ahé mean time to reach
the consensus cannot be obtained solely from the mean figlégaations, this
work illustrates the relevance of statistical physics rodthto study problems of
“opinion dynamics”.
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