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Abstract

In this work we propose and investigate a strategy to prevent consensus in kinetic models for opinion
formation. We consider a large interacting agent system, and assume that agent interactions are driven
by compromise as well as self-thinking dynamics and also modulated by an underlying static social
network. This network structure is included using so-called graphons, which modulate the interaction
frequency in the corresponding kinetic formulation. We then derive the corresponding limiting Fokker
Planck equation, and analyze its large time behavior. This microscopic setting serves as a starting point
for the proposed control strategy, which steers agents away from mean opinion and is characterised by
a suitable penalization depending on the properties of the graphon. We show that this minimalist
approach is very effective by analyzing the quasi-stationary solutions mean-field model in a plurality of
graphon structures. Several numerical experiments are also provided the show the effectiveness of the
approach in preventing the formation of consensus steering the system towards a declustered state.

1 Introduction

Opinion formation models have been extensively studied in several research communities in the last
decades. Classical models are based on the assumption that an individual’s opinion is influenced by
binary interactions with others as well as their surrounding (for example through social media). Most of
them describe the dynamics of each individual, resulting in complex large systems, see for example [8,
24, 30, 34, 35, 37, 38, 42, 50]. In many of these models the underlying microscopic dynamics lead
to the formation of complex macroscopic patterns and collective states. Methodologies from statistical
mechanics, especially kinetic theory, have been used successfully to derive and analyze these complex
stationary states in suitable scaling limits. Toscani’s seminal work on kinetic opinion formation models,
see [51], was one of the starting points of various kinetic models for collective dynamics, studying for
example the effects of leaders on the opinion formation process [4, 26, 27], decision making [47, 48] and
the influence of exogenous factors [15, 29, 55] to name a few.

There has been a general agreement that individuals change their opinion due to interactions with
others (these interactions are almost always assumed to be binary). Most models assume that only like-
minded individuals interact, known as bounded confidence models , and that dynamics are strongly driven
by the tendency to compromise. In addition they often assume that individuals change their opinion due
to self-thinking, for example because of exposure to different media channels. There is a rich literature on
models for opinion formation in large interacting agent systems, see for example [18, 35, 42] as well as the
influence of social networks on the opinion formation process. The later trend was accelerated as more and
more data from social networks, such as X (formerly known as Twitter) or Facebook became available.
This allowed researchers to investigate for example challenging questions related to the influence of voter’s
behavior on the success of vaccination campaigns, see for example [2, 6]. For other related works about
the control of opinions on evolving networks see [5], polarization see [9, 39, 41] and marketing aspects
see [52].
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Several works proposing different control strategies to enhance consensus formation can be found in
the multi-agent system literature, see for example [20, 21]. On the other hand control strategies to prevent
consensus formation, we will refer these strategies as declustering, have been less studied [49]. However,
these declustering strategies can be a useful tool to understand how for example software-managed social
media accounts, also known as bots, can prevent consensus formation or steer opinions in social networks;
see for example [7, 32]. It is therefore of interest to understand control mechanisms, which prevent
consensus formation in large social networks.

Social networks can be studied using graph theory. Graph theory has become one of the most active
fields of research in connection with the collective behavior of large populations of agents, see for exam-
ple [10–13, 44, 54]. The necessity to handle millions, and often billions, of vertices lead to the study of
large-scale statistical properties of graphs. In recent years, large discrete networks have been treated as
continuous objects through the introduction of new mathematical structures called graphons, which stands
for “graph functions”, see [17, 19, 33, 40, 53]. The main feature of graphons relies on the possibility to
bypass the introduction of classical adjacency matrix by looking at an associate functionW (x, y) encoding
all the information on the connectivity of the original discrete graph. Graph-theoretical research aside,
the concept of graphons have been also applied to optimal control [31, 36] and especially epidemiological
theory [25, 28, 43]. We mention the recent works on kinetic and mean-field equations on graphons [14,
16, 22, 45].

In this paper we propose and investigate possible strategies to prevent consensus formation in a kinetic
model for opinion formation on networks. Our main contributions are

• Development and analysis of a minimal control problem on the agent based level.

• Derivation of a closed form solution of the controlled model in suitable scaling limits, showing that
the proposed strategy does indeed prevent consensus in the long time limit (under certain conditions
on the parameters).

• Provide extensive computational experiments illustrating the effectiveness of the proposed control
strategy for power-law, k–NN and small-world graphons.

This paper is structured as follows: in Section 2 we introduce and analyze a kinetic opinion formation
model on a stationary network. In Section 3 we propose a simple but very effective control mechanisms,
which prevents the formation of consensus. In particular we are able to provide closed form optimal
controls, which prevent consensus formation in certain parameter regimes. We corroborate our analytical
results with computational experiments in Section 4.

2 Kinetic models for opinion dynamics on graphon structures

We consider a large population of indistinguishable agents each characterized by their opinion w belonging
to I := [−1, 1], where ±1 corresponds to two opposite believes. Agents change their opinion through
binary interactions with an interaction frequency modulated by an underlying static network. The opinion
formation process itself is based on two different mechanisms:

• first compromise dynamics - so individuals with close opinion try to find a compromise

• and second opinion fluctuation, which are included via random variables.

The interaction frequency of agents depends on the underlying graph structure, which we model by a
graphon in this paper.

Before discussing the binary agent interactions, we recall some basics about graphons (and refer the
interested reader to the Appendix A for a more detailed introduction as well as further references).
Graphons are continuous objects that generalize the concept of simple graphs with a large number of
vertices. In case of discrete graphs, nodes are usually referred to using the index i = 1, 2, . . . , N , where N
is the number of vertices. However, in graphons the discrete set {1, . . . , N} is mapped onto the continuous
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interval [0, 1], so that nodes are labeled as x ∈ Ω ⊆ [0, 1], where Ω is a suitable subset of the unit interval
of R. We will therefore consider agents which are not only characterised by their individual opinion w on
a topic, but also their static position on the graphon x ∈ Ω ⊆ [0, 1].

We consider the following setup for binary interactions: given two interacting agents characterised by
their opinion and position in the graphon, that is (x,w), (y, w∗) ∈ Ω×I we compute their post interaction
opinions (x,w′), (y, w′

∗) (note that their positions x and y in the graphon did not change) as:

w′ = w − γP (x, y)(w − w∗) + ηD(x,w)

w′
∗ = w∗ − γP (y, x)(w∗ − w) + η̃D(x,w∗),

(1)

where γ ∈ (0, 1) is the so-called compromise parameter. The interaction function P ( · , · ) ∈ [0, 1] depends
on the graphon coordinates x, y ∈ Ω and may also depend on the opinion variables w,w∗ ∈ I. If it only
depends on the agents’ positions on the graphon, a possible choice could be

P (x, y) = exp(−αdi(x)/di(y)), α > 0,

where di(z) is the in-degree of the node at coordinate z ∈ Ω as defined in Definition 2 of the Appendix A.
Hence interactions depend on the connectivity of each agent—the more connected an agent is the less it
is influenced by the other, while agents with a lower connectivity are affected more. In particular

di(x)/di(y) ≫ 1 implies that, on average with respect to the random variable η, the agent with the

highest degree keeps their opinion;

di(x)/di(y) ≈ 1 implies that agents with a similar number of incoming connections are the ones that
can most influence each other;

di(x)/di(y) ≪ 1 implies that the less influential agents tend to adopt the opinion of the more con-
nected ones.

A different possible choice of P (x, y) that would give rise to similar dynamics would be, for instance,
P (x, y) = (1 + di(x)/di(y))

−α, with α > 0.
In equation (1), η and η̃ are independent and identically distribution centered random variables with

finite moments up to order three and such that ⟨η2⟩ = ⟨η̃2⟩ = σ2 < +∞. Here we denote by ⟨ · ⟩
the expectation with respect to the distribution of the random variables. The variables η, η̃ account
for random fluctuations in an individual’s opinion due to, for example, media exposure. The function
D( · , · ) ≥ 0 encodes the local relevance of the diffusion, possible choices include D(w) =

√
1− w2. In

this case agents diffuse the most if they have an indifferent opinion, that is w ≈ 0, while they are less
influenced by external factors once they settled on one of the two ‘extreme’ choices. Note that this choice
also ensures that opinions stay within I.

Next we discuss some basic properties of the binary interaction defined before. A direct computation
shows that for all w, w∗ ∈ I

⟨w′ + w′
∗⟩ = w + w∗ + γ(P (x, y)− P (y, x))(w∗ − w). (2)

If P (x, y) = P (y, x), i.e., the compromise function P is symmetric mean opinion is preserved in interac-
tions, that is

⟨w′ + w′
∗⟩ = w + w∗.

On the other hand, the energy is not conserved on average since

⟨(w′)2 + (w′
∗)

2⟩ = w2 + w2
∗

+ γ2
[
P 2(x, y) + P 2(y, x)

]
(w∗ − w)2 + 2γ

[
P (x, y)w − P (y, x)w∗

]
(w∗ − w)

+ σ2(D2(x,w) +D2(y, w∗)).
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If σ2 ≡ 0 and we have symmetric interactions, we see that the mean energy is dissipated.
We can now state the corresponding Boltmann-type equation for the density of agents. Let f =

f(x,w, t) denote the density of agents at time t > 0 with connectivity x ∈ Ω and opinion w ∈ I. Their
evolution in time can be described by the following non-Maxwellian kinetic equation

∂tf(x,w, t) = Q(f, f)(x,w, t), (3)

where Q(f, f) is the so-called collisional operator

Q(f, f)(x,w, t) =

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)
( 1
′J
f(x, ′w, t) f(y, ′w∗, t)− f(x,w, t)f(y, w∗, t)

)
dy dw∗. (4)

Here (x, ′w) and (y, ′w∗) are pre-interaction opinions generating the post-interaction opinions (x,w) and
(y, w∗) and ′J is the Jacobian of the transformation (′w, ′w∗) → (w,w∗). In equation (4) the kernel
B(x, y) : Ω2 → R+ is a given graphon. It can be thought of as the continuous equivalent of an adjacency
matrix. Its use in (4) allows us to include an underlying network structure on the continuous level.
Recent approaches to opinion formation modeling in the kinetic communities, e.g., [2, 5, 6, 52], take into
account a graph structure via some of its statistical descriptions, like for example considering the number
of connections of each agents as an adjoint variable. Instead, the use of a graphon kernel allows for a
richer and more general description of individual connections among agents.

Solutions to equation (3) preserve features of the underlying microscopic interaction rule. To compute
the evolution of the mean opinion, we consider the weak formulation of equation (3). Let φ(x,w) be a
test function, then

d

dt

∫
Ω×I

φ(x,w)f(x,w, t) dx dw

=
1

2

∫
Ω2×I2

〈
φ(x,w′) + φ(y, w′

∗)− φ(x,w)− φ(y, w∗)
〉
f(x,w, t)f(y, w∗, t)dx dy dw dw∗. (5)

Setting φ(x,w) ≡ 1 in (5) yields conservation of mass. Furthermore, from the conservation of the mi-
croscopic average opinion (2) we see that φ(x,w) = w gives conservation of the mean opinion (again
assuming that the interaction function is symmetric).

Using conservation of the mean opinion, we can show that for any φ(x,w) = wαφ(x), where φ( · ) is a
suitable test function, the macroscopic quantities

Mα =

∫
Ω×I

φ(x)wαf(x,w, t)dx dw, α = 0, 1 (6)

are conserved in time. Indeed, from (5) choosing φ(x,w) = φ(x)wα we get

d

dt
Mα =

1

2

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)
[
φ(x)

〈
(w′)α − wα

〉
+ φ(y)

〈
(w′

∗)
α − wα∗

〉]
f(x,w, t)f(y, w∗, t)dx dy dw dw∗.

From the above equation we get—for α = 0, 1—conservation of any weighted macroscopic moment of
order α defined in (6).

To investigate the second order moment of f(x,w, t) we introduce the quantities

Λ(x, t) :=

∫
I
wf(x,w, t) dw, and Ξ(x, t) :=

∫
I
w2f(x,w, t) dw, (7)

that is, the first and second order moment, respectively, with respect to w of agents with label x ∈ Ω.
Clearly, integrating Λ(x, t) and Ξ(x, t) over Ω gives us the mean opinion and the energy of the population.
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We will see that for bounded graphons B(x, y) and no diffusion, that is σ = 0, the agent distribution
f( · , w, t) converges towards a Dirac delta distribution centered in the initial mean opinion. This is not
surprising since the opinion dynamics corresponds to a consensus formation process modulated by the
graphon. Indeed, we have for all x ∈ Ω,

d

dt
Ξ(x, t) =

∫
I

∫
I

∫
Ω
B(x, y)⟨(w′)2 − w2⟩f(x,w, t)f(y, w∗, t) dy dw dw∗

≤ ∥B(x, y)∥L∞(Ω2)

∫
I

∫
I

∫
Ω

[
2γ2P 2(x, y)(w − w∗)

2 − 2γwP (x, y)(w − w∗)
]

f(x,w, t)f(y, w∗, t) dy dw dw∗.

Therefore, in the uniform interaction case P (x, y) ≡ 1, even in the presence of non-homogeneous graphon
structure supposing ∥B(x, y)∥L∞(Ω×Ω) > 0, we get

d

dt
Ξ(x, t) ≤ −2γ(1− γ)∥B(x, y)∥L∞(Ω2)

(
Ξ(x, t)− Λ2(x, t)

)
.

Thus, we have that the second order moment of f( · , w, t) tends to its mean squared, and its variance
vanishes exponentially fast. Integrating both sides with respect to x ∈ Ω gives the estimate

d

dt
E(t) ≤ −2γ(1− γ)∥B(x, y)∥L∞(Ω2)

(
E(t)−m2)

)
,

where

E(t) :=

∫
Ω×I

w2f(x,w, t) dx dw, m :=

∫
Ω×I

wf(x,w, t) dx dw

are the second order moment for the whole population and the global mean opinion, respectively. The
latter quantity, thanks to equation (6) is conserved in time. Therefore, a bounded graphon kernel implies
exponential convergence of the distribution f(x,w, t) towards a Dirac’s Delta centered at the initial mean
opinion.

2.1 Derivation of a mean-field description

Since large time statistical properties of the introduced kinetic model are very difficult to obtain several
reduced complexity models have been proposed. In this direction, a deeper insight on the large time
distribution of the introduced kinetic model can be obtained in the quasi-invariant regime presented
in [51]. The idea is to rescale both the interaction and diffusion parameters making the binary scheme (1)
quasi-invariant. The idea has its roots in the so-called grazing collision limit of the classical Boltzmann
equation, see [26, 46] and the references therein. The resulting model has the form of an aggregation-
diffusion Fokker-Planck-type equation which is capable to encapsulate the information of microscopic
dynamics and for which the study of asymptotic properties is typically easier.

We consider ϵ≪ 1 and introduce the following scaling

γ 7→ ϵγ, σ 7→ √
ϵσ,

for which w′ ≈ w and w′
∗ ≈ w∗. Next we Taylor expand the term encoding the binary interactions in the

weak form of the collision operator of equation (5).

φ(x,w′)− φ(x,w) = ∂wφ(x,w)(w
′ − w) +

1

2
∂2wφ(x,w)(w

′ − w)2 +
1

6
∂3wφ(w, w̃)(w

′ − w)3,

with w̃ ∈ (min{w,w′},max{w,w′}). Introducing the new time variable τ = ϵt and the corresponding
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re-scaled density g(x,w, τ) = f(x,w, τ/ϵ) we can rewrite (5) as

d

dτ

∫
Ω×I

φ(x,w)g(x,w, τ)dx dw =
1

ϵ

∫
Ω2×I2

B(x, y)∂wφ(x,w)⟨w′ − w⟩g(x,w, τ)g(y, w∗, τ)dx dy dw dw∗

+
1

2ϵ

∫
Ω2×I2

B(x, y)∂2wφ(x,w)⟨(w′ − w)2⟩g(x,w, τ)g(y, w∗, τ)dx dy dw dw∗

+
1

ϵ
Rφ(g, g),

where

Rφ(g, g) =
1

6ϵ

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)∂3wφ(x,w)⟨(w′ − w)3⟩g(x,w, τ)g(y, w∗, τ)dx dy dw dw∗ (8)

and Rφ(f, f)/ϵ → 0 under the hypothesis ⟨|η|3⟩ < +∞, see [23, 51]. Consequently, in the limit ϵ → 0+

we get

d

dτ

∫
Ω×I

φ(x,w)g(x,w, τ) dx dw

=

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)
[
γP (x, y)(w∗ − w)∂wφ(x,w) +

σ2

2
D2(x,w)∂2wφ(x,w)

]
g(x,w, τ)g(y, w∗, τ)dw∗ dw dx dy

Therefore, integrating back by parts, we formally obtained a Fokker-Planck equation for the evolution of
the distribution g(x,w, τ)

∂τg(x,w, τ) = γ∂w
[
K[g](x,w, t)g(x,w, τ)

]
+
σ2

2
∂2w
[
H[g](x, t)D2(x,w)g(x,w, τ)

]
, (9)

where

K[g](x,w, τ) =

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)P (x, y)(w − w∗)g(y, w∗, τ) dy dw∗

H[g](x, t) =

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)g(y, w∗, t) dy dw∗.

(10)

The operator K corresponds to the network-modulated compromise process, the operator H corresponds
to the network-weighted density g(x,w, τ). Equation (9) is complemented wit no-flux boundary conditions
for all x ∈ Ω:

γK[g](x,w, t)g(x,w, τ) +
σ2

2
∂w
[
H[g](x, t)D2(x,w)g(x,w, τ)

]∣∣∣
w=±1

= 0,

H[g](x, t)D2(x,w)g(x,w, τ)
∣∣∣
w=±1

= 0.

(11)

This choice of boundary conditions ensures that system (9)–(11) shares the same conservation properties
as its microscopic kinetic counterpart. Indeed, we see that the mean opinion is conserved since

d

dt

∫
Ω×I

wg(x,w, τ)dw dx =

∫
Ω×I

w∂w

[
γK[g] g(x,w, τ) +

σ2

2
H[g]∂w

(
D2(x,w)g(x,w, τ)

)]
dw dx = 0, (12)

where we dropped for clarity the dependence on x, w, and t for the operators K[g] and H[g]. Furthermore,
any macroscopic quantity of the form

MFP
α =

∫
Ω×I

φ(x)wαg(x,w, τ) dw dx, (13)

is conserved in time.
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2.2 Large time agent distribution

Due to the presence of a general compromise propensity P ( · , · ), a closed solution to equation (9) is
difficult to obtain. Nevertheless, under suitable assumptions on the graphon structure and on the diffusion
function, we can write down a closed formulation for the large time agent distribution (9).

In the following we restrict our analysis to the simplified situation where the interactions are homo-
geneous, i.e., P (x, y) ≡ 1, and the diffusion function is defined as

D(x,w) =
√
1− w2 for all x ∈ Ω, (14)

We recall that this choice of diffusion function ensures that w stays within the domain I. Furthermore,
we suppose separability of the graphon B(x, y), which corresponds to

B(x, y) = B1(x)B2(y). (15)

From the modeling point of view this choice is coherent with relevant examples of graphon structures, like
the graphon associated to the case of scale free networks as proposed in [17]. Indeed, in this case we have

B(x, y) = (xy)−α, 0 < α < 1

satisfying the introduced separability assumption. Network structures that are found commonly in life
and social sciences are often modeled using scale-free networks [10, 11, 53], i.e., simple graphs whose
degree distribution possesses fat tails.

From (13) we define the weighted mass and momentum as

ρ :=

∫
Ω×I

B2(y)g(y, w, τ) dy dw, µ :=

∫
Ω×I

B2(y)w g(y, w, τ) dy dw. (16)

Note that both quantities ρ and µ are conserved in time.
Assuming relation (15) holds, the steady state g∞(x,w) of the Fokker-Planck model (9) satisfies the

following equation

γB1(x)

(∫
Ω×I

B2(y)(w − w∗)g
∞(y, w∗)dw∗ dy

)
g∞(x,w)

+
σ2

2
∂w

[
B1(x)

(∫
Ω×I

B2(y)g
∞(y, w∗)dw∗ dy

)
D2(x,w)g∞(x,w)

]
= 0.

Due to mass conservation and definitions (16) we can simplify it further and obtain

γB1(x)(ρw − µ) +
σ2

2
∂w [B1(x)ρ] = 0.

For our particular choice of diffusion function, that is (14), we can compute the steady state of g∞(x,w)
explicitly, see [51]. In particular, we get

g∞(x,w) = Cρ,µ,λB1(x)(1 + w)
1+µ/ρ

λ
−1(1− w)

1−µ/ρ
λ

−1. (17)

which, as a function of the opinion, is a Beta distribution, where λ = σ2/γ and Cρ,µ,λ is a normalizing
constant such that

∫
Ω×I g

∞(x,w) dx dw = 1.
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2.3 Analytical properties

We continue by discussing some analytical properties for solutions to (9). First we show that (9) preserves
the L1 regularity. To this end, we may rewrite equation (9) as

∂τg(x,w, τ) = γρP (x, τ)∂w
[
(w − µP (x, τ))g(x,w, τ)

]
+
σ2

2
H[g](x, τ)∂2w

[
D2(w)g(x,w, τ)

]
. (18)

Note that we will again consider a specific form of diffusion, that is D(w) =
√
1− w2. Furthermore, we

introduce the following quantities, dependent on the compromise propensity function

ρP (x, τ) :=

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)P (x, y)g(y, w, τ) dy dw, µP (x, τ) :=
1

ρP (x, τ)

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)P (x, y)w g(y, w, τ) dy dw.

Next, we take, for a given parameter ξ, a regularized non-decreasing approximation of the sign func-
tion sgnξ( · ), and then introduce the anti-derivative of sgnξ[g(x,w, τ)](w) for every w ∈ I as the func-
tion |g(x,w, τ)|ξ(w), where we stress the dependence on these functions on the variable w. Now, let us
fix x ∈ Ω, multiply each side of equation (18) and integrate with respect to w. This gives

d

dτ

∫
I
|g(x,w, τ)|ξ(w) dw = γρP (x, τ)

∫
I
sgnξ[g(x,w, τ)](w)

[
∂w[(w − µ(x, τ))g(x,w, τ)]

]
dw

+
σ2

2
H[g](x, τ)

∫
I
sgnξ[g(x,w, τ)](w)

[
∂2w
(
D2(w)g(x,w, τ)

)]
dw

= −γρP (x, τ)
∫
I
sgn′ξ[g(x,w, τ)](w)∂wg(x,w, τ)g(x,w, τ)×

×
[
w − µ(x, τ) + ∂wD

2(w)]
]
dw

− σ2

2
H[g](x, τ)

∫
I
sgn′ξ[g(x,w, τ)](w)

[
D(w)∂wg(x,w, τ)

]2
dw,

where we used the boundary conditions (11). Since

sgn′ξ[g(x,w, τ)](w)∂wg(x,w, τ)g(x,w, τ) = ∂w
[
sgnξ[g(x,w, τ)](w)g(x,w, τ)− |g(x,w, τ)|ξ(w)

]
,

we can substitute this expression and obtain

d

dτ

∫
I
|g(x,w, τ)|ξ(w) dw = −γρP (x, τ)

∫
I
∂w
[
sgnξ[g(x,w, τ)](w)g(x,w, τ)− |g(x,w, τ)|ξ(w)

]
·

·
[
w − µ(x, τ) + ∂wD

2(w)]
]
dw

− σ2

2
H[g](x, τ)

∫
I
sgn′ξ[g(x,w, τ)](w)

[
D(w)∂wg(x,w, τ)

]2
dw.

Now, the first integrand on the right-hand side vanishes as ξ → 0+ if we integrate by parts one more
time (since by construction limξ→0+ sgnξ[g(x,w, τ)](w)g(x,w, τ) = |g(x,w, τ)|ξ(w) for almost every w ∈
I). This leaves us with the second integrand, which is non-negative since we chose a non-decreasing
approximation of the sign function. Finally, since graphons are non-negative by definition at all points in
their domain, we conclude that

d

dτ
∥g(x,w, τ)∥L1([−1,1]) = lim

ξ→0+

d

dτ

∫
I
|g(x,w, τ)|ξ(w) dw ≤ 0

for all x ∈ Ω. This implies that an initial datum in L1(I) would ensure that g(x,w, τ) ∈ L1(I) for all
τ > 0.
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Remark 1. The weak contractivity of the L1 norm with respect to the opinion also allows us to prove
uniqueness of solutions to (18). The proof is based on contradiction; assume there exist two solutions
g(x,w, τ) and s(x,w, τ) and evaluate the regularized modulus of their difference for each point x ∈ Ω. If
we fix x ∈ Ω, then due to linearity with respect to w we have that g(x,w, τ)− s(x,w, τ) is a solution to
equation (18), too. Therefore

lim
ξ→0+

d

dτ

∫
I
|(g − s)(x,w, τ)|ξ dw ≤ 0,

which implies that, at x ∈ Ω, g = s for almost all w ∈ I and τ > 0 since by construction we have
g(x,w, 0) = s(x,w, 0) for all x ∈ Ω and w ∈ I. The claim then follows since x ∈ Ω was chosen arbitrarily.

Remark 2. The weak contractivity of the L1 norm with respect to w (i.e., the norm is not increased in
time) gives us as a corollary that the model (18) is positivity-preserving. The claim follows noting that
its solution g(x,w, τ) has a vanishing negative part if the initial datum is non-negative. Indeed, we can
express the negative part of g(x,w, τ) via the regularization we introduced earlier, that is

g−ξ (x,w, τ) =
1

2
(|g(x,w, τ)|ξ(w)− g(x,w, τ)), for all x ∈ Ω

This way, if we integrate with respect to w, we have

2
d

dτ

∫
I
g−ξ (x,w, τ) dw =

d

dτ

∫
I
|g(x,w, τ)|ξ(w) dw︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤0

+ 0, for all x ∈ Ω,

thanks to the first boundary condition in (11). Then it holds

d

dτ

∫
I
g−(x,w, τ) dw = lim

ξ→0+

d

dτ

∫
I
g−ξ (x,w, τ) dw ≤ 0,

for all x ∈ Ω, which implies that the non-negativity of the initial datum is preserved by the model (18).

We conclude this section by extending the previous regularity result—if the initial datum is in Lp(I),
p > 1 at x ∈ Ω then the solution g ∈ Lp(I) at x for all τ > 0. We will use both the positivity-preserving
and the L1 regularity of its solution in the following.

We note that we only show Lp-regularity for all p ≥ 2 since the result will also hold also for p ∈ (1, 2)
due to the boundedness of the interval I. The idea is to rewrite equation (18) and impose the associated
no-flux boundary conditions in order to estimate the time evolution of ∥g∥Lp using integration by parts.
The hypothesis on p to be greater or equal than 2 is needed since we will need to take the derivative of
gp−1(x,w, τ) under the integral sign, but as stated above it is not restrictive.

We define the right hand side of (18) as Q(g, g)(x,w, τ) that is

Q(g, g)(x,w, τ) := γρP (x, τ)

[
∂w
(
[(1−σ2)w−µP (x, τ)]g(x,w, τ)

)
+
H[g](x, τ)σ2

2γρP (x, τ)
∂w

(
(1−w2)∂wg(x,w, τ)

)]
.

Suppose that the following no-flux boundary conditions hold for all x ∈ Ω and for all τ > 0

γρP (x, τ)
[
((1− σ2)w − µP (x, τ))g(x,w, τ)

]∣∣∣
w=±1

= 0,

H[g](x, τ)σ2

2γρP (x, τ)

[
(1− w2)∂wg(x,w, τ)

]∣∣∣
w=±1

= 0.
(19)
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Now let us multiply each side of equation (9) by gp−1(x,w, τ) and integrate with respect to w

1

p

d

dτ
∥g(x,w, τ)∥pLp([−1,1]) =

∫
I
Q(g, g)gp−1(x,w, τ) dw

= γρP (x, τ)

∫
I

∂

∂w

(
[(1− σ2)w − µP (x, τ)]g(x,w, τ)

)
gp−1(x,w, τ) dw︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=T1

+
H[g](x, τ)σ2

2γρP (x, τ)

∫
I

∂

∂w

(
(1− w2)

∂

∂w
g(x,w, τ)

)
gp−1(x,w, τ) dw︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=T2

.

Now the goal is to show that T2 is non-positive, so that it can be ignored in the estimate, and then focus
on T1. Starting with T2, we integrate by parts and use the second boundary condition in (19) to obtain

T2 = −H[g](x, τ)σ2(p− 1)

2γρP (x, τ)

∫
I
(1− w2)(∂wg(x,w, τ))

2gp−2(x,w, τ) dw ≤ 0,

since w ∈ I, g(x,w, τ) is non-negative and ρP (x, τ) is non-negative at all x ∈ Ω. Next we consider T1,
and derive two different estimates for it. If we expand the derivative with respect to w under the integral
sign, we have

T1 = γρP (x, τ)(1−σ2)
∫
I
gp(x,w, τ) dw+γρP (x, τ)

∫
I

[
[(1−σ2)w−µP (x, t)]∂wg(x,w, τ)gp−1(x,w, τ)

]
dw.

On the other hand, we could as well integrate by parts and using the first boundary condition in (19) and
get

T1 = −γρP (x, τ)(p− 1)

∫
I
[(1− σ2)w − µP (x, t)]∂wg(x,w, τ)g

p−1(x,w, τ) dw.

If we now use the identity

T1 =
p− 1

p
T1 +

1

p
T1

to replace T1 as the appropriate convex combination of the two equations we obtain:

T1 = γρP (x, τ)(1− σ2)

∫
I
gp(x,w, τ) dw.

Putting everything together we deduce that

d

dτ
∥g(x,w, τ)∥pLp([−1,1]) ≤ pγρP (x, τ)(1− σ2)∥g(x,w, τ)∥pLp([−1,1])

for a given x ∈ Ω. Then Gronwall’s Lemma implies that if the initial datum belongs to Lp([−1, 1]) at
x ∈ Ω, then g(x,w, τ) ∈ Lp([−1, 1]) at x for all τ > 0.

3 Declustering: preventing consensus via control strategies

In this section we focus on control strategies to prevent consensus. In particular we wish to prevent
consensus formation driven by the compromise process. This objective is different to more common
optimal control strategies, which would for example steer the average opinion to a given target [1, 3, 5].

To this end, we propose an additional interaction to prevent the formation of opinion clusters by
enforcing a controlled interaction. In particular, we consider a convex combination of two updates weighted
by the parameter θ ∈ (0, 1) such that a fraction 1 − θ of the population follows an opinion transition of
the type (1), whereas a fraction of size θ follows to an opinion update

w′′ = w + γuS(w), (20)
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where u is an agent-based control arising from the solution of a problem of the form

u∗ = argmax
u∈U

J (w′′, u)

and S(w) ≥ 0 a suitable selection function dependent on the opinion. The functional J ( · , · ) is a suitable
convex cost and U the set of admissible controls. In particular, a control u is admissible if the post-
interaction opinion w′′ stays within the interval I.

Our approach is based on maximizing the distance between the current average opinion and the post-
interaction value w′′, that is

u∗ = argmax
u∈U

(1
2
(w′′ −m)2 +

ν

2
u2
)
, (21)

where m the average opinion of the population on the network at time t and ν > 0 is a penalty coefficient.
We can express the optimal value for the control u∗ by solving the following Lagrange-multiplier

problem

−(w′′ −m)
∂w′′

∂u
− νu = 0,

which gives u = S(w)γ/ν(w′′ − w). If we plug in this condition in the update rule (20), we obtain the
optimal control strategy is given by

u∗ =
γS2(w)

ν + γ2S2(w)
(w −m)

and to the resulting interaction is

w′′ = w +
γ2S2(w)

γ2S2(w) + ν
(w −m). (22)

In particular, in the rest of the paper we focus on the selection function

S(w) := χ(w ∈ A), A :=
(
−γ

2(1 +m) + ν

2γ2 + ν
,
γ2(1 +m) + ν

2γ2 + ν

)
⊆ I. (23)

Remark 3. Thanks to the presence of the indicator function in (23), we can verify that w′′ ∈ [−1, 1] and
therefore that the controlled interaction is admissible.

We recall that we balance the two types of interactions: at a rate 1 − θ, agents update their opinion
according to (1), at the rate θ they interact with the external control (22). This yields a kinetic model
whose right-hand side is convex combination of two non-Maxwellian operators

∂tf(x,w, t) = (1− θ)Q(f, f)(x,w, t) + θQu(f)(x,w, t). (24)

The role of the parameter θ ∈ [0, 1] is to model the frequency at which the different kinds of interaction take
place: it can be thought as the percentage of automated users (e.g., bots programmed by a third party)
on the network. The operator Q(f, f) is the same introduced in equation (4); the operator Qu(f)(x,w, t),
instead, encodes the controlled update of agents’ opinions as prescribed by the elementary interaction (22)
and is therefore given by∫

Ω×I

φ(x,w)Qu(f)(x,w, t)dw dx =

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)(φ(x,w′′)− φ(x,w))f(x,w, t)dw dx, (25)

for any test function φ( · , · ).
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3.1 Mean-field limit of the controlled model

In this section we explicitly show how the introduced control is capable to break consensus on the mean-
field level for suitable choice of the penalization. We proceed like we did in Section 2.1 to derive a more
approachable mean-field limit of equation (24), using the same scaling

τ → t/ϵ, γ → γϵ, σ2 → σ2ϵ, ν → κϵ, (26)

for a certain κ ∈ R+. In this case, particular care is needed in treating the weak form (25) due to the
presence of the indicator function in the interaction (22). Using Taylor expansion like we did in Section 2.1,
yields

d

dτ

∫
Ω×I

φ(x,w)g(x,w, τ) dx dw = (1− θ)

[
−
∫

Ω×I

φ′(x,w)g(x,w, τ)K[g](x,w, τ) dx dw

+

∫
Ω×I

φ′′(x,w)g(x,w, τ)H[g](x, τ) +
1

ϵ
Rφ(g, g)

]

+
θ

ϵ

[ ∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)∂wφ(x,w)(w′′ − w)g(x,w, τ) dx dw

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=A[g](x,w,τ)

+R′
φ(g, g)

]
.

Here, K[g], H[g] and Rφ(g, g) are the same operators as in equations (10) and (8) in Section 2.1, while we
denote

R′
φ(g, g) =

1

2

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)∂2wφ(x,w)(w′′ − w)2g(x,w, τ) dx dw,

which can be shown to go to zero with computations analogous to the ones for Rφ(g, g). We continue
with the term θA[g](x,w, τ)/ϵ:

θ

ϵ

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)∂wφ(x,w)(w′′ − w)g(x,w, τ) dx dw = θ

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)∂wφ(x,w)
ϵγ2S2(w)

ϵγ2S2(w) + κ
(w −m)g(x,w, τ) dx dw

= θ

∫
Ω×A

B(x, y)∂wφ(x,w)
γ2S2(w)

ϵγ2S2(w) + κ
(w −m)g(x,w, τ) dx dw

→ θ

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)∂wφ(x,w)
γ2

κ
(w −m)g(x,w, τ) dx dw,

since in the limit ϵ→ 0+ we have

A =
(
−ϵ

2γ2(1 +m) + ϵκ

2ϵ2γ2 + ϵκ
,
ϵ2γ2(1 +m) + ϵκ

2ϵ2γ2 + ϵκ

)
→ (−1, 1),

where we recall that κ > 0 and |m| ≤ 1. Therefore, we obtain the following Fokker-Planck equation

∂τg(x,w, τ) = γ∂w
[
Ku
θ [g](x,w, τ)g(x,w, τ)

]
+
σ2

2
∂2w
[
Hθ[g](x, τ)D

2(x,w)g(x,w, τ)
]
, (27)

where this time we define

Ku
θ [g](x,w, τ) := (1− θ)

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)P (x, y)(w − w∗)g(y, w∗, τ) dy dw∗ −
θγ

κ

∫
Ω
B(x, y)(w −m) dy

= (1− θ)K[g](x,w, τ)− θγdi(x)

κ
(w −m). (28)
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Here di(x) is the in-degree of x as defined in Section A and Hθ[g] := (1−θ)H[g]. The associated boundary
conditions which are necessary to perform the integration by parts are

γ
[
Ku
θ [g](x,w, τ)g(x,w, τ)

]
+
σ2

2
∂w
[
Hθ[g](x, t)D

2(x,w)g(x,w, τ)
]∣∣∣w=1

w=−1
= 0,

Hθ[g](x, t)D
2(x,w)g(x,w, τ)

∣∣∣w=1

w=−1
= 0.

(29)

Remark 4. The mean opinion of the population is preserved. Indeed, multiplying each side of equation (27)
and then integrating by parts we get

d

dτ

∫
Ω×I

wg(x,w, τ)dx dw = (1− θ)

∫
Ω×I

w∂w

[
γK[g] g(x,w, τ) +

σ2

2
H[g]∂w

(
D2(x,w)g(x,w, τ)

)]
dx dw

+
θγdi(x)

κ

∫
Ω×I

(w −m)g(x,w, τ) dx dw = 0,

thanks to equations (28) and (12). The evolution of the second order moment is trickier, due to the
presence of general graphon kernel and the compromise propensity function. In case of the specific
diffusion function D( · , · ) (14) we can simplify the expression and obtain

d

dτ

∫
I
w2g(x,w, τ) dw = (1− θ)

∫
Ω×I

w2∂w

[(
γρP (x, τ)(w − µP (x, τ))g(x,w, τ)

)
+
σ2

2
H[g](x, τ)∂w

(
(1− w2)g(x,w, τ)

)]
dx dw

+
θγdi(x)

κ

∫
Ω×I

w2∂w
[
(w −m)g(x,w, τ)

]
dx dw

=

[
−2(1− θ)

(
γρP (x, τ) +

σ2

2
H[g](x, τ)

)
+

2θγ2di(x)

κ

]
Ξ(x, τ)

−
[
2(1− θ)γρP (x, τ)µP (x, τ) +

2θγ2di(x)m

κ

]
Λ(x, τ)

+ (1− θ)σ2Φ(x, τ)H[g](x, τ),

(30)

where we note Φ(x, τ) :=
∫
I g(x,w, τ) dw. Equation (30) is still quite general: further insights on the

trend of the second order moment can be found in the specialized setting of Remark 6.

3.2 Effects of the penalization coefficient on the quasi-equilibrium distribution

In the following we will compute the quasi-equilibrium distribution of (27). This corresponds to solving

γ∂w
[
Ku
θ [g](x,w, τ)g(x,w, τ)

]
+
σ2

2
∂2w
[
Hθ[g](x, τ)D

2(x,w)f(x,w, t)
]
= 0

which we can write in closed form (due to the no-flux bc (29)). Then the quasi-equilibrium distribution fqe

is given by

gqe(x,w, τ) = C exp

(
−
∫ w

−1

γKu
θ [f ](x, v, τ) + σ2/2Hθ[g](x, τ) ∂vD

2(x, v)

σ2/2Hθ[g](x, τ)D2(x, v)
dv

)
,

where C is a normalizing constant and under the formal assumption that H[g](x, τ)D2(x, v) can be taken
to be nonzero almost everywhere at x ∈ Ω and on [−1, 1].
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To compare the controlled case to the one obtained in equation (17) we focus on the case D(x,w) =√
1− w2, and, having chosen a unitary compromise propensity function we can write

gqe(x,w, τ) = C(1− w)α−(1 + w)α+ , (31)

where we define

α−(θ, γ, σ, κ, τ) :=
γ
[
κ(1− θ)(ρp(x, τ)− µp(x, τ))− γθdi(x)(1−m)

]
κρp(x, τ)(1− θ)σ2

− 1,

α+(θ, γ, σ, κ, τ) :=
γ
[
κ(1− θ)(ρp(x, τ) + µp(x, τ))− γθdi(x)(1 +m)

]
κρp(x, τ)(1− θ)σ2

− 1.

If we fix x ∈ Ω, the quasi-equilibrium state of equation (31) is a Beta distribution with respect to the
variable w. In fact, taking θ = 0 and a separable graphon kernel B(x, y) in equation (31) gives us precisely
the steady state we found for the uncontrolled problem, given by (17).

We can exploit our knowledge of the quasi-equilibrium to influence the level of declustering of the
system: indeed, the opinion distribution is in its least clustered form when it is uniform, i.e., when
α− = α+ = 0. If we impose these constraints, we can solve them for the penalty term κ as a function of
the network position x ∈ Ω and of time τ , i.e., κ = κ(x, τ). We obtain

κ(x, τ) =
γ2θdi(x)

ρP (x, τ)(1− θ)(γ − σ2)

m = 0

µP (x, τ) = 0,

(32)

which, under the further hypothesis that B(x, y) = B1(x)B2(y) and P (x, y) ≡ 1, simplifies to

κ̄ =
γ2θ

(1− θ)(γ − σ2)
. (33)

Remark 5. The constraint m = 0 in (32) is necessary to have a uniform distribution over a symmetric
domain, while imposing µ1(x, τ) = 0 is needed to have α− = 0 and α+ = 0 simultaneously.

When g ≈ U(Ω× [−1, 1]), that is the distribution is almost uniform over the domain Ω× [−1, 1], we
have ρ1(x, τ) ≈ di(x), so that

gqe(x,w, t) → g∞(x,w) =⇒ κ(x, τ) → κ̄, for all x ∈ Ω.

Finally, we stress that the choices (32) and (33) that would appear in the controlled update (20) come
from the analysis of a quasi-equilibrium state for the distribution g(x,w, τ) which has been computed
from the Fokker-Planck equation (27). This implies that the penalty term would be effective in achieving
the declustering effect only for a parameter regime in which ϵ is sufficiently small.

Remark 6. If we consider again the evolution of the second order moment as in (30), assume that P ( · , · ) ∈
L∞(Ω× Ω), and use the κ = κ(x, τ) defined in equation (32), we obtain

d

dτ
Ξ(x, τ) ≤ −3∥P (x, y)∥L∞(Ω2)(1− θ)H[g](x, τ)σ2

[
Ξ(x, τ)− φ(x, τ)

3
+
(
γµP (x, τ) + (γ − σ2)m

)
Λ(x, τ)

]
.

This estimate can be further simplified if m = Λ(x, τ) = 0 for all x ∈ Ω (a condition needed to observe a
centered uniform distribution):

d

dτ
Ξ(x, τ) ≤ −3∥P (x, y)∥L∞(Ω2)(1− θ)H[g](x, τ)σ2

[
Ξ(x, τ)− φ(x, τ)

3

]
.

In particular, by Gronwall’s inequality we have that whenever the graphon kernel is bounded the variance
converges exponentially in time towards 1/3, since, integrating both sides with respect to x ∈ Ω gives

d

dτ
E(τ) ≤ −3∥P (x, y)∥L∞(Ω2)∥B(x, y)∥L∞(Ω2)(1− θ)σ2(E(τ)− 1/3), (34)

where 1/3 is the variance of the uniform distribution over Ω× I.
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Parameter Value(s) Definition

N 105 Number of agents

θ 10−1 Rate of interaction with the controlled update (22)

ϵ {10−1, 10−2, 5× 10−4} Scaling parameter of equation (26)

∆t ϵ Time discretization

T {8, 32} Final time of the simulation

γ ϵ Compromise parameter as in (4)

σ2 γ/4 Variance of random variables η, η̃ as in (4)

κ(x, τ) Penalization coefficient as in (32)

κ̄ 4/27 Specialized penalization coefficient as computed in (33)

Table 1: List of parameters used within numerical experiments.

4 Numerical tests

We conclude by illustrating the declustering strategy with various computational experiments. We show
first the consistency of the quasi-invariant limit of the controlled model (24) in the network-homogeneous
case. In this case, we choose a uniform, constant graphon kernel B(x, y) ≡ c ∈ (0, 1]; in particular,
B(x, y) ≡ 1. In the second example we check the quasi-invariant limit using the power-law graphon,
which is separable, to model an interaction happening on a scale-free network. In the third experiment
we illustrate the dynamics for non-separable, graphon kernels. All tests were performed using direct
simulation Monte Carlo methods for the Boltzmann equation (24); we refer to [46, 47] and references
therein for further details.

We start describing our method by rewriting equation (24) in strong form as a sum of gain and loss
parts:

∂tf(x,w, t) = (1− θ)Q(f, f)(x,w, t) + θQu(f)(x,w, t)

= (1− θ)

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)
( 1
′J
f(x, ′w, t) f(y, ′w∗, t)− f(x,w, t)f(y, w∗, t)

)
dy dw∗

+ θ

∫
Ω×I

B(x, y)
( 1
′′J
f(x, ′′w, t)− f(y, w∗, t)

)
dy dw∗.

(35)

We indicate with QΣ and QΣ
u the operators obtained replacing the graphon kernel B(x, y) with the

approximated version BΣ(x, y, given by

BΣ(x, y) := min{B(x, y),Σ},

where Σ is an upper bound for B(x, y) over Ω2. Whenever we consider an unbounded interaction kernel
(e.g., the power-law case) we consider a suitable truncation for Σ. If we now highlight the gain and loss
parts of QΣ and QΣ

u , we have

∂tf(x,w, t) = (1− θ)

[
QΣ+(f, f) + f(x,w, t)

〈∫
Ω×I

(
Σ− BΣ(x, y)

)
f(y, w∗, t) dy dw∗

〉
− Σf(x,w, t)

]
θ
[
QΣ+
u (f) + f(x,w, t)

〈∫
Ω×I

(
Σ− BΣ(x, y)

)
f(y, w∗, t) dy dw∗

〉
− Σf(x,w, t)

]
,
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where we define

QΣ+ :=

〈∫
Ω×I

BΣ(x, y)
( 1
′J
f(x, ′w, t) f(y, ′w∗, t)

)
dy, dw∗

〉
,

QΣ+
u :=

〈∫
Ω×I

B(x, y) 1
′′J
f(x, ′′w, t) dy dw∗

〉
.

Then, we discretize the time interval [0, T ] with time step ∆t > 0 and denote as fn(x,w) the time
approximation f(x,w, n∆t) to consider the forward-Euler-type scheme

fn+1 = (1− Σ∆t)fn +Σ∆t
S(fn, fn)

Σ
,

where we define

S(f, f) := (1− θ)

[
QΣ+(f, f) + f(x,w, t)

〈∫
Ω×I

(
Σ− BΣ(x, y)

)
f(y, w∗, t) dy dw∗

〉
− Σf(x,w, t)

]

θ

[
QΣ+
u (f) + f(x,w, t)

〈∫
Ω×I

(
Σ− BΣ(x, y)

)
f(y, w∗, t) dy dw∗

〉
− Σf(x,w, t)

]
.

We remark that under the condition Σ∆t ≤ 1, fn+1 is well-defined as a probability density.
We report in Table 1 all the parameters we used in our computational experiments. Moreover, we

always fix D(x,w) =
√
1− w2 as diffusion function and P (x, y) ≡ 1 as compromise tendency function.

Finally, we consider as initial distribution a state close to full consensus represented by a truncated
Gaussian distribution over the interval I for all x ∈ Ω

f0(w) =

Ce
(w−u0)

2

2σ2
0 , w ∈ [−1, 1],

0 otherwise,

where u0 = 0, σ20 = 1
10 and C > 0 is a normalization constant.

4.1 Consistency of the mean-field model: the network-homogeneous case

We take model (27) with B(x, y) ≡ 1, which corresponds to a fully connected network, in which every
node is adjacent to every other. Using the quasi-invariant scaling, we again approximate the dynamics
of (24) by the one-dimensional Fokker-Planck equation

∂τg(w, τ) = γ∂w
[
1− θ(1 + γ/κ)(w −m)g(w, τ)

]
+ (1− θ)

σ2

2
∂2w
[
(1− w2)g(w, τ)

]
.

Note that we choose κ = κ̄, as in equation (33), which corresponds to the optimal scaling to ensure
declustering. From Figure 1 we can see that as ϵ approaches zero, the controlled update gets fully
effective and the state relaxes towards a uniform distribution. This is also testified by Figure 2, where
we report the profile of the distribution g(w, τ) at time τ = T , with T = 8. We also report the evolution
from τ = 0 to τ = T of the entropy, computed as

H[g](τ) = −
∫
I
g(w, τ) log g(w, τ) dw.

We can see that when ϵ ≪ 1 the entropy approaches the value log(2), which corresponds to the entropy
of the uniform distribution over the interval I.
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Figure 1: Time evolution of the opinion distribution g(w, τ) for the network-homogeneous case with
different choices of parameter ϵ, respectively ϵ = 10−1, ϵ = 10−2 and ϵ = 5× 10−4 from left to right.

Figure 2: Left: comparison of the distribution g(w, T ) for various values of ϵ, as in Figure 1. Right:
comparison of the time evolution for the entropy H[g](τ) for the same values of ϵ.
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4.2 Consistency of the mean-field model: the power-law network case

Next, we take model (27) with B(x, y) = 9/16(xy)−1/4, i.e., the power-law graphon. We recall that this
special choice yields equation (9). Since the power-law graphon is separable, the optimal value for the
penalty term is κ̄ of equation (33) as for the network-homogeneous case. Figure 3 shows the evolution of
g(x,w, τ) for different values of ϵ. Since the distribution depends on both the opinion and the network
position, we illustrate g(x,w, τ) at three instances in time in the first row, that is τ = 0, τ = T/2 and
τ = T , where this time we fix T = 32. The second tow of plots in Figure 3 shows the opinion marginal∫
Ω g(w, t) dx for different values of ϵ. In Figure 4 we report again for ease of viewing the power-law

Figure 3: Top row: evolution in time of the distribution function g(x,w, τ) for different time snapshots,
respectively τ = 0, τ = 16 and τ = 32. Bottom row: evolution in time of the opinion marginal g(w, τ).
Columns, from left to right: simulations results for ϵ = 10−1, ϵ = 10−2 and ϵ = 5× 10−4.

graphon kernel that we use in our simulations and the time evolution of the entropy, computed as

H[g](τ) = −
∫

Ω×I

g(x,w, τ) log g(x,w, τ) dx dw.

Again, we see that in the limit ϵ→ 0+ the state reaches an uniform distribution over Ω×I = [0, 1]×[−1, 1],
since the power-law graphon is defined on the entire unit square [0, 1]2.

4.3 Declustering on non-separable networks

The last computational experiments illustrate the dynamics in case of non-separable graphons: the k–NN
graphon and the small-world graphon. The first one models the k–NN networks as described, e.g., in [25,
53, 54] and it is defined ([25]) as

k–NN

B (x, y) = χ(min(|x− y|, 1− |x− y|) ≤ r),

where χ( · ) is the indicator function and r ∈ (0, 1) is a constant real number, while the small-world
graphon (see, e.g., [25, 53, 54]) is defined as

SW

B (x, y) = (1− p)
k–NN

B (x, y) + p(1−
k–NN

B (x, y)).

In Figure 5 we reported the surface plots for both graphon kernels for fixed values of r = 1/8 and p = 3/4.
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Figure 4: Left: surface plot of B(x, y) = 9/16(xy)−1/4. Right, time evolution of the entropy H[g](τ) for
the same values of ϵ of Figure 3.

Figure 5: Top row: simulation results for the k–NN graphon kernel. Bottom row: simulation results for
the small-world graphon kernel. Column-wise, from left to right: surface plot of the graphon kernel; time
snapshots slices of the distribution g(x,w, τ) for τ = 0, τ = 4 and τ = 8; time evolution of the opinion
marginal distribution g(w, τ).

19



We consider model (27) with scaling parameter ϵ = 10−3 and let evolve in time until T = 8, where for
this test we considered the network and time dependent optimal penalty coefficient κ̄x,τ as written in
equation (32). As we can see, g(x,w, τ) approaches a uniform distribution over both network topologies.

Conclusion

In this paper we proposed a simple yet very efficient optimal control strategy to break consensus in a
kinetic model for opinion formation on graphons. The proposed approach allows us to include complex
microscopic features, such as social networks, on the continuum limit and understand the impact of simple
declustering mechanisms.

In doing so we investigate the un-controlled and controlled models in the mean-field limit. We then
investigate the large time behavior and are able to write down closed form solutions of the (quasi)-
stationary agent distribution of the un-controlled and controlled problem for certain choices of parameters.
This formulation allows us to identify the necessary controls to prevent consensus and steer the crowd
towards a uniform distribution. We corroborate our analytical results with computational experiments
for various types of graphons. The numerical results confirm our theoretical findings and the success of
the proposed declustering strategy. Extensions of the designed approach to include dynamic networks for
fully nonlinear equations are actually under study and will be presented in future researches.
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A Basic definitions on graphs and graphons

We follow here [17, 33] to give a brief overview on graphs and graphons.
A (simple, unweighted) graph G is a pair of sets: V (G) that indicates vertices, or nodes, of G, and

E(G) that refers to the edges between nodes, pairwise distinct. Two connected vertices are also said to
be adjacent, and in this spirit we can describe the graph G via its associated adjacency matrix Aij(G),
where Aij = 1 if and only if (i, j) ∈ E(g), that is, if nodes i and j are connected. A way to represent
the adjacency matrix of a graph is its pixel picture, i.e., we discretize the unit square [0, 1]2 ⊂ R into a
grid of N2 squares of size 1/N , where N is the number of nodes of G. Then the square whose north-west
coordinate is

(
(i− 1)/N, (j − 1)/N

)
is painted black if and only if Aij(G) = 1. Since matrices are labeled

starting from their upper-left corner, the same happens for the pixel pictures, where the origin is at their
upper-left corner as well. 

0 0 1 1 1
1 1 0 1 0
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 1 1 1
0 1 0 0 1

 −−−−−−−→

Figure 6: Example of pixel picture of a 5× 5 adjacency matrix.

If we let the number N become large, we see that the pixel picture “converges” toward a grayscale
image. For example, if we consider a random graph where each node is linked to another with probability
1/2 seems to approach the constant function 1/2 over [0, 1]2.
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−→ −→ −→

Figure 7: Convergence of pixel pictures of adjacency matrices of random graphs to the function 1/2.

This concept of limit of a sequence of graphs can be made rigorous introducing the notion of graphon.
We define a (labeled) graphon as a Lebesgue-measurable function from Ω2 ⊆ [0, 1]2 to R+, with the

tacit assumption that we identify graphons that are equal almost everywhere. An unlabeled graphon is a
labeled graphon to which is applied an invertible, measure preserving map to [0, 1] (called re-labeling).

A familiar example of a graphon is just a finite graph, so that it is sensible to see graphons as a
consistent generalization of graphs. Indeed, finite graphs can be described as stepfunctions on [0, 1]2], i.e.,
measurable functions that are piecewise constant. We can construct the step graphon WG associated to
the finite graph G directly, pretty much like we did to pass from adjacency matrix to pixel picture:

WG :=
1

|V (G)|2
∑

i,j∈V (G)

χ
Ii×Ij

, (36)

where Ii ⊆ [0, 1] is an interval of length 1/|V (G)|.
Graphons themselves become elements of a metric space (which we refer to as (G, δ )) once we consider

a distance between pairs (W,U) of them, called the cut distance

δ (W,U) = inf
φ,ψ

sup
S,T

∣∣∣∣ ∫
S×T

W
(
φ(x), φ(y)

)
− U

(
ψ(x), ψ(y)

)
dx dy

∣∣∣∣,
where φ and ψ are re-labeling while S and T are measurable subsets of Ω ⊆ [0, 1]. Notice that the cut
distance is just a pseudo-metric, since δ (W,U) = 0 =⇏ W = U .

There are two main results that are useful when dealing with graphons [33], which we report for
convenience.

Theorem 1. Given a graphon W there exists a sequence (Wn)n such that

δ (Wn −W ) −−−−−→
n→+∞

0.

Theorem 2. The space (G, δ ) is compact.

This implies that the space of graphons endowed with the cut metric is complete: indeed, it is the
completion of the space of finite graphs when itself is equipped with the cut norm.

While these results give us a nice framework to analyze graphs when their number of vertices grows
very large, an issue arises when we consider the limit of a sequence of sparse graphs. The (edge) density
of a graph can be defined as the fraction of its number of edges |E(G)| with respect to the maximum
possible, which for simple, directed graphs is |V (G)|(|V (G)| − 1)

d(G) :=
|E(G)|

|V (G)|(|V (G)| − 1)
.

A dense graph is one such that for its two magnitudes |E(G)| and |V (G)| there is a relation like |E(G)| =
O(|V (G)|2), while for a sparse graph holds |E(G)| = o(|V (G)|2). For sequences of graphs (Gn)n this
translates into

(Gn)n is dense ⇐⇒ lim inf
n→+∞

d(Gn) > 0; (Gn)n is sparse ⇐⇒ lim
n→+∞

d(Gn) = 0
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The density of a graph can be rewritten as a sum

d(G) =
∑

i,j∈V (G)

1

|V (G)|(|V (G)| − 1)
(37)

The form (37) of the density of a graph is a particular case of the p-norm for weighted graphs

∥G∥p :=


( ∑
i,j∈V (G)

αiαj
αG(αG − 1)

|βpij |
)1/p

, 1 ≤ p <∞

max
i,j∈V (G)

|βij |, p = ∞,

(38)

where αi is the weight of the i-th node, βij is the weight of the edge that connects node i with node j
(with βij = 0 if the two are not adjacent) and finally αG is the total weight of the graph

αG =
∑

i∈V (G)

αi.

Now we see that when we consider an unweighted, directed, simple graph, equation (37) is equation (38)
when p equal 1. We may define the p-norm for graphons, too: for 1 ≤ p < +∞ it has the form

∥W∥p :=
( ∫

Ω
|W (x, y)|p dx dy

)1/p

,

while ∥W∥∞ is the essential supremum of W . Notice that ∥WG∥p = ∥G∥p for all p ∈ [1,+∞]. This tells
us that a sequence of sparse graphs will converge toward one of vanishing density, so that its limit graphon
will effectively be the uninteresting null graphon.

To overcome this difficulty, we will consider the normalized graphs, i.e., we will divide them by their 1-
norm: this will allow us to compare graphons with different densities and to consider meaningful sequences
of sparse graphs, with the aim of introducing and studying sparse graphons.

Results in [17] assure that normalized graphs converge, up to subsequences, to an Lp graphon in the
cut metric; so do sequences of step graphons. Moreover, the Lp ball of graphons is compact with respect
to the cut metric (up to identification of objects at zero distance).

At last, we recall the concept of connectivity and connected component for a graphon.

Definition 1. Given a graphonW : Ω2 ⊆ [0, 1]2 → R+ we say it is disconnected if there exists a set S ⊂ Ω
such that S has positive Lebesgue measure and∫

S×(Ω\S)

W (x, y) dx dy = 0.

We say that W is connected if it is not disconnected. A subset S ⊂ Ω such that S is connected and
S ∪ {x}, for all x ∈ Ω \ S, is not, is called connected component of the graphon W .

Clearly, we can always write a graphon as a disjoint union of its connected components.

Definition 2. Given a graphon W : Ω2 ⊆ [0, 1]2 → R+ and point x and y ∈ Ω, we define

di(x) =

∫
Ω
W (x, y) dy do(y) =

∫
Ω
W (x, y) dx

as the in-degree of x and the out-degree of y with respect to the graphon W (x, y), respectively. The two
definitions agree in case of undirected, i.e., symmetric, graphons.
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[27] B. Düring and M.-T. Wolfram. “Opinion Dynamics: Inhomogeneous Boltzmann-Type Equations
Modelling Opinion Leadership and Political Segregation”. In: Proc. R. Soc. A 471.2182 (2015),
p. 20150345.

[28] S. Erol, F. Parise, and A. Teytelboym. “Contagion in Graphons”. In: J. Econ. Theory (105673 2023).

[29] J. Franceschi, L. Pareschi, E. Bellodi, M. Gavanelli, and M. Bresadola. “Modeling Opinion Polar-
ization On Social Media: Application To Covid-19 Vaccination Hesitancy in Italy”. In: PLoS ONE
18.10 (Oct. 2023), pp. 1–26.

[30] S. Galam. “Sociophysics: A Review of Galam Models”. In: Int. J. Mod. Phys. C 19.03 (2008),
pp. 409–440.

[31] S. Gao and P. E. Caines. “Graphon Control of Large-Scale Networks of Linear Systems”. In: IEEE
Trans. Automat. Contr. 65.10 (2019), pp. 4090–4105.

[32] Z. Gilani, R. Farahbakhsh, G. Tyson, and J. Crowcroft. “A Large-Scale Behavioural Analysis of
Bots and Humans On Twitter”. In: ACM Transactions On the Web (TWEB) 13.1 (2019), pp. 1–23.

[33] D. Glasscock. “What Is. . . a Graphon”. In: Notices of the AMS 62.1 (2015), pp. 46–48.

[34] B. D. Goddard, B. Gooding, H. Short, and G. A. Pavliotis. “Noisy Bounded Confidence Models for
Opinion Dynamics: the Effect of Boundary Conditions On Phase Transitions”. In: IMA J. Appl.
Math. 87.1 (2021), pp. 80–110.

[35] R. Hegselmann and U. Krause. “Opinion Dynamics and Bounded Confidence Models, Analysis, and
Simulation”. In: J. Artif. Soc. Soc. Simul. 5.3 (2002).

[36] Y. Hu, X. Wei, J. Yan, and H. Zhang. “Graphon Mean-Field Control for Cooperative Multi-Agent
Reinforcement Learning”. In: J. Frank. Inst. 360.18 (2023), pp. 14783–14805.

[37] E. Iacomini and P. Vellucci. “Contrarian Effect in Opinion Forming: Insights From Greta Thunberg
Phenomenon”. In: J. Math. Sociol. 47.2 (2023), pp. 123–169.

[38] P.-E. Jabin and S. Motsch. “Clustering and Asymptotic Behavior in Opinion Formation”. In: J.
Diff. Equ. 257.11 (2014), pp. 4165–4187. issn: 0022-0396.

[39] J. K. Lee, J. Choi, C. Kim, and Y. Kim. “Social Media, Network Heterogeneity, and Opinion
Polarization”. In: J. Commun. 64.4 (2014), pp. 702–722.

[40] L. Lovász. Large Networks and Graph Limits. Vol. 60. American Mathematical Society, 2012.

24



[41] A. Matakos, E. Terzi, and P. Tsaparas. “Measuring and Moderating Opinion Polarization in Social
Networks”. In: Data Mining and Knowledge Discovery 31 (2017), pp. 1480–1505.

[42] S. Motsch and E. Tadmor. “Heterophilious Dynamics Enhances Consensus”. In: SIAM Rev. 56.4
(2014), pp. 577–621.

[43] G. Naldi and G. Patane. “A Graph-Based Modelling of Epidemics: Properties, Simulation, and
Continuum Limit”. Preprint arXiv:2208.07559. 2022.

[44] M. E. J. Newman. “The Structure and Function of Complex Networks”. In: SIAM Rev. 45.2 (2003),
pp. 167–256.

[45] M. Nurisso, M. Raviola, and A. Tosin. “Network-Based Kinetic Models: Emergence of a Statistical
Description of the Graph Topology”. In: Eur. J. Appl. Math. (2024), pp. 1–22.

[46] L. Pareschi and G. Toscani. Interacting Multiagent Systems: Kinetic Equations and Monte Carlo
Methods. OUP Oxford, 2013.

[47] L. Pareschi, G. Toscani, A. Tosin, and M. Zanella. “Hydrodynamic Models of Preference Formation
in Multi-Agent Societies”. In: J. Nonlin. Sci. 29 (2019), pp. 2761–2796.

[48] L. Pareschi, P. Vellucci, and M. Zanella. “Kinetic Models of Collective Decision-Making in the
Presence of Equality Bias”. In: Phys. A 467 (2017), pp. 201–217.
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