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Abstract

The outcomes of democratic elections rest on individuals” decision-making that is driven by
their varying preferences and beliefs. Individuals may prefer consensus to gridlock, or gridlock
to consensus, and information may be fractured via echo-chambers. To understand the role of
these factors in whether or not elections reach consensus, we develop and explore a compu-
tational model in which voters have varying party affiliations, preferences, beliefs, and voting
strategies. Voters may change their voting strategies either by imitating others or reconsider-
ing their strategy individually. Preferences are orderings of the following election outcomes: a
voter’s party winning a super-majority, the opposing party winning such a majority, and grid-
lock. Voters beliefs and decisions are shaped by their social networks, and thus are heteroge-
neous in the population. We observe a “tipping point” phenomenon wherein the voters’ initial
strategies and randomness impact whether the minority party voters vote to create gridlock or
consensus. A positive feedback loop secures such voters into one behaviour or the other. Con-
sensus is reached by the minority party evolving to prefer consensus, which in turn drives the
majority to also prefer consensus due to the influence of social learning. Further, consensus is
promoted by an uneven distribution of party affiliation, and undermined when it is even. We
also find that a moderate prevalence or strength of echo-chambers can boost consensus, since
they can quell voters’ desires for gridlock.
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Introduction

Throughout history compromise and cooperation have been crucial in advancing society. Today, as
political tensions rise, it becomes increasingly difficult for individuals to cooperate and find com-
mon ground to advance legislation (Iyengar, Sood and Lelkes| [2012). In recent years, the political
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landscape has become more hostile and divided as politicians are unable to find common ground
(Barisione, 2017} |Vegetti, 2019; Birch) 2020; Mettler and Brown,|[2022)). The divide has created more
and more extreme ideals and behaviours (Huang and Low, 2017)). Under such division, how then
do we obtain common ground? Being able to obtain common ground or consensus is heavily de-
pendent on voters’ social networks, especially when echo chambers form (Cinelli et al., 2021)). In
extreme circumstances, when a polarizing figure is elected, post election voters can be less cooper-
ative, especially with those of other social groups (Huang and Low}2017)). While this is an extreme
case, it allows us to understand that while consensus and cooperation are important for societal
growth, echo chambers and polarizing leaders can undermine general consensus.

On the surface level, voters in elections are faced with choosing the party whose policies most
align with their preferences, which can be derived from factors such as income, gender, race, rural
or urban living, and many others (Wani and Alone} 2014; Pinto et al,, 2021; Mettler and Brown,
2022)). But it is not always this trivial, since voters may vote strategically given their beliefs and
reasoning about how the rest of the electorate will vote. On the one hand, a voter may prefer
legislative action by either party opposed to a gridlock result. This concept directly relates to “do
something” politics, where on consensus type issues, voters may prefer that legislative action is
taken even if the majority party has opinions that conflicts with their own ideals (Egan,2014). The
severity of an issue also emphasises this drive for legislative action and consensus where a gridlock
result is more severe Egan| (2014). On the other hand, voters may feel that their preferences are
inadequately represented by their choices in an election and thus they would prefer gridlock. In
either case, a highly important election to a voter can lead to an increase in such strategic voting
(Myatt, 2007)).

When deciding on how to vote strategically, voters receive information from a variety of dif-
ferent sources. Historically, information has spread via word of mouth from voters’ local social
networks of family, friends, and acquaintances. With technological advancements, this local so-
cial network has expanded drastically. Many individuals now obtain information via social media
platforms, in particular news and political updates (Wani and Alone, 2014)). The quality of this on-
line information is not always accurate. For example, information absorption online can be faster
with lies than truth, and social media platforms can push political agendas (Soroush Vosoughi,
2018). Information bubbles and influence networks create a divide among voters by altering their
perceived information about the nature of political issues. If such bubbles are adequately “gerry-
mandered”, election outcomes can be altered: even minority parties can have the ability to sway
votes in their favour (Stewart et al.,2019).

As seen in experiments with human participants concerned with reaching consensus, the de-
cision making of voters can be influenced by their connections to members of the opposing party
(Stewart et al, 2019). In particular, a voter’s behaviour can be altered by the “privately observed
payoffs” of the neighbors around them (Strulovici, 2010). This effect can be significantly impacted
by the presence of political zealots, who vote a party regardless of the opinions of others. If the
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sensus can be prevented leading to prolonged political gridlock (Tian and Wang), 2018]).

The struggle between consensus and gridlock has been studied theoretically through opinion
dynamics, where consensus, polarization, or a plurality of options have been observed (Hegsel-
mann and Krause, 2002; Bauso, Pesenti and Tolotti, 2016). These outcomes are dependent on the
initial distribution of prior beliefs as well as the ability and/or willingness to change one’s belief.
If a voter is willing to change their belief, then it is paramount what type of information is present
(Acemoglu and Ozdaglar, 2011)). Opinion dynamics of a voter depend on social influences such
as the rate of interaction with a persuader type voter. The persuader type player, if of the same
party, can create polarizing dynamics in the voting game (Bertotti and Menale,|2024)). Polarization
can amplify the outcome of consensus if a majority of the population polarizes to the same party
or ideal. On the contrary, if the population polarizes evenly, then this effect will lead to gridlock
(Hegselmann and Krause| 2002). Internal party composition and ideals can also impact the out-
come of opinion dynamics. If there is a tight ideological alignment between all members of the
same party, then there is an incentive to implement legislation that further aligns with that party
undermining the willingness to cooperate with the opposition (Nunnari and Zapal, 2017)).

To understand such a rich interplay among strategic voting, consensus, and varying prefer-
ences, we developed an agent-based model of the dynamics of voters” opinions and decisions.
It consists of two parties, preferences on consensus or gridlock, and voting strategies including
Zealot, Chartist, Consensus-maker, and Gridlocker. The simplest strategy is Zealot in which vot-
ers strictly vote for their party regardless of the opinions of others. Nonetheless, the influence of
Zealots in the network plays an impact with regards to the observations and decisions made by
their neighbours. A Chartist bases their voting on the history of others’ past votes with the aim to
predict the votes of their neighbours in the future. This is done by using a mechanism from the
econophysics literature on the Minority Game (Challet and Zhang),1997)), which has also included
social learning of strategies (Morsky, Zhuang and Zhou, [2023)). Finally, a Consensus-maker votes
for the majority party — they are in essence a “fair weather voter” — while a Gridlocker votes for
the minority party. Gridlockers add an additional barrier to consensus being reached, but do so
differently than Zealots. Voters having such strategies are placed on a social network and may imi-
tate the strategies and preferences of their neighbours. We explore how the preferences, strategies,

and network of an electorate impact consensus.

Methods

We consider the evolution of strategic voting in a two-party system where the outcomes of elections
can be categorized as majorities (one party receives greater than half the share of votes) or a super-
majorities (one party receives greater than some threshold share of the votes, which is greater than
a half). Voters have a party affiliation and “vote” each turn — which could be a specified period of
time or an election — for either party. Note that these “votes” can be interpreted differently. If the
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election, then a “vote” is only a declared intention to vote a particular way. Likewise, “winning”
on a turn is simply having a (super) majority that turn. For the remainder of the paper, we will not
differentiate between these two conceptions of votes, and we will simply speak of turns generically.

Votes are chosen according to voters’ strategies, which factor a voter’s party affiliation, pref-
erences, and/or information about past elections into determining how to vote. After each turn,
voters may change these strategies, but not their party affiliation, by either an individual or a social
process. Additionally, voters are embedded in a social network through which they can observe
others. We consider random networks for this social network generated by the Erdés-Renyi model.
Below we discuss the strategies and preferences of voters and how imitation occurs. For specific
details of the algorithm for the simulations see Appendix

Preferences and strategies

Voters’ preferences are an ordering of the following potential outcomes of a turn: their party wins
a super-majority, the other party wins a super-majority, or no party wins a super-majority, also
denoted as gridlock. We assume that all voters prefer that their party wins a super-majority over
the other party winning one. However, they may differ on their ordering of gridlock in their pref-
erences. Consensus-preferring voters prefer gridlock least of all while gridlock-preferring individuals
prefer it most. There is a third preference ordering, which we term party-preferring, in which a voter
prefers that their party wins a super-majority over gridlock, but that gridlock is reached rather than
the other partying winning a super-majority. For each of these preferences, there are strategies em-
ployed by voters to determine what vote they should cast.

The first and simplest strategy is Zealot, in which the voter votes for their own party regardless
of the votes of their neighbours in the social network. Zealot voters (hereafter called Zealots) may
have any three of the preference orderings detailed above. Consensus-preferring Zealots are voters
who, though they do not wish gridlock, vote in hope that their party wins a super-majority. On the
other hand, gridlock-preferring Zealots do wish for gridlock, and vote their party towards that aim.
Finally, party-preferring Zealots most embody party zealotry in that they would vote their party
regardless of the votes of all other voters. This is unlike the other two. E.g., consensus-preferring
Zealots would be better off voting for the other party if they knew that party alone was near a
super-majority.

The next strategies we consider are Consensus-maker and Gridlocker. Consensus-makers vote
the same as the majority of their neighbours last turn. This strategy is modelled on a social norm of
conformity applied only to direct neighbours of a voter. Thus, Consensus-makers condition their
votes only on the past votes of their neighbours rather than of past votes of the entire population.
In contrast to Consensus-makers are Gridlockers who vote the opposite of the majority of their
neighbours last election. They can be interpreted as voters who have a preference for a third party,
which could be niche, extreme, or centrist. Since they are constrained by the two-party system,
they vote for gridlock. However, they are still affiliated with one of the parties, a “lesser evil” to

which they have the most affinity. We assume that Consensus-makers and Gridlockers may only



have the consensus-preferring and gridlock-preferring orderings, respectively.

Past election winners Recommended vote

Table 1: A strategy table for a Chartist that conditions recommended votes on the outcomes of the
last three elections. @ and e are the two different parties. The outcomes of the last three elections
are represented by a string of the winning vote on turn k — 3, k — 2, and k — 1 for current turn k in
that order.

The fourth and final strategy is called Chartist, which uses the past history of neighbours’ votes
to predict the likely majority next turn. Specifically, Chartists use strategy tables, which have pre-
viously been used in models of the Minority Game (Challet and Zhang), 1997)), to determine their
votes. Strategy tables allow voters to condition their votes on the last 3 turns. Each Chartist has 2
strategy tables, which provide a recommended vote for each possible combination of past majority
votes of their neighbours. Each strategy table thus has 2° recommended votes. Table [l| represents
a strategy table with strings of the past three majority votes along with recommended votes for
the current turn. During a turn, all strategy tables earn payoffs as if they were followed and as
a function of the strategy table’s recommendation, the voter’s affiliation, and the vote that turn.
Each turn, Chartists follow the recommendation of their strategy table with the highest payoff: i.e.,
the strategy table that has historically been most accurate. Let (7, j, m) be the payoff of a strategy
table where i is the voter’s party affiliation, j was the strategy table’s recommendation given the
outcomes of the last 3 turns, and m is the majority vote of the current turn. Then, for a consensus-
preferring Chartist affiliated with party i, 7(i,7,i) > (i, j,7) > w(i,4,75) > 7(4, j, i) for ¢ # j. The
strategy table earns the highest payoff if it recommended to vote for the voter’s party and that was
the majority. The next highest payoff is when the other party won a majority and the strategy ta-
ble recommended to vote for that party. Since, such a vote strengthens the win of the majority
party (even though the voter isn't affiliated with it). The next payoff is where the strategy table
recommended the voter vote against the party that went on to win a majority, but for the party
with which the voter is affiliated. The strategy table predicted the majority incorrectly, but at least
recommended voting for the voter’s party. The lowest payoff a strategy table receives is when the
recommended vote does not match the winning party and is not for the voter’s party. Intuitively,
the strategy table will be promoted /demoted if it recommends for/against the majority party, since
such a party is nearer to (or at) a super-majority. By similar arguments, the ordering of payoffs for



gridlock-preferring Chartists affiliated with party i is: 7 (4, j, ) > 7 (4,4, 5) > 7(4,4,4) > 7 (4, j, j) for
i # j. Note that Chartists cannot be party-preferring, since rationally a voter with such a preference

should always vote their party and not use any strategy tables.

Strategy name Voting behaviour Election preferences

Chartist use strategy tables to determine vote consensus or gridlock
Consensus-maker vote for the majority last election consensus

Gridlocker vote for the minority last election gridlock

Zealot always vote for their party consensus, gridlock, or party

Table 2: Voters strategies and preferences for the election outcome.

In total, there are fourteen types of voters, seven for each party affiliation: consensus-preferring
Chartists, gridlock-preferring Chartists, Consensus-makers, Gridlockers, consensus-preferring
Zealots, gridlock-preferring Zealots, and party-preferring Zealots. An overall summary of voters’

strategies and election preferences are given in Table

Imitation dynamics

After every turn, each voter will consider changing its strategy by selecting one of its neighbours
to learn from. Since voters of the same party affiliation receive the same payoff regardless of their
individual votes, we measure the “fitness” differential of voters by considering whether or not their
votes were for the majority, how much they each prefer that majority, and whether or not the voters
have the same party affiliation (see Appendix[Alfor details). As an example, consider a population
of only Consensus-makers. The probability that a row Consensus-maker imitates a neighbouring
column Consensus-maker given that the red party received the majority vote is presented in the

following matrix:

Bo( 12 0 42 o
i

Pe)— e 1 1/2 ¢ ¢/2 1)
We| ¢/2 o¢/4 1/2 1/4
We \3¢/4 ¢/2 3/4 1/2

(] [ ]
) / W red/blue voter, ®/e@ voted red/blue.

The probability that a red Consensus-maker who voted blue imitates a blue Consensus-maker who
voted red is ¢ (second row third column). The parameter ¢ € [0, 1] is applied when the voters have
different party affiliations. The smaller ¢, the less voters will imitate neighbours with a different

party affiliation and thus, relatively, the more they will imitate those of the same affiliation. Similar



homophilic imitation dynamics have been explored in evolutionary game theory using the replica-
tor equation (Morsky, Cressman and Bauch,|2017)). The imitation probabilities when blue received
the majority vote are similar, and the complete set of payoffs given differing neighbours is supplied
in Appendix|Al Note here that voters are not necessarily imitating by comparing their fitness with
the fitness of their neighbours, but on whether or not their neighbour’s vote would have benefited
them more than the vote their own strategy determined given their party affiliation.

Results

In our simulations for the following results, we consider a network of 350 voters who are each
assigned to a party with probability 3, our party bias parameter. The network is then constructed
and each voter is randomly connected to other voters. To begin with, we consider the case where the
probability of connecting voters in the initial network construction is the same regardless of party
affiliation. We plot heatmaps of the average degree of consensus at the end of these simulations
for a variety of initial conditions. The z-axis in these figures details the initial proportions, in equal
measure, of consensus-preferring Chartists and Consensus-makers (but not consensus-preferring
Zealots), i.e. consensus-preferring non-Zealots. Similarly, the y-axis represents the proportion of
the electorate that are initially gridlock-preferring Chartists or Gridlockers (i.e. gridlock-preferring
non-Zealots). The remaining initial population is Zealots (in equal measure of each preference
ordering). For each of these maps we average over 50 realizations with each game containing 250
turns (see Appendix [A] for further simulation details). For Figures {4, 8] and [5| we take a deeper
look at the strategy dynamics and composition of note worthy cases by analyzing the time series.
In the final figures, we consider cases where the formation of the social network is dependent on
the party affiliation of voters.

Figure 1| depicts the results for varying degrees of party bias and homophily with mean node
degree of 7. We see that the system is bi-stable: either a high or low degree of consensus is reached.
If, initially, there are many consensus-preferring Chartists and Consensus-makers, then a high de-
gree of consensus is reached. However, if there are more gridlock-preferring Chartists and Grid-
lockers initially, then consensus is low. Bias in the party affiliation of the electorate results in a
larger basin of attraction to consensus than no bias (Figures [Id and [1d] vs. [Ia] and [Ib)). A high
prevalence of the majority party promotes consensus among the minority. A low ¢ (high degree
of relative homophily) reduces the influence of majority party members on the minority, and thus
the overall vote for consensus. Additionally, a unique phenomenon occurs for the edge cases of
our heat maps when there is a high bias and initially few Zealots (Figures[ldand[1d]). We observe
that the degree of consensus is less than that of a more diverse strategy set showing that a degree
of zealotry in the population is desirable to drive the population to a super-majority.

Figure]depicts the case where the mean degree is 70. We observe many of the same qualitative
differences between varying parameter values as when the mean degree is 7. Additionally, for

B = 0.8, notice that this higher mean degree extends the basis of attraction relative to mean degree
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Figure 1: Heat maps for mean degree 7.

of 7, which can be seen by comparing Figures[Idand[2q The higher the mean degree of the network,
the more individuals are impacted by social learning. The large mean degree allows for voters to
learn from a larger portion of the network and thus have a more accurate view of the opinions of
other voters. This fact aids convergence to consensus, particularly when there is a bias in the party
affiliation of voters.

To understand the trajectories to consensus and gridlock found in the previous heatmaps, we
plot representative time series of these scenarios in Figures [3| and EL respectively. For Figure
bias in party affiliation of the red party is high (5 = 0.8), there is no homophily (¢ = 1), and
the mean node degree is 7. With initial conditions of all strategy types being equal, an interest-
ing dynamic emerges. In these skewed type cases (by party), both the majority (the red party)
and minority (the blue party) obtain a majority strategy of Consensus-makers. It is perhaps un-
surprising in this case that the minority party adopts the Consensus-maker strategy, since there
is an abundance of voters affiliated with the majority party, and that consensus on the red party
is reached. Additionally, one may expect that members of the majority party would be indiffer-
ent between zealotry and consensus-like strategies. However, since there is a high prevalence of
the Consensus-maker strategy among the minority and that the majority is not homophilic, the
majority adopts the Consensus-maker strategy from the minority.

Figure @ is a representative time series where consensus is not reached, and depicts how the
dynamics lead to a high prevalence of the Gridlocker strategy among voters of either party affilia-
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Figure 2: Heatmaps for mean degree 70.
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Figure 3: A representative time series where consensus is reached. Here, 8 = 0.8, ¢ = 1, and the
mean node degree is 7.

tion. Here, § = 0.5, ¢ = 1, and the mean node degree is 7. Notice how initially, while both parties

struggle to gain control of the majority, the majority strategy is consensus-preferring Zealots. A

similar result was observed in the gridlock dynamics of Stewart et al. (2019)). After approximately

30 turns, both parties switch to the Gridlocker strategy. Because voters’” social networks are likely



Blue Party

—— Consensus-Pref Chartists
—— Gridlock-Pref Chartists
—— Consensus-Makers

—— Gridlockers

—— Consensus-Pref Zealots
—— Gridlock-Pref Zealots
—— Party-Pref Zealots

—— Majority Vote

Turn
Red Party
1.0
0.8
0.6
0.4
0.2
0.0L
0 25 50 75 100
Turn

Figure 4: A representative time series where consensus is not reached and instead Gridlockers
dominate. Here, 8 = 0.5, ¢ = 1, and the mean node degree is 7.

to be composed of voters of both parties in equal amounts, the observed majority reaches approx-
imately 50%, which gives Gridlockers the highest payoff and thus promotes the spread of that
strategy in the population.
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Figure 5: A representative time series of long term fluctuations in strategies where consensus is
reached. Here, 8 = 0.8, ¢ = 0, and the mean node degree is 7.

In Figure 5] we consider a special case where there is large bias in party affiliation (3 = 0.8) and
there are no cross-party imitation dynamics (¢ = 0): i.e., there is no probability that a voter will
imitate the strategy of members of the other party. Additionally, we initialize the simulation with a
high distribution of Consensus-makers and consensus-preferring Chartists with a small distribu-

tion of Gridlockers, similar to the boundary cases of Figure[I] Consensus-makers initially increase
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in frequency among the majority red party affiliated voters, but eventually fluctuate along with
consensus-preferring Zealots and party-preferring Zealots. Once a significant number of major-
ity voters have adopted Zealot strategies, which occurs just before turn 250, Gridlocker proliferates
among blue party affiliated voters, which persists for a long period of time. Zealots and Consensus-
makers also persist among the majority. Even though Gridlockers are abundant among the minor-
ity, consensus is still high due to the party bias and presence of Consensus-makers among the
minority. However, the level of consensus is less than when cross-party imitation is present.
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Figure 6: Heatmaps for varying values of p and ¢, where p is the probability of a voter connecting
to voters affiliated with their party and ¢ is the probability of a voter connecting to a voter of the
party. Here 8 = 0.5, ¢ = 1, and the mean degree is 7.

Next, we introduce party biased connections between voters, where a voter is connected to vot-
ers of their or the opposing party with different probabilities, p and g, respectively. These results
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are depicted in Figure [f] along with the heatmap from Figure [Ia] for comparison. For a moder-
ate degree of party assortativity, consensus is improved due to Gridlockers earning low payoffs
(Figure[6d). Gridlockers generally earn high payoffs when networks are well-mixed with voters
of both parties and as these voters struggle for control. When voters are more likely to be con-
nected to those that share their party affiliation, their social networks contain less party diversity,
which drives Gridlockers” payoffs down. However, if party assortativity is too high, consensus is
undermined as depicted in Figure|6al In this case, gridlock is reached not by a high prevalence of
Gridlockers, but by high levels of zealotry.

If a voter is more likely to connect with voters of the opposing party, as shown in seen in Figures
[b]and [bd}, then overall consensus is decreased. These mixed echo chambers require higher initial
proportions of consensus-preferring non-Zealots to reach consensus. Note that in these figures we
have only shown the results for 5 = 0.5 and ¢ = 1, since varying these parameters have a similar
impact as discussed earlier. Except, contrary to the previous figures, the impact of the homophily
parameter has minimal impact when ¢ is low, since there is already a low degree of connection

between voters of opposing parties (results not shown here).

Blue Party
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Gridlockers
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Gridlock-Pref Zealots
Party-Pref Zealots
Majority Vote

Figure 7: A representative time series of long term fluctuations in strategies. Here, p = 0.035 is the
probability of a voter connecting to voters affiliated with their party and ¢ = 0.005 is the probability
of a voter connecting to a voter of the other party. The mean degree for all voters being 7.

Plotting the time series for a simulation in which p = 0.035 and ¢ = 0.005, it can be seen see that
Zealots become more prominent for both parties (Figure[7). Comparing these results to Figure
we observe similar dynamics for the majority party of Figure5|and both parties in Figure[7} there
is an inverse relationship in the oscillations between Consensus-makers and Zealots. However, in
Figure[7} the party-preferring Zealots are less prominent than in Figure[5| In the case of Figure
the majority red party voters are indifferent between the party-preferring Zealot and consensus-
preferring Zealot strategies due to strong in-group effects. In both scenarios, echo chambers —

either driven by low cross-party imitation rates or high assortativity by party — act as a barrier
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to social learning from voters of the other party. A key difference between these two scenarios,
however, is that the high party bias in Figure [5|does lead to high levels of consensus, while there
is only gridlock in Figure
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Figure 8: Heatmaps for when blue party affiliated voters are more connected than red ones.
Pblue = 0.02 is the probability that a blue party voter selected under the Erdds-Rényi process will be
connected to another individual (even if the neighbour is red). And ¢,.q = 0.01 is the probability
a red party voter selected to connect with another voter will be connected regardless of party.

Finally, we introduce another party preferring connection where the blue party affiliated voter is
more likely to connect with another voter regardless of party affiliation than a red party affiliated
voter, i.e. blue voters are better connected than red voters. This high connection rate increases
the overall influence of the blue party on the network. This counteracts the effect of a red-biased

electorate. Figure 8c[shows that even with a higher party bias in favour of the red party, there is

13



still a smaller degree of consensus compared to the even connections case (Figure[I]). Similarly,
for a high party bias in favour of the blue party (Figure [8¢)), the overall degree of consensus is
significantly higher and gridlock states are only possible for high initial conditions of gridlock-
preferring non-Zealots. Notice that a high imitation rate as well as a high probability of a voter
being connected to a blue voter promotes consensus across Figure[8} Additionally, as the imitation
rate goes down due to homophily (right panels vs. the left) then the overall impact of the blue
voters is dampened as there is less probability of red voters imitating them. This in turn, decreases

the overall degree of consensus.

Discussion

Here we have developed a model of two-party elections and voting behaviour in which voters have
varying party preferences and strategies. We considered three preference orderings: consensus,
gridlock, and party. From a game theoretical view, the consensus-preferring voters are essentially
playing a coordination game such as an N-player Battle of the Sexes (Wang and Bhadury, 2022).
Coordination games have also been studied under the context of how gerrymandered information
can undermine a super-majority (Stewart et al) [2019). Our results extend that of Stewart et al.
(2019) by incorporating other preferences and strategies. We show that the addition of Gridlockers
and Zealots can undermine consensus. More specifically, initial conditions, randomness, and the
degree of homophily play a critical role in determining whether the minority party voters vote
to create gridlock or consensus and in turn whether or not the majority also adopts consensus
preferences. Though we have framed our results in terms of promoting consensus and a strong
majority, we should note that gridlock may not necessary be bad. It has both costs (Teter, 2012
and benefits to a republic (Gerhardt, 2013). On the one hand, for example, gridlock can protect
minorities from a unchecked majority. On the other hand, it can impede progress.

One of our main results is a theoretically validation of the effect of “insecure majorities” (Lee,
2016). Such majorities are characterized as tenuous and liable to be lost in the next election. This
has the effect of undermining cooperation between political parties as they each vie for a majority
in the coming election. In our case, the balance of party affiliation is what increases election com-
petitiveness, since there is no clear majority. We thus find that when the electorate is well-balanced
in their party affiliation, majorities are often smaller and voters tend to neither vote for consensus
nor prefer it. This effect is only exacerbated if the electorate is heavily information gerrymandered
or highly homophilic, since voters are then primarily influenced by those who are like-minded.
In contrast, unbalanced party affiliation leads to more consensus making from the minority party
and thus larger majorities.

To broadly explore our model, we considered a variety of strategy compositions of the popula-
tion. Such compositions are likely highly context dependent in reality. Some studies have shown
low levels of strategic voting and a high degree of “wasted” votes (Felsenthal and Brichtal, 1985}
Nurnez, 2016;|Heath and Ziegfeld, 2022)). For example, a 2017 survey of voters from the 2017 Uttar
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Pradesh, India showed little strategic voting (Heath and Ziegfeld, 2022)). This was due to voters’
overestimating the chance their party would win. The few voters who do vote strategically tend
to base their votes on polling and decide their vote late in the election (Felsenthal and Brichta,
1985)). Yet, strategic voting has been observed in other elections. For example, in the U.S. Senate
election in Florida in 2010, voters readily switched from the Democrat candidate Kendrick Meek
to the Independent Charlie Crist on evidence that Crist was more likely to defeat the Republican
Marco Rubio (McKee and Hood, 2013)). Strategic voting was also present in the 2008 U.S. primary
elections, though was more prevalent later in the primary process (Hillygus and Treul, 2014)). Ad-
ditionally, the impact of strategic voting can be context dependent. For example, strategic voting
had a greater impact on the UK. general elections of 1997 than of 2001 even though the rates of
strategic voting were similar (Herrmann, Munzert and Selb}2016)). Another example is voter com-
placency where voters tend to revert “default” voting behaviours where there is minimal strategy
involved, which can lead to inefficiencies (Tal, Meir and Gal} 2015). An increased prevalence of
strategic voters reduces the incentives for others to vote strategically as well Myatt (2007)).

There are several limitations of this study coming from our assumptions that could be relaxed
in future work. For one, we assumed an undirected influence network. Though this effectively
models friends, neighbours, and acquaintances interacting and sharing political opinions, it does
not model one directional influence. Such asymmetrical influence may arise from the nature of
the interaction (e.g. online posting of opinions), or differing attributes of individuals (e.g. social
statuses, persuasiveness, or desire to persuade). Additionally, we did not model party evolution
or the internal dynamics of parties, either by voters switching parties or parties changing their po-
sitions to attract voters. The political system may also be highly driven by its history. For example,
election victories of one’s party tends to boost approval relative to compromise, while a gridlock
result damages party allegiance Flynn and Harbridge| (2016). Future models could incorporate
such phenomena and dynamics as well as additional parties. In particular, the strategies explored
here may perform substantially differently in multi-party parliamentary elections.

Code and Data Availability

Code to run the simulations is available at github.com/bmorsky/voting-game.

A Simulation details

The following describes the simulations of elections and behaviour of each voter in the network.
In each election, we consider 350 voters with each Chartist containing 2 strategy tables. To plot the
heatmaps, we vary different initial conditions for consensus-preferring non-Zealots and gridlock-
preferring non-Zealots, and average each cell over 50 realizations that are run for 250 turns each.
For the time series figures, initial conditions vary to illustrate key cases and dynamics in the heat
maps. We then generate a random Erdos-Reyni graph by connecting a voter to another voter of

the same party with probability p and of the other party with probability q. After constructing this

15



network, we initialize the first turn with each player intending to vote for their respective parties.

Payoffs for the players are then computed. The payoff function for consensus-preferring voters is:

1 ifi =j=m,
1 ifitiEm,
rolisjym) = A 2)
/2 ifi#j=m,

~1/2 ifi=j#m,

where i is their vote, j is their party and m is the local majority vote among their neighbours.
Similarly, the payoff functions for gridlock-preferring (7,) and party-preferring (,) voters are:

-1/2 ifi=j=m,
N 12 it Am,
Wg(z,],m) = 1 if i ?é . (3)
— 1r 2 J=m,

1 ifi =75 #m,

1 ifi =75 =m,
(i, 5,m) = (4)
1 ifi=j#m.
Note that 7, only considers the cases where the majority is or is not the same as the voters” party
and their vote, since these voters always vote their party and do not value consensus.

Since the maximum and minimum payoff differentials are 2 and —2, respectively, we normalize
the payoff differential by adding two and dividing by four. Then, we define the probability that a
party ¢ affiliated voter who voted for j imitates a party k voter who voted for [ when party m has
the majority is:

_ Pk
4

We assume that ¢;; = 1 > ¢;; = ¢ € [0, 1] for i # j. From this equation we can find the elements

Pij—)kl(m) (2+7T(i7k7m) - ﬂ(iaja m)) (5)

of the matrix of Equation |1, Essentially, the focal voter considers what payoffs they would have
earned if they had the same strategy as the voter they are considering imitating and compare that
to what they have earned. Then, this is modulated by whether they are on the same party or not.

Imitation then occurs over several rounds. Additionally, each voter every turn may individually
learn a new strategy with probability ;1 = 0.01. When this occurs, they choose a random new
strategy. In summary, the algorithm for an election is then given as:

1. Initialize the game by assigning voters a node, party, and initial strategy.
2. Compute payoffs for all voters.
3. Each voter then may socially or individually learn a new strategy.

4. Voters then choose whether to profess to vote for their party or the other party.
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5. Repeat steps 2-4 for T turns.

References

Acemoglu, Daron and Asuman Ozdaglar. 2011. “Opinion dynamics and learning in social net-
works.” Dynamic Games and Applications 1:3—49.

Barisione, Mauro. 2017. “The partisan gap in leader support and attitude polarization in a cam-
paign environment: the cases of Germany and Italy.” International Journal of Public Opinion Re-
search 29(4):604-630.

Bauso, Dario, Raffaele Pesenti and Marco Tolotti. 2016. “Opinion dynamics and stubbornness via
multi-population mean-field games.” Journal of Optimization Theory and Applications 170:266—-293.

Bertotti, Maria Letizia and Marco Menale. 2024. “Opinion dynamics models describing the emer-
gence of polarization phenomena.” Journal of Computational Social Science pp. 1-22.

Birch, Sarah. 2020. “Political polarization and environmental attitudes: A cross-national analysis.”
Environmental Politics 29(4):697-718.

Challet, Damien and Y-C Zhang. 1997. “Emergence of cooperation and organization in an evolu-
tionary game.” Physica A: Statistical Mechanics and its Applications 246(3-4):407-418.

Cinelli, Matteo, Gianmarco De Francisci Morales, Alessandro Galeazzi, Walter Quattrociocchi and
Michele Starnini. 2021. “The echo chamber effect on social media.” Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 118(9):€2023301118.

Egan, Patrick J. 2014. ““Do something” politics and double-peaked policy preferences.” The Journal
of Politics 76(2):333-349.

Felsenthal, Dan S and Avraham Brichta. 1985. “Sincere and strategic voters: An Israeli study.”
Political Behavior 7:311-324.

Flynn, Daniel ] and Laurel Harbridge. 2016. “How partisan conflict in congress affects public opin-

ion: Strategies, outcomes, and issue differences.” American Politics Research 44(5):875-902.
Gerhardt, Michael J. 2013. “Why gridlock matters.” Notre Dame L. Rev. 88:2107.

Heath, Oliver and Adam Ziegfeld. 2022. “Why so little strategic voting in India?” American Political
Science Review 116(4):1523-1529.

Hegselmann, Rainer and Ulrich Krause. 2002. “Opinion Dynamics and Bounded Confidence Mod-
els, Analysis and Simulation.” Journal of Artificial Societies and Social Simulation 5(3).

17



Herrmann, Michael, Simon Munzert and Peter Selb. 2016. “Determining the effect of strategic
voting on election results.” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series A: Statistics in Society
179(2):583-605.

Hillygus, D Sunshine and Sarah A Treul. 2014. “Assessing strategic voting in the 2008 US presiden-
tial primaries: the role of electoral context, institutional rules, and negative votes.” Public Choice
161:517-536.

Huang, Jennie and Corinne Low. 2017. “Trumping norms: Lab evidence on aggressive communi-
cation before and after the 2016 US presidential election.” American Economic Review 107(5):120-
124.

Iyengar, Shanto, Gaurav Sood and Yphtach Lelkes. 2012. “Affect, not ideology: A social identity
perspective on polarization.” Public opinion quarterly 76(3):405-431.

Lee, Frances E. 2016. Insecure majorities: Congress and the perpetual campaign. University of Chicago
Press.

McKee, Seth C and MV Hood. 2013. “Strategic voting in a US Senate election.” Political Behavior
35:729-751.

Mettler, Suzanne and Trevor Brown. 2022. “The growing rural-urban political divide and
democratic vulnerability.” The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science
699(1):130-142.

Morsky, Bryce, Fuwei Zhuang and Zuojun Zhou. 2023. “Social and individual learning in the
Minority Game.” arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.11846 .

Morsky, Bryce, Ross Cressman and CT Bauch. 2017. “Homophilic replicator equations.” Journal of
Mathematical Biology 75(2):309-325.

Myatt, David P. 2007. “On the theory of strategic voting.” The Review of Economic Studies 74(1):255—
281.

Nufiez, Lucas. 2016. “Expressive and strategic behavior in legislative elections in Argentina.” Po-
litical Behavior 38:899-920.

Nunnari, Salvatore and Jan Zapal. 2017. “Dynamic elections and ideological polarization.” Political
Analysis 25(4):505-534.

Pinto, Sergio, Panka Bencsik, Tuugi Chuluun and Carol Graham. 2021. “Presidential elections,
divided politics, and happiness in the USA.” Economica 88(349):189-207.

Soroush Vosoughi, Deb Roy, Sinan Aral. 2018. “The spread of true and false news online.” Science
359(6380):1146-1151.

18



Stewart, Alexander J, Mohsen Mosleh, Marina Diakonova, Antonio A Arechar, David G Rand
and Joshua B Plotkin. 2019. “Information gerrymandering and undemocratic decisions.” Na-
ture 573(7772):117-121.

Strulovici, Bruno. 2010. “Learning while voting: determinants of collective experimentation.”
Econometrica 78(3):933-971.

Tal, Maor, Reshef Meir and Ya’akov Gal. 2015. A study of human behavior in online voting. In Pro-
ceedings of the 2015 International Conference on Autonomous Agents and Multiagent Systems. pp. 665—
673.

Teter, Michael J. 2012. “Gridlock, legislative supremacy, and the problem of arbitrary inaction.”
Notre Dame L. Rev. 88:2217.

Tian, Ye and Long Wang. 2018. “Opinion dynamics in social networks with stubborn agents: An
issue-based perspective.” Automatica 96:213-223.

Vegetti, Federico. 2019. “The political nature of ideological polarization: The case of Hungary.” The
ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 681(1):78-96.

Wang, Chunlin and Joyendu Bhadury. 2022. “Consensus Game: An Extension of Battle of the Sexes
Game.” International Game Theory Review 24(04):2250011.

Wani, Gayatri and Nilesh Alone. 2014. “A survey on impact of social media on election system.”
International Journal of Computer Science and Information Technologies 5(6):7363-7366.

19



	Simulation details

