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The proverbs “the enemy of my enemy is my friend” and alike capture the essence of many body
correlations in social relations, whose violation leads to social tension. We study how rule-breakers,
who disrespect these norms, affect the structure and dynamics of signed social networks which tries
to minimize social tension. We find two dynamic phases. A friendly society exhibits a “united
phase” where insertion of a rule-breaker only leads to localized rearrangement. A hostile society
exhibits a “divided phase”, where insertion leads to macroscopic reorganization of social relations.
In the divided phase, starting from the utopia state, where all relations are friendly, insertion of a
separatist, a particular type of rule-breaker who makes friends with only half of its neighbors, leads
to fragmentation, where the society breaks into many finite size, mutually antagonistic cliques.
These phenomena are described by Ising lattice gauge theory, where social tension behave as Z2

topological defects, which are confined in the united phase and deconfined in the divided phase. We
further show that the connection between social dynamics and Ising lattice gauge theory is viable
independently of connectivity structure of the social network.

In recent decades, statistical mechanics has been suc-
cessfully applied to study various social phenomena [1],
such as opinion dynamics [1–4], epidemic spreading [5–7],
evolution of cultures [8, 9] and languages [10], crowd be-
haviors [11, 12], and formation of social hierarchy [13, 14].
In these studies, it is always assumed that individuals of
the society are identical and simple, and that it is the
interactions between a large number of individuals that
result in complex collective phenomena. The validity of
such an assumption in social sciences is however question-
able. In almost all critical moments of history, there are
always one or few “heroes” with extraordinary attributes
who made singular impacts. It has been constantly de-
bated whether these great people made the history, or
rather it was the history that made them great [15–19].
According to great man theory of Thomas Carlyle [15],
“The History of the world is but the Biography of great
men”.

Social relations exhibit many-body correlations, as
demonstrated by the proverbs “friend of my friend is my
friend”, “enemy of my enemy is my friend”, and alike.
These correlations, which are often accepted as part of
human social norms, were first formulated as structural
balance by Heider [20], who argued that violation of these
norms tend to create social tension. The concept was fur-
ther developed in the study of signed social networks [21–
24], where the links connecting individuals take values ±1
indicating friendliness/antagonism or trust/distrust [61].
Harary [21, 22] proved that a signed network is balanced,
i.e. all its cycles has even number of negative links, if
and only if its nodes can be split into two mutually ex-
clusive and antagonistic groups within which all neigh-
boring nodes are friends. These pioneering works have
triggered a large number of studies of signed social net-

works [25–51]. It has been found that many real world
social networks, including online social networks, interna-
tional relation networks, gene regulatory networks, and
co-author networks, are indeed balanced to a high de-
gree [25–28]. These examples demonstrate that real so-
cial networks tend to evolve towards balance, by reducing
social tension. To understand how this happens, simu-
lations were performed both on complete graph and on
two dimensional lattices [39–42]. It was found that the
dynamics is fast in a friendly society and slow in a hostile
society. These two qualitatively different behaviors seem
to be separated by a dynamic phase transition [42].

Problem and main results Inspired by the de-
bates between great man theory and competing theo-
ries [16–18], in particular, the theory of “history from
below”[19], we would like to understand how “rule-
breakers”, who disrespect the afore-mentioned social
norms, affect the balance dynamics of signed social net-
works. There are many attributes which distinguish
“great men” from common people in real world. How-
ever, from the (greatly simplified) perspective of statisti-
cal physicists, disrespect of social norm is certainly one
of most outstanding feature of all great men. For sim-
plicity, we first model the social network as a triangu-
lar lattice, where social relations are altered in order to
minimize social tension. We consider three types of rule-
breakers, which are illustrated in Fig. 1(a) and (b). An
angel is friendly to all its neighbors, whereas a thug is
hostile to all its neighbors, regardless of other relations
in its neighborhood. A separatist chooses a fixed half of
its neighbors as friends and the remaining half as foes.
We introduce a single rule-breaker into a randomly bal-
anced network, and observe how the system evolves to-
ward a new balanced state. The resulting dyanmics turns
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FIG. 1: (a) Four possible configurations of triad. ∆0 and ∆2

are balanced, while ∆1 and ∆3 are imbalanced. Blue link
means friend, and red link means foe. (b) Rule-breakers: an-
gel, thug and three types of separatists S2, S4 and S6. Shaded
triads are imbalanced. (c) Link updating rules of p-dynamics.
(d) A sample of fragmented society, due to insertion of a sepa-
ratist in the divided phase. Foe links percolates (red) through
the entire system. Cliques are shown in different colors.

out to depend sensitively on a “propensity” parameter
p, which characterizes the likelihood of making friends
if the decision does not affect the total social tension.
For p > pc ≈ 0.64, only local rearrangements appear,
whereas for p < pc, a macroscopic fraction of relations are
changed before a balanced state is reached. The duration
of the re-balancing dynamics scales logarithmically with
system size for p > pc and in power law for p < pc. We
also insert a separatist into a utopia state, where all links
are friendly. For p > pc, the network retains a system-
spanning majority clique. By contrast, for p < pc, the
network is fragmented into many cliques of finite sizes
that are connected to each other via foe links. We call the
phases with p > pc and p < pc respectively the “united
phase” and the “divided phase”. We further map the
social dynamics into an Ising gauge theory on triangu-
lar lattice. Remarkably, social tension is described by
topological defects in the Ising gauge model, which ex-
hibits a topological phase transition at p = pc ≈ 0.634.
For p < pc, defects are deconfined and diffusing freely,
whereas for p > pc, they are confined by long range at-
tractions. We further map the lattice gauge model into
an Ising model on the same lattice. Finally, we show
that the mapping between signed social dynamics and
Ising gauge theory is universal, independent of network
structure.

Model We use Ising variable σij = ±1 to represent
friend/foe relation between nodes i, j. Three mutually
connected nodes {i, j, k} constitute a triad, which is bal-
anced if σijσjkσki = +1 and imbalanced if σijσjkσki =

−1. As shown in Fig. 1(a), there are four types of triads,
∆0 and ∆2 are balanced, whilst ∆1 and ∆3 are imbal-
anced. The network is called balanced if all its triads are
balanced [20, 23, 39, 52]. We define the p-dynamics as
follows. At each time step we randomly pick a link ij,
and inspect two neighboring triads. If both triads are
imbalanced, we flip the link, so that both triads become
balanced; if both triads are balanced, we do nothing; if
only one triad is imbalanced, we set σij = 1 with prob-
ability p, and set σij = −1 with probability 1 − p. Here
p is the propensity characterizing the friendliness of soci-
ety. As illustrated in Fig. 1(c), whenever a link is flipped,
either two neighboring imbalanced annihilate, or one im-
balanced triad moves one step. The imbalanced triads
can be understood as the loci of social tension, whereas
the number of imbalanced triads can be understood as
the total social tension, which never increases. The p-
dynamics stops when the total social tension vanishes.

We start from a state with each link choosing ±1 ran-
domly with probability p0, and turn on the p-dynamics.
As discussed in detail in Section I of Supplementary In-
formation (SI), a final balanced state is always achieved,
whose properties depends on p but not on p0. This state
will hence be called a “p-balanced society”. For p = 1,
the balanced state has no foe link, and will be called the
utopia state.

Rule-breakers We insert a single rule-breaker node
into a p-balanced society, and restart the p-dynamics.
The insertion generally introduces one or more pairs of
imbalanced triad [62], which move randomly and anni-
hilate in pairs, until the society is balanced. The per-
centage of all flipped links r as a function of p is plotted
in Fig. 2(a). For p > pc ≈ 0.64 (the united phase), r
is negligible, whereas for p > pc (the divided phase), r
is finite, which means that a macroscopic rearrangement
of the society is caused by the insertion. We also com-
pute the average time from insertion to re-balancing, as
a function of system size. As shown in Fig. 2(b), the
scaling is power-law with exponent 1.04 for p > pc. For
p < pc, the evolution seems saturating to a finite limit as
N increases. These scalings are of course consistent with
the results shown in Fig. 2(a). Note however, these scal-
ings are different from the scaling of the evolution time
from a random imbalanced state to a p-balanced state as
studied in Sec. I of SI. See also Ref. [42] for an earlier
study of the latter issue.

We now insert a rule-breaker into the utopia state, and
restart the p-dynamics. As shown in Fig. 1(b), insertion
of an angel leads to no change of the utopia state at all.
Interestingly, insertion of a thug only leads to flipping of
six neighboring links, but the dynamics stops right away,
since there is no imbalanced triad. By strong contrast, in-
sertion of a separatist Sm generates m imbalanced triads,
as illustrated in Fig. 1(b). As the p-dynamics is turned
on, these imbalanced triads move randomly, before they
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FIG. 2: (a) Average ratio of flipped links v.s. propensity
p, when a single rule-breaker is inserted. (b) Evolution time
scales approximately linearly with system size for p > pc, and
saturates to a finite limit for p < pc. (c) Phase diagram. ϕS

is the fraction of separatists inserted into a utopia sate. In
the united phase, there is a system-spanning clique, whereas
in the divided phase, all cliques are of finite size. (d) Mean
squared displacement (MSD) between two imbalanced triads
as a function of time. System size is N = 256 × 256.

annihilate. The average percentage of flipped links r be-
fore re-balancing is again negligible for p > pc but finite
for p < pc, as shown by the green curve in Fig. 2(a). For
p < pc, the final society is fragmented into many cliques
of finite sizes that are separated by foe links. Here we
define a clique as a maximal cluster of nodes connected
only by friend links, such that deletion of any single friend
link does not disconnect the cluster. A sample of frag-
mented society is shown in Fig. 1(c). We now insert a
finite fraction of separatists in the utopia state, at ran-
domly chosen positions. The final balanced society, as
shown in Fig. 2(c), again exhibits a united phase with is
a system-spanning clique, and a divided phase where the
society is fragmented into many finite size cliques. In the
divided phase, insertion of a single separatist is sufficient
to induce fragmentation of the entire network. Hence,
the utopia state with p < pc is intrinsically unstable.

To understand the difference between the united phase
and the divided phase, we generate two imbalanced triads
by inserting a separatist S2 into a p-balanced society [63],
and prohibit annihilation, so that these imbalanced tri-
ads move indefinitely. We plot the mean squared dis-
placement (MSD) between these two triads as a function
of time. As shown in Fig. 2(d), for p < pc, we find MSD
∼ t, corresponding to normal diffusion, which suggests

FIG. 3: (a) Effectvie interaction and (b) force between visons.

that imbalanced triads behave as free particles with neg-
ligible interaction. By strong contrast, for p > pc, MSD
saturates to a finite limit, indicating that the imbalanced
triads are confined by long range attraction. If annihila-
tion were allowed, two imbalanced triads would quickly
annihilate each other. These results suggest that the
united-divided phase transition on social network may be
understood as a confinement-deconfinement transition of
social tension.

Ising lattice gauge theory It is remarkable that
social tension, i.e. imbalanced triads, can be described
as defects in Ising lattice gauge theory [53]. This connec-
tion has been mysteriously overlooked to date. Consider
the Hamiltonian of an Ising gauge model on triangular
lattice:

βHIG[σ] = −J
∑

i,j,k∈△

σijσjkσki − h
∑
⟨ij⟩

σij , (1)

where spin variables σij are defined on links, and J, h are
respectively dimensionless coupling constant and mag-
netic field. The first term of βHIG[σ] penalizes each im-
balanced triad by energy 2J , whilst the second term pe-
nalizes each foe link by energy 2h. It is easy to see that
the social p-dynamics we studied above satisfies detailed
balance with respect to the Gibbs distribution of Eq. (1),
if we choose J = ∞ and

e2h = p/(1− p). (2)

Hence the signed social dynamics is precisely the equilib-
rium Monte-Carlo dynamics of Ising gauge model (1) in
the limit of large J .
Using the language of Ising lattice gauge theory, an

imbalanced triad, i.e., social tension, behaves as a Z2

topological defects, each carrying an energy 2J . Follow-
ing terminologies used in strongly correlated electron sys-
tems, we shall call these defects “visons” [60]. Two visons
may annihilate each other, resulting in decrease of energy
by 4J . Fluctuations of spins lead to affective interaction
between visons, which is given by the effective free energy
of the spin system with positions of visons fixed. We nu-
merically compute this effective interaction between two
visons using Monte-Carlo simulation. The details are ex-
plained in Sec. II of SI. As shown in Fig. 3(a), for p > pc,
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the effective interaction between two visons increases lin-
early with distance, which means that these defects are
linearly confined. For p < pc, the interaction is nearly
independent of distance, which means that visons are de-
confined. In Fig. 3(b) we plot the slope of linear confining
potential, i.e. the force between visons, as a function of
field h. It is seen that the slope vanishes at the critical
field hc ≈ 0.25, and increases linearly with h for h > hc,
suggesting that the transition is continuous. Hence the
physical mechanism of united v.s. divided transition of
social network is the deconfinement of social tension, i.e.
Z2 defects in the Ising lattice gauge theory. This tran-
sition is of topological nature, because two phases are
distinguished not by any local order parameter, but by
the effective interaction between Z2 defects.

Social Network United phase Divided phase

Ising Gauge Model Confined Deconfined

Dual Ising Model Ferromagnetic Paramagnetic

TABLE I: Correspondence between social network model,
Ising lattice gauge theory, and dual Ising model.

Ising gauge theory as defined by Eq. (1) in two dimen-
sion does not have any phase transition for finite values
of J and h [64]. Our social network model however cor-
responds to the limit J → ∞. Within this limit, the con-
figuration space of Eq. (1) can be decomposed into many
well separated subspaces, each with Nv = 0, 2, 4, · · · vi-
sons, with the lowest subspace consisting of all balanced
states. According to Harary’s theorem [21, 22], if the
system is balanced, all nodes can be decomposed into
two subsets, such that nodes within the same subset are
connected only by friend links, whereas nodes from dif-
ferent subsets are connected only by foe links. We can
then assign Ising variables si = 1 to all nodes in the
first subset, and si = −1 to all sites in the second sub-
set, which yields σij = sisj , for all i, j. This maps the
Hamiltonian (1) into the Hamiltonian of an Ising model
on triangular lattice: βHI[s] = −h

∑
⟨ij⟩ sisj , where the

magnetic field h now plays the role of coupling constant!
Now Ising model on triangular lattice does have a critical
point hc = 0.2746... [55], which separates a ferromagnetic
phase (h > hc) from a paramagnetic phase (h < hc).
The corresponding critical propensity is determined us-
ing Eq. (2) as pc = 1/(1 + e−hc) ≈ 0.634, which is very
close to our numerical result. The correspondence be-
tween the social network model, the Ising lattice gauge
model, and the dual Ising model is shown in Table I.

Social dynamics on other networks It is impor-
tant to note that both social dynamics and Ising gauge
theory can be studied on other regular lattices, or even
on random networks, with proper adaptation of model
details. On 2d square lattice, for example, the role of
triad balance should be replaced by square balance, i.e.,
the product of all four link variables on the same square

must be +1. In fact, Ising lattice gauge theory was
mostly studied on square lattice and its higher dimen-
sional analogues [53, 54]. We have studied the same
social dynamics as well as the mapping to Ising gauge
theory on square lattice. The results are completely par-
allel to those on triangular lattice, as shown in Sec. III
of SI. In higher dimensional lattices, an important dif-
ference arises, because Ising lattice gauge theory has a
confinement-deconfinement transition even for finite J .
This implies that even if imbalanced triads are allowed
to appear spontaneously in the social dynamics, the so-
cial tension may still be confined as long as the propensity
is high enough. In this case, in the divided phase, social
tension diffuses through the entire system as chages mov-
ing in a plasma, whereas in the united phase, they are
bonded into pairs behave as neutral molecules.
Real social networks are however better modeled as

random networks. We have also simulated the social
dynamics on three random networks, starting from the
utopia state and introducing one single separatist. As
shown in detail in Sec. IV of SI, for each system, there
exists a well-defined threshold propensity pc separating
a united regime and a divided regime. For p > pc, less
than half of the edges are flipped, whereas for p < pc, the
majority of edges are flipped. For random networks of fi-
nite size, of course, we do not expect a sharp phase phase
transition as in regular lattice. However, the confinement
v.s. deconfinement of Z2 defects we discovered above is
still much valuable in understanding of the marked dif-
ference between a united society and a divided society.

Conclusions Social tension on a social network cor-
responds to Z2 defects in Ising lattice gauge theory, which
are deconfined in the divided phase (p < pc), and con-
fined in the united phase (p > pc). Insertion of a single
rule-breaker in the divided phase leads to macroscopic re-
arrangement of social relations. This connection between
social dynamics and topological phase transition, which
has been miraculously missed so far, worths more system-
atic exploration in the future. On the other hand, even
though macroscopic rearrangement of social relations is
triggered by insertion of rule-breakers, the dynamics of
rearrangement is actually driven by interactions between
all constituents of the society. This interplay between
“rule-breakers” and “the silent majority” provides an in-
teresting perspective for reconciliation between the great
man theory and the theory of “history from below”.
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by Shanghai Municipal Science and Technology Major
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