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Abstract

We introduce a simple dynamic model of opinion formation, in which a finite population of individuals hold

vector-valued opinions. At each time step, each individual’s opinion moves towards the mean opinion but is then

perturbed independently by a centred multivariate Gaussian random variable, with covariance proportional to

the covariance matrix of the opinions of the population. We establish precise necessary and sufficient conditions

on the parameters of the model, under which all opinions converge to a common limiting value. Asymptotically

perfect correlation emerges between opinions on different topics. Our results are rigorous and based on properties

of the partial products of an i.i.d. sequence of random matrices. Each matrix is a fixed linear combination of

the identity matrix and a real Ginibre matrix. We derive an analytic expression for the maximal Lyapunov

exponent of this product sequence. We also analyze a continuous-time analogue of our model.

Keywords: stochastic opinion dynamics, phase transition, Lyapunov exponents, real Ginibre ensemble, DeG-

root learning, consensus process, interacting particle systems, Brownian motion of ellipsoids

AMS subject classification: 60G20, G0F15, 93D50

1 Introduction

In this paper, we introduce two simple stochastic processes which we call Gaussian consensus processes. Model A

is a discrete-time Markov process and Model B is a continuous-time Markov diffusion. They are fairly reasonable

and yet highly mathematically tractable stochastic models of opinion dynamics.

Opinion dynamics is a popular subject in the current mathematical modelling and mathematical social

science literature, for example, see Hassani et al. [11], Peralta et al. [22] and references therein. Often the focus

is on explanatory power; for example the recent survey by Devia et al. [8] compares the qualitative features of

the output of a variety of opinion formation models with opinion data from a selection of real world surveys.

In contrast, our focus will be on the theoretical probabilistic properties of a stochastic opinion formation model

that is designed to be highly tractable, but nevertheless displays qualitative features which match at least one

familiar aspect of opinion dynamics in the real world.
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Let us mention a few stochastic opinion dynamics models which are somewhat close to the current paper.

In the Weisbuch-Deffuant model [7], N individuals each hold an opinion in the interval [0, 1]; at each time step

two individuals are chosen uniformly at random, and if their opinions are less than ϵ apart then they each

move their opinion towards the mean of their two opinions. The model converges almost surely to a limit in

which clusters of individuals all agree perfectly within each cluster, and the clusters are separated by distance

at least ϵ. In a noisy variation considered by Piñeda et al. [23], each individual occasionally resamples their

opinion from the uniform distribution on [0, 1]. The bounded confidence cutoff, controlled by the parameter ϵ,

is a nonlinearity which induces clustering of the opinions into multiple clusters when the non-linearity is strong

enough in comparison to the noise.

In the well-known DeGroot model, individuals correspond to vertices of a graph. Edges correspond to pairs

of individuals who influence each other. At each time step, each individual deterministically updates their

R-valued opinion to the mean of their neighbours’ opinions at the previous time step. Stern and Livan [24]

recently studied a stochastic variant of the DeGroot model in which the opinions are further modified at each

time step by the addition of Gaussian noise. Stern and Livan’s equation (3.4) allows the variance of the noise

terms to depend on the current state in a general way, which includes the one-dimensional case of our Model A

as a special case. However, their main object of study is a model in which the variance of the noise term is

constant. In the alternative models considered in Section 7 of [24], the variance of the noise term varies from

individual to individual according to how far their opinion is from the empirical mean. Stern and Livan’s main

focus is a numerical study of the effect of the community structure of the graph which governs the interactions.

In contrast, in our models, the opinions are in Rd and the covariance of the noise term is a function of the

empirical covariance of the opinions, while the underlying graph is the complete graph on N vertices.

1.1 Models

The models that we introduce and study in this paper are mean field (the underlying graph is the complete

graph) and linear (there is no bounded confidence cutoff). This makes them probably less realistic as direct

models of opinion dynamics in the real world than some of the models mentioned above1.

The novel feature of our models is the combination of Gaussian noise and invariance under affine lin-

ear changes of coordinates; these two properties allow us to compute precisely the critical parameters on the

boundary between stability and instability, using the classical theory of Lyapunov exponents of random matrix

products.

In Model A, N ≥ 2 individuals each hold real-valued opinions on d topics. Each individual updates their

opinions once every day. The opinions of individual i on day t are represented by a row vector Xi(t) ∈ Rd.
We collect these row vectors in an N × d matrix X(t) whose ith row is Xi(t). The initial condition X(0) may

be deterministic or random. For each time t ∈ N0, we denote by µX(t) and CovX(t) the empirical mean and

empirical covariance matrix of the N opinion vectors at time t. The model has two parameters: α > 0 and

1Our models could potentially arise as linearizations when studying the stability of a fixed point of a deterministic nonlinear opinion

dynamics model when only a small amount of stochastic noise is added; however we will treat them as interesting stochastic processes

in their own right.
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β ∈ [0, 1]. We may think of α as a measure of how much the individuals like to stand out from the crowd,

and β as a measure of their self-confidence. For each t ≥ 1, conditional on X(t − 1), let Y1(t), . . . , YN (t) be

independent samples from the multivariate Gaussian distribution with mean µX(t − 1) and d by d covariance

matrix αCovX(t− 1). Then for each 1 ≤ i ≤ N , let

Xi(t) = βXi(t− 1) + (1 − β)Yi(t) . (1)

Note that conditional on X(t − 1) the N opinion vectors X1(t), . . . , XN (t) are independent. Also, note that

(X(t))t∈N0
is a discrete-time Markov process.

Model A is invariant under affine linear transformations of the opinion space: if f : x 7→ xU + v, where U is

any d×d real matrix and v ∈ Rd, then the sequence (X ′(t))t≥0 defined by X ′
i(t) = f(Xi(t)) is a Markov process

with the same transition kernel as (X(t))t≥0.

We will show in Proposition 1 that
(
CovX(t)

)
t≥0

is a Markov chain on its own, and conditional on its entire

evolution, the empirical mean process
(
µX(t)

)
t≥0

is a martingale with independent Gaussian increments. This

structure enables us to reduce questions about the model to questions about the sequence of partial products

of a sequence M(1),M(2), . . . of i.i.d. random (N − 1) × (N − 1) matrices. Each matrix M(t) is distributed as

a linear combination of the identity and a real Ginibre matrix. A random k × k matrix is called a real Ginibre

matrix if it has i.i.d. standard normal entries, and its distribution is called the real Ginibre ensemble of rank k.

A precise description of M(t) will be given below in §1.2.

An important question about any opinion dynamics model is whether the opinions converge almost surely to

a consensus, i.e. to a finite limit in the opinion space Rd. Theorem 1 answers this question for all values of N,α,

and β. Our analysis reduces the problem to determining the sign of the maximal Lyapunov exponent of the

matrix product sequence. To keep the paper self-contained, we include a brief summary of the key definitions

and theorems about Lyapunov exponents of i.i.d. random matrix products. Extending a classical result of

Newman [20] about products of real Ginibre matrices, we use the fact that the law of M(1) is invariant under

orthogonal conjugation to compute the maximal Lyapunov exponent of our i.i.d. matrix product exactly. For

even N ≥ 4 we express it as an infinite series involving the digamma function, and for odd N we express it in

terms of the exponential integral function Ei1. We believe this computation has not previously appeared in the

literature. In fact there are only a few random matrix ensembles with nontrivial maximal Lyapunov exponents

that are known to be expressible without reference to an inexplicit invariant measure on a projective space;

see for example [9, 14, 19, 20]. Our computation of the maximal Lyapunov exponent determines the precise

region in parameter space where consensus is reached almost surely. We show that outside of this region the

opinion vectors almost surely diverge as t → ∞. In the critical case, on the boundary of the consensus region,

almost surely the diameter of the set of opinions is neither bounded nor bounded away from 0 as t → ∞. In

the supercritical case the individual opinions and the mean all tend to ∞ almost surely.

We also obtain an expression for all N − 1 Lyapunov exponents, and compute explicit positive lower bounds

on the gaps between successive Lyapunov exponents, in terms of the parameters (N,α, β). The gap between

the first two Lyapunov exponents has an interpretation in the opinion dynamics, given in Theorem 2. The

gap is the exponential rate at which the population’s opinions on the d different topics tend towards being

perfectly correlated. It is striking that even in a very simple linear model we can observe the formation of a

3



one-dimensional ‘political spectrum’, whose alignment in the d-dimensional opinion space is random. This is

described in Theorem 3.

Model B is a continuous-time analogue of Model A, with time running over [0,∞). It is defined in detail

in §1.3 below. Briefly, the N opinion vectors diffuse, solving a stochastic differential equation. The diffusion

coefficient of each individual’s opinion is defined to be the unique non-negative definite symmetric square root

of the empirical covariance matrix of the N opinion vectors in Rd. There is also a linear drift towards the

empirical mean of the N opinion vectors. We check that the SDE is well-posed using the Araki–Yamagami

inequality. We determine the critical strength of the linear drift term, above which consensus is reached almost

surely, as a function of N . The random matrix product that occurs in the analysis of Model A is replaced in

the analysis of Model B by the ellipsoid diffusion process described by Norris, Rogers and Williams [21], who

gave an elementary treatment of earlier work by Dynkin and Orihara.

1.2 Results about the discrete time model (Model A)

Recall that µX(t) ∈ Rd denotes the empirical mean opinion at time t:

µX(t) =
1

N

N∑
k=1

Xk(t) .

The coordinates of µX(t) are µX1 (t), µX2 (t), . . . , µXd (t). Consider the centred N × d matrix X̄(t) with rows

Xi(t) − µX(t) for i = 1, . . . , N . Each column of X̄(t) has sum zero. Define

CovX(t) =
1

N
X̄(t)T X̄(t) .

Thus CovX(t) is the d by d covariance matrix of the empirical distribution at time t. Its entry in row i and

column j is

CovXi,j(t) =
1

N

N∑
k=1

(
Xk,i(t) − µXi (t)

) (
Xk,j(t) − µXj (t)

)
.

We now describe the transition law of the Markov chain (X(t))t≥0. At each time step t ≥ 1, conditional on

X(t− 1), X1(t), . . . , XN (t) are independent and for Xi(t) has the multivariate Gaussian distribution with mean

βXk(t− 1) + (1 − β)µX(t− 1)

and covariance

ρ CovX(t− 1) ,

where

ρ := α(1 − β)2 .

One can easily check that this description agrees with the one given earlier in the introduction.

Before stating our results, we rule out two special cases. Firstly we assume β ̸= 1, since the case β = 1

corresponds to completely stubborn individuals who never change their opinion. Thus β ∈ [0, 1). Secondly, we

assume that almost surely there is no nontrivial linear combination of the d opinions on which all N individuals
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agree. In other words, we assume that CovX(0) is positive definite almost surely. For if we start with perfect

consensus on some topic represented by a linear functional of the d coordinates, then no individual can ever

change their opinion on that topic; we may as well ignore this topic, which has the effect of projecting the model

to a lower dimension. As a consequence, we must assume N ≥ d+ 1.

Theorem 1 (Phase transition). For any real m > 0 let ϕm be the entire function defined for all x ∈ C by

ϕm(x) := e−x
∞∑
j=0

xj

j!
ψ(j +m) = ψ(m) +

∫ 1

0

(1 − e−xs)(1 − s)m−1

s
ds , (2)

where ψ is the digamma function. Let z = Nβ2

2α(1−β)2 = Nβ2

2ρ , and define

λ1 = λ1(α, β,N) =
1

2

[
ϕN−1

2

(
Nβ2

2ρ

)
+ log

2ρ

N

]
= log β +

1

2

[
ϕN−1

2
(z) − log z

]
,

(where the final expression applies only in the case β > 0.)

(i) If λ1 < 0 then almost surely there exists a random limit µ∞ ∈ Rd such that for all i = 1, . . . , N , Xi(t) → µ∞

as t→ ∞.

(ii) If λ1 = 0 then the mean µX(t) and each of the individual opinions Xi(t) diverge as t→ ∞, almost surely.

(iii) If λ1 > 0 then for every deterministic row vector u ∈ Rd \ {0}, almost surely for all i = 1, . . . , N ,

limt→∞ |u ·Xi(t)| = ∞ and limt→∞ |u · µX(t)| = ∞.

Remark 1. The function ϕm is defined by the left-hand equality in equation (2) and we will prove in Lemma 8

that it is indeed equal to the final expression in (2).

Remark 2. We leave it as an open problem whether the conclusion of part (iii) holds in the case where

λ1(α, β,N) = 0.

Remark 3. We show that as N → ∞ with α > 0 and β ∈ [0, 1) fixed, we have λ1 → 1
2 log(α(1− β)2 + β2). See

Lemma 9.

Remark 4. We leave it as an open problem whether the conclusion of part (iii) holds in the case where

λ1(α, β,N) = 0.

Remark 5. In Proposition 3 in §2.5 we will give closed form analytic expressions for λ1(α, β,N) in the cases

where N is odd.

For t = 0, 1, 2, . . . let

M(t) =

√
ρ

N
G(N−1)(t) + βIN−1 , (3)

where
(
G(N−1)(t)

)
t≥0

is an i.i.d. sequence drawn from the rank (N − 1) real Ginibre ensemble and IN−1 is the

(N − 1) × (N − 1) identity matrix. The quantity λ1 appearing in Theorem 1 is in fact the largest Lyapunov

exponent of the product sequence (P (t))t≥1 defined by

P (t) = M(t) . . .M(2)M(1).

The next statement describes all Lyapunov exponents, not just the largest one, including the gap between the

consecutive ones.
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Figure 1: λ1 as function of α, β for N = 3
Figure 2: Phase transition of λ1 for N = 3. The grey area

is where the model is unstable, i.e. λ1 ≥ 0.

Figure 3: λ1 as function of α, β for N = 9 Figure 4: Phase transition of λ1 for N = 9

6



Theorem 2 (Properties of the Lyapunov exponents).

(a) For parameters N,α, β, and ρ = α(1−β)2, for each k = 1, . . . , N − 1 the kth Lyapunov exponent λk of the

i.i.d. random matrix product sequence (P (t))t≥1 is given by

λk = λk(α, β,N) =
1

2
E

(
log

((
βWk +

√
ρ

√
N
X1

)2

+
N−k∑
i=2

ρ

N
X2
i

))
,

where Wk is a random variable distributed as the Euclidean length of the projection of the unit vector ek

onto the orthogonal complement of the span of the first k− 1 rows of the matrix M(1), and X1, . . . , XN−k

are i.i.d. standard Gaussians, independent of Wk.

(b) The Lyapunov spectrum of (P (t))t≥1 is simple, meaning that the N − 1 Lyapunov exponents λ1, . . . , λN−1

are distinct; moreover

λk − λk+1 ≥
0.15

(N − k)
(

Nβ2

α(1−β)2 +N − k
) ,

for every k in the range 1 ≤ k ≤ N − 2. (See Theorem 3 for a stronger result about λ1 − λ2.)

Our third result concerns a normalized variant of model A. Let emax(t) be the largest eigenvalue of the

covariance matrix CovX(t). Then define a normalized (i.e. shifted and rescaled) matrix X̂(t) for t = 0, 1, 2, . . .

whose ith row is

X̂i(t) = emax(t)−1/2
(
Xi(t) − µX(t)

)
.

This normalized matrix has the properties that its rows sum to zero and the largest eigenvalue of the covariance

matrix of the N vectors X̂1(t), . . . , X̂N (t) in Rd is 1. These constraints mean that the normalized opinions can

neither converge to a consensus nor diverge to infinity. The affine invariance of model A implies that
(
X̂(t)

)
t≥0

is a Markov chain on its own. Each transition may be described by applying the transition rule for model A to

the matrix X̂(t) and then normalizing the resulting matrix.

To understand the dynamics of the normalized model, we are interested not in λ1 but in the gap λ1−λ2. In

the normalized model, a randomly oriented one-dimensional political spectrum emerges at an exponential rate

λ1 − λ2.

Theorem 3. As t → ∞, CovX(t)/∥CovX(t)∥ converges to a random rank one matrix, regardless of the value

of λ1(α, β,N). Equivalently, there is a random line ℓ through 0 in Rd to which the normalized opinions

X̂1(t), . . . , X̂N (t) all converge as t→ ∞. The exponential rate of convergence is λ1 − λ2, which satisfies

λ1 − λ2 =
1

2N

(
1 −

[
β2

ρ+ β2

]2)
(1 + o(1)) (4)

as N → ∞ with α and β fixed such that ρ = α(1 − β)2 > 0. If vℓ denotes a unit vector parallel to ℓ, then

(X̂1(t).v, . . . , X̂N (t).v) converges in distribution as t→ ∞ to a random variable that is uniformly distributed on

the (N − 2)-dimensional sphere

SN−2 :=

{
(x1, . . . , xN ) ∈ RN :

N∑
i=1

xi = 0,
N∑
i=1

x2i = 1

}
.
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Finally, we show that the sequence of covariance matrices itself is a Markov chain. Let FX
t be the σ-algebra

generated by X0, . . . , Xt.

Proposition 1. The sequence of covariance matrices
(
CovX(t)

)
t≥0

is a Markov process with respect to its own

generated filtration. Moreover, for each t ≥ 1 the conditional distribution of CovX(t) given FX
t−1 is a function

of CovX(t− 1) alone. We also have

E(CovX(t) | FX
t−1) = E(CovX(t) | X(t− 1)) =

(
N − 1

N
ρ+ β2

)
CovX(t− 1) and

Var(CovXij (t) | FX
t−1) = Var(CovXij (t) | Xt−1)

=

(
ρ2(N − 1)

N2
+ 2(β − 1)2

ρ

N

)(
CovXii (t− 1) CovXjj(t− 1) + CovXij (t− 1)2

)
.

Fix an N − 1 by N matrix V whose rows are orthonormal and all orthogonal to the vector (1, . . . , 1). Then

the second sentence of Proposition 1 may be rephrased by saying that the mapping X → 1
NX

TV TV X from the

space of real N ×d matrices to the space of non-negative definite symmetric d by d matrices is a strong lumping

of the Markov process (X(t))t≥0.

1.3 Continuous-time model (Model B)

Model B is a natural continuous time analogue of model A. It has just two parameters: N , the number of

individuals, and γ ∈ R, which determines the drift of the opinion vectors towards their empirical mean.

Let B1, . . . , BN be independent standard d-dimensional Brownian motions on the time interval (0,∞),

thought of as row vectors, and let Bi,j(t) denote the jth coordinate of Bi at time t, so that B(t) is an

N by d matrix. Let Z(0) be a deterministic or random N by d real matrix whose rows represent vectors

Z1(0), . . . , ZN (0) ∈ Rd. We suppose that the initial vectors are not all contained in any affine hyperplane. Then

define a continuous-time matrix-valued process Z(t)t∈[0,∞) to be the unique strong solution of the stochastic

differential equation

dZi(t) = −γ
(
Zi(t) − µZ(t)

)
dt+ dBi(t)T (t) for i = 1, . . . , N , (5)

where

µZ(t) :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

Zi(t) ,

and T (t) is the unique non-negative definite symmetric square root of the matrix CovZ(t) that is defined by

CovZa,b(t) :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

(
Zi(t)a − µZ(t)a

) (
Zi(t)b − µZ(t)b

)
.

The SDE (5) is intended to be a continuous time analogue of the discrete time model (1). We leave it as a

problem for the interested reader to determine whether (5) may be obtained as a scaling limit of model A

as β → 1 and α → ∞ in a suitable way. (The computations of the conditional expectations and conditional

variance of CovX(t) given X(t − 1) given in Proposition 1 should be helpful in this task.) We should expect

8



to lose one parameter in passing to the scaling limit, since the choice of the constant in the time rescaling will

absorb one degree of freedom.

Writing Z(t) for the N by d matrix whose ith row is Zi(t) − µZ(t), we have

CovZ(t) =
1

N
Z(t)T Z(t) .

We can write the stochastic differential equation (5) fully in matrix form as

dZ(t) = −γZ(t)dt+ dB(t)T (t) . (6)

The existence and uniqueness of the strong solution of the stochastic differential equation (6) will be checked

in Lemma 13 in §3.

In order to state our main theorem about model B, we need some notation. Let 1k,ℓ denote the k by ℓ

matrix whose entries are all equal to 1.

Theorem 4. Let Z(0) be an N by d real matrix such that V Z(0) has rank d. Let Gt be the right-invariant

Brownian motion on GL(N −1,R) defined by the initial condition G0 = IN−1 and the Stratonovich form matrix

SDE

∂G(t) = ∂Ŵ (t)G(t) , (7)

where Ŵ is an (N − 1) by (N − 1) matrix of independent standard Brownian motions. Then a strong solution

of equation (5) with initial condition Z(0) is obtained by letting

γ′ = γ +
1

2N
,

Z(0) = V TV Z(0) =

(
IN − 1

N
1N,N

)
Z(0) ,

Z(t) = e−γ
′tV TG(t/N)V Z(0) , and

Z(t) = Z(t) +
1

N
1N,NZ(0) +

1√
N

1N,1

∫ t

0
dF (t)T (t) ,

where F is a 1 by d matrix of standard Brownian motions independent of Ŵ , and T (t) is the unique non-negative

definite symmetric square root of 1
NZ(t)TZ(t).

We remark that the right-invariant Brownian motionG has nothing to do with the Ginibre matricesG(N−1)(t)

that we use in the analysis of model A. Rather, the notation is chosen to be consistent with Norris, Rogers,

and Williams [21], who showed that the process Y (t) := G(t)TG(t) is a Markov process whose characteristic

exponents2 are N − 2i for i = 1, 2, . . . , N − 1, and moreover the orthonormal frame of eigenvectors of Y (t)

converges a.s. to a random limit in O(N − 1) as t → ∞. (See also [20, 18], which appeared around the same

time as [21] and contain computations of the characteristic exponents for more general right-invariant diffusions

on GL(n), including this as a special case.) From the leading exponent of Y and the construction in Theorem 4,

we may read off the critical value of the drift towards the mean opinion, above which (5) is stable:

2The characteristic exponents of Y (·) are the values limt→∞
1
t log ei(t) where e1(t) > · · · > eN−1(t) are the sorted eigenvalues of

Y (t).
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Corollary 1. Z(t) → 0 and Z(t) converges a.s. as t→ ∞ if γ > 1
2 −

3
2N . On the other hand, a.s. Z(t) and Z(t)

are both unbounded as t→ ∞ if γ < 1
2 − 3

2N .

Although we will not give the details, we remark that an analogue of Theorem 3 also holds for Model B, with

the main difference being that the exponential rate of convergence is simply 1/N . Theorem 4 and Corollary 1

are proven in §3. The final result proven there is the following

Proposition 2. The process CovZ(t) is a Markov process in its own filtration.

For the reader who is primarily interested in model B, it may be helpful to know that §3 relies very little on

§2, although it would be a good idea to read the discussion of the matrix V , which precedes Lemma 1 in §2.1,

before turning to §3.

1.4 Possible extensions and open problems

• Does the statement of part (iii) of Theorem 1 also hold for the case when λ1(α, β,N) = 0?

• Find an analytic expression (in terms of standard special functions) for λ1(α, β,N) when N is even.

• Study an asynchronous variant of Model A. In this variant, at each time step just one individual is chosen,

uniformly at random, to update their opinion. They update using the same sampling procedure that all

the individuals use at each time step in Model A.

• Generalize any of the results to weighted models, or to non-mean-field models, as described below.

As we remarked above, our Models A and B are mean-field models, meaning that each individual is equally

influenced by the other individuals. It may be also interesting to study the following extension of Model A,

which is not mean-field, and simultaneously can be viewed as an extension of the DeGroot learning model. It is

related to the model of Stern and Livan [24], but it shares with our models A and B the property of invariance

under affine linear transformations of the opinion space. Take a weighted directed graph on N vertices, with

loops allowed. The vertices have positive weights βi, i = 1, . . . , N , and the directed edges have non-negative

weights wij , i, j = 1, . . . , n, where wij = 0 if the directed edge from i to j is not present in the directed graph,

and for each i we have
∑N

j=1wij = 1. As in Model A, each individual has an opinion vector Xi(t) on day

t. Conditional on the matrix X(t − 1) whose rows are X1(t − 1), . . . , XN (t − 1), the opinion vectors Xi(t),

i = 1, . . . , N , are independent multivariate Gaussian random variables, whose conditional distribution is given

by

E(Xi(t) |X(t− 1)) = βiXi(t− 1) + (1 − βi)µ
X
i (t− 1) ,

where

µXi (t− 1) =

N∑
j=1

wjiXj(t− 1) ,

and

Cov(Xij(t), Xik(t) |X(t− 1)) = α(1 − βi)
2

N∑
j=1

wjiwki(Xij − µXij (t− 1))(Xik − µXik(t− 1)) ;
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here µXij (t− 1) stands for the jth coordinate of µXi (t− 1). This graph structure will allow for more complicated

interactions and the emergence of clusters of similar opinions. It will also allow for heterogeneity of individuals

and might include a geographical component or be based on a social network. On the other hand, this model

would be much harder to tackle analytically.

Model A is the special case of the above model with wij = 1/N for all i, j and βi = β for all i. On the other

hand the deterministic special case where α = 0 reduces to the well-known DeGroot learning model [6].

We expect that the analysis of Model A which we give in §2 in terms of a product of a sequence i.i.d. Gaussian

random matrices may be extended to this more general model. However, the individual matrices will not

in general be invariant in law under orthogonal conjugation, and therefore Newman’s method for the exact

computation of Lyapunov exponents, crucial in our argument, will not be applicable.

2 Analysis of Model A

2.1 Reduction to an i.i.d. matrix product

With some elementary linear algebra, we will reduce the question of convergence or divergence of the opinions

to the computation of the maximal Lyapunov exponent of a product of i.i.d. random matrices constructed in

a simple way from the real Ginibre ensemble. The computation of all the Lyapunov exponents for a product

of i.i.d. matrices drawn from the real Ginibre ensemble itself was performed by Newman [20] in 1986, using

Furstenberg’s formula for Lyapunov exponents in terms of invariant measures. We apply Newman’s method to

deal with our matrix product.

For any k, ℓ ≥ 1 let Ik denote the k by k identity matrix, and let

1k,ℓ =


1 1 . . . 1

1 1 . . . 1
...

...
. . .

...

1 1 . . . 1



︸ ︷︷ ︸
ℓ columns

k rows

denote the k by ℓ matrix with all entries equal to 1. We will use 0k,ℓ to denote the zero matrix with k rows and

ℓ columns, when it is helpful to emphasize the dimensions, but may simply write 0 otherwise.

Let W be any N ×N square orthogonal matrix with final row
(

1√
N
, . . . , 1√

N

)
. Thus the first N − 1 rows of

W form an orthonormal basis for the vector subspace

SN := {x ∈ RN : x1 + · · · + xN = 0} .

Let V be the N − 1 ×N submatrix of W containing just the first N − 1 rows. Then

11,NV
T = 01,N ,

V V T = IN−1

11



and

V TV =
1

N


N − 1 −1 . . . −1

−1 N − 1 . . . −1
...

...
. . .

...

−1 −1 . . . N − 1

 = IN − 1

N
1N,N .

V TV is an N×N matrix of rank N−1, such that the sum of the elements in each row and each column equals 0,

and such that for any column vector w ∈ SN , (V TV )w = w; since 1N,Nw is a zero vector. Consequently, V TV

is the orthogonal projector from RN onto SN . We will use the fact that V TV is idempotent:(
V TV

)2
= V T (V V T )V = V TV .

Lemma 1. Let N ≥ 2 and let G(N) be a random matrix drawn from the rank N real Ginibre ensemble. (This

means that G(N) is an N by N matrix with independent standard normal entries.) Let G(N−1) be a random

matrix whose distribution is the rank N − 1 real Ginibre ensemble. Let F be an N by N − 1 matrix with

independent standard Gaussian entries. Then

WG(N)W T d
= G(N) ,

WG(N)V T d
= F , and

V G(N)V T d
= G(N−1) .

Proof. It is well known that the real Ginibre ensembles are invariant under conjugation by orthogonal matrices.

This is easy to check using the fact that the law of a mean zero Gaussian vector is determined by the covariances

of its entries. Indeed, for any orthogonal matrix U that is either deterministic or random but independent of

G(N) we have

E((UG(N)UT )i,j(UG
(N)UT )i′,j′) = E

N∑
k,l,k′,l′=1

Ui,kUi′,k′G
(N)
k,l G

(N)
k′,l′Uj,lUj′,l′

=

N∑
k=1

Ui,kUi′k

N∑
l=1

Uj,lUj′,l = (UUT )i,i′ (UUT )j,j′ = δi,i′δj,j′ .

Taking U = W , this implies

WG(N)W T = G̃ , (8)

where G̃
d
= G(N). Removing the final columns on both sides of (8) we obtain

WG(N)V T = F (9)

and removing the final rows on both sides of (9) we obtain

V TG(N) = G(N−1) .
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Let X(0) be the N × d matrix whose rows are the vectors X1(0), . . . , XN (0). Let X̄(0) = V TV X(0). Thus

X̄(0) is the N by d matrix whose rows are X1(0)−µ(0), X2(0)−µ(0), . . . , XN (0)−µ(0). The sum of the rows

of X̄(0) is 0 ∈ Rd; in other words each column of X̄(0) belongs to SN . We can express this in matrix form as

11,NX̄(0) = 0.

Lemma 2. Let G(N)(t), t = 1, 2, . . . , be i.i.d. random matrices drawn from the rank N real Ginibre ensemble,

and for each t ≥ 1 define

S(t) :=
1

N
1N,N +

[
βIN +

√
ρ

N
G(N)(t)

]
V TV .

Then the sequence (X(t))t≥0 defined inductively from the starting N by d matrix X(0) by

X(t) = S(t)X(t− 1) (10)

has the distribution described in Model A, meaning that we can take the vectors X1(t), . . . , XN (t) in Model A to

be the N rows of X(t), for each t ≥ 0.

Proof. Let t ≥ 1. For simplicity of notation, we will write X = X(t − 1), µ = 1
N 11,NX, X̄ = V TV X,

G = G(N)(t), and Xnew := X(t), µnew = 1
N 11,NXnew, X̄new = V TV Xnew. Then µ equals each row of 1

N 1N,NX,

and thus

E [Xnew | X] =

[
βIN +

1 − β

N
1N,N

]
X.

For each k ∈ {1, . . . , n} let Gk denote the kth row of G and let η(k) = GkX̄.

Cov
(
η
(k)
i , η

(k)
j

)
= Cov

(
N∑
m=1

Gk,mX̄
(m)
i ,

N∑
l=1

Gk,lX̄
(l)
j

)
=

N∑
m=1

X̄m,iX̄m,j = N · CovXi,j .

Also, conditional on X(t − 1) = X, the row vectors η(1), . . . , η(N) are independent, because the rows of G are

independent. So if

Xk,new = E [Xk,new | X] +

√
ρ

N
η(k).

then Xk,new indeed has the distribution required by Model A. The matrix whose rows are η(k), k = 1, 2, . . . , N ,

equals GX̄. Hence, by combining the above, we get

Xnew =

[
βIN +

1 − β

N
1N,N

]
X +

√
ρ

N
GX̄ =

[
βIN +

1 − β

N
1N,N

]
X +

√
ρ

N
GV TV X

=

[
1

N
1N,N + βV TV

]
X +

√
ρ

N
GV TV X =

1

N
1N,NX +

[
βIN +

√
ρ

N
G

]
V TV X.

From now on we will work with the sequence (X(t))t≥0 that is generated from the initial value X(0) and the

i.i.d. random matrix sequence
(
G(N)(t)

)
t≥1

, as described in Lemma 2. We define a filtration by letting Ft be the

σ-algebra generated by X(0) and
(
G(N)(i)

)
1≤i≤t, for each t ≥ 0. We write µ(t) = 1

N 1N,NX(t) for the empirical

mean vector at time t, which was denoted µX(t) in the description of Model A. We write X̄(t) = V TV X(t) for

the N by d matrix whose rows are X1(t)− µ(t), X2(t)− µ(t), . . . , XN (t)− µ(t). For each t ≥ 0, the sum of the

rows of X̄(t) is 0 ∈ Rd; in other words, the columns of X̄(t) belong to SN . We can express this as 11,NX̄(t) = 0.
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Corollary 2. We have

X̄(t) = V TV

[
βIN +

√
ρ

N
G(N)(t)

]
X̄(t− 1).

Proof. Since V TV 1N,N = 0, from (10) we have, for each t ≥ 1,

X̄(t) = V TV X(t) = V TV

[
βIN +

√
ρ

N
G(N)(t)

]
V TV X(t− 1) = V TV

[
βIN +

√
ρ

N
G(N)(t)

]
X̄(t− 1) .

Lemma 3. For each t ≥ 1, let L(t) := WS(t)W T . Then the entries of L(t) are independent and may be

represented as

Li,j(t) =


√

ρ
NFi,j(t) + βδi,j if 1 ≤ j ≤ N − 1,

δi,N if j = N .

Here δi,j is 1 if i = j and 0 otherwise, and (F (t))t≥0 is an i.i.d. sequence of N by N−1 matrices with independent

standard Gaussian entries.

Proof. We have

WS(t)W T = W

[
1

N
1N,N + βV TV

]
W T +

√
ρ

N
WG(N)(t)V TVW T . (11)

For the first term on the RHS of (11), we have

W

[
1

N
1N,N + βV TV

]
W T = W

[
βIN +

1 − β

N
1N,N

]
W T = Diag(β, . . . , β, 1) .

Here Diag(β, . . . , β, 1) denotes the N by N diagonal matrix whose diagonal entries are all equal to β except for

the last one, which is equal to 1. For the second term on the RHS of (11), by the second equation of Lemma 1

we may equate WG(N)(t)V T with F (t). Now, VW T is IN with its final row removed, or equivalently IN−1

with an extra column of zeros added on its right. Hence WG(N)(t)V TVW T is equal to F (t) with an extra final

column of zeros.

Lemma 3 gives us an alternative representation of the sequence (X(t))t≥0 in terms of the initial value X(0)

and the i.i.d. sequence (L(t))t≥0: for each t ≥ 1 we have

X(t) = W TL(t)WX(t− 1) ,

or

WX(t) = L(t)WX(t− 1) .

The matrix consisting of the first N−1 rows of WX(t) is V X(t). Note that each L(t) is a block-lower-triangular

matrix, with two blocks of size N − 1 and 1, so (V X(t))t≥0 is a Markov chain on its own: if we denote by M(t)

the top-left (N − 1) × (N − 1) submatrix of L(t), then

(V X(t)) = M(t) (V X(t− 1)) ,
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For every t ≥ 0 we have

V X(t) = (V V T )V X(t) = V (V TV )X(t) = V X̄(t) ,

and V X̄(t) determines and is determined by X̄(t) because V acts injectively on the subspace SN . Hence(
X̄(t)

)
t≥0

is also a Markov chain on its own. Indeed, it satisfies

X̄(t) = V TV X(t) = V TM(t)V X(t− 1) = V TM(t)V X̄(t− 1) . (12)

Since V TV = IN − 1
N 1N,N = IN − 1

N 1N,111,N , for each t ≥ 0 we have

X(t) = X̄(t) + 1N,1µ(t) . (13)

We may check from the definition of S(t) that

S(t)1N,1 = 1N,1 .

(By Lemma 3 this is equivalent to the statement that the final column of L(t) is (0, . . . , 0, 1)T .) Hence

X(t) = S(t)X(t− 1) = S(t)X̄(t− 1) + S(t)1N,1µ(t− 1) = S(t)X̄(t− 1) + 1N,1µ(t− 1) .

An induction now shows that for each t ≥ 0 we have

X(t) = S(t) . . . S(1)X̄(0) + 1N,1µ(0) .

We may alternatively write

M(t) =

√
ρ

N
G(N−1)(t) + βIN−1 ,

where
(
G(N−1)(t)

)
t≥0

is an i.i.d. sequence drawn from the rank (N − 1) real Ginibre ensemble. (G(N−1)(t) is

obtained from F (t) by removing its final row.) Define

S̄(t) = V TM(t)V .

Then (12) becomes

X̄(t) = S̄(t)X̄(t− 1) = V T

(√
ρ

N
G(N−1)(t) + βIN−1

)
V X̄(t− 1) . (14)

or, using the fact that V TV X̄(t− 1) = (V TV )2X(t− 1) = (V TV )X(t− 1) = X̄(t− 1),

X̄(t) =

√
ρ

N
V TG(N−1)(t)V X̄(t− 1) + βX̄(t− 1) . (15)

Another calculation shows that

µ(t) − µ(t− 1) =

√
ρ

N
FN (t)V X̄(t− 1) , (16)

where FN (t) is the final row of F (t). We see that for every t ≥ 1, the random variables µ(t)−µ(t−1), X̄(t), and

(X(s))0≤s<t−1 are conditionally independent given X̄(t− 1). Since X̄(t− 1) and µ(t− 1) are both functions of

X(t−1), it follows that the two terms on the right-hand side of (13) are conditionally independent given X(t−1).
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From (16) we may check that the conditional distribution of µ(t)−µ(t−1) given X̄(t−1) is a d-dimensional

Gaussian with mean 0 and covariance ρ
N2 X̄(t− 1)T X̄(t− 1) = ρ

NCovX(t− 1).

Iterating (14) and using V V T = IN , for each t ≥ 0 we obtain

X̄(t) = S̄(t) . . . S̄(1)X̄(0) = V TM(t) . . .M(1)V X̄(0) . (17)

(In the case t = 0, the empty product of matrices is to be interpreted as the identity matrix IN .) Using

equation (16) to evaluate the telescoping sum µ(t) − µ(0) =
∑t

r=1 µ(r) − µ(r − 1), it follows that

X(t) = S̄(t) . . . S̄(1)X̄(0) + 1N,1µ(0) + 1N,1

t∑
r=1

√
ρ

N
FN (r)V S̄(r − 1) . . . S̄(1)X̄(0) . (18)

Since the random variables S̄(1), S̄(2), . . . and FN (1), FN (2), . . . are independent, the formulation (18) makes

the conditional independence structure explicit. We have shown the following statement which will be useful

later:

Lemma 4. The sequence
(
X(t)

)
t≥0

is a Markov chain on its own, and conditional on
(
X(t)

)
t≥0

the sequence

of mean increments (µ(t) − µ(t− 1))t≥1 is a sequence of independent Gaussians with covariance matrices given

by

Cov
(
µ(t) − µ(t− 1) |

(
X(t)

)
t≥0

)
=

ρ

N
CovX(t− 1) .

Lemma 5. The sequence of means µ(1), µ(2), . . . converges almost surely if and only if the series
∑∞

t=0 CovX(t)

converges almost surely. On the event that both converge, all the individual opinions converge to limt→∞ µ(t).

Proof. By Kolmogorov’s one series theorem, for each i = 1, . . . , d, the random series
∑∞

t=1[µi(t) − µi(t − 1)]

converges almost surely conditional on
(
X̄(t)

)
t≥0

if and only if

∞∑
t=1

Var
(
µi(t) − µi(t− 1) |

(
X̄(s)

)
s≥0

)
<∞ . (19)

Condition (19) holds if and only if
∞∑
t=0

CovXii (t) <∞. (20)

If (20) holds for each i = 1, . . . , d, then since for each i ̸= j we have 2
∣∣CovXi,j(t)

∣∣ ≤ CovXi,i(t)+CovXj,j(t), we must

have
∑∞

t=0 CovX(t) <∞.

For the second statement, note that if
∑

CovX(t) converges then CovX(t) → 0 as t→ ∞, and since

1

N

N∑
j=1

∥Xj(t) − µ(t)∥2 = Tr(CovX(t))

we find that

max
j=1,...,N

∥Xj(t) − µ(t)∥ → 0 as t→ ∞.

Thus if the sequence µ(t) converges to some limit µ∞, then Xj(t) also converges to µ∞ for each j ∈ {1, . . . , N}.
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We now wish to discover for which choices of the parameters α, β,N the series
∑∞

t=0 CovX(t) converges

almost surely. Define

P (t) := M(t)M(t− 1) . . .M(1) .

We will prove that the series
∑∞

t=0 CovX(t) a.s. converges if and only if the leading Lyapunov exponent for

the i.i.d. random matrix product sequence P (·) is strictly negative, and we will identify necessary and sufficient

conditions on the parameters (N,α, β) for this to occur by computing this Lyapunov exponent explicitly. By the

argument shown in the proof of Lemma 1, for each t ≥ 1 the law of M(t) is invariant under conjugation by an

arbitrary element U of the orthogonal group O(N − 1), where U may be random as long as it is independent of

G(t). This fact will be the key to evaluating the Lyapunov exponents, and it is used in the proof of Proposition 1,

which we now give.

Proof of Proposition 1. Let t ≥ 0. We have CovX(t) = 1
N X̄(t)T X̄(t). By equation (17), X̄(t)T X̄(t) has the

same distribution as X̄(0)TV TP (t)TV V TP (t)V X̄(0), which simplifies to

X̄(t)T X̄(t)
(d)
= X̄(0)TV TP (t)TP (t)V X̄(0) .

Note that the vector V X̄(0) can be any random (N − 1) by d matrix that is independent of the sequence

(P (t))t≥1. Write A = NCovX(t). Then A is a non-negative definite symmetric matrix; in fact A = KTK where

K = P (t)V X̄(0). So

X̄(0)TV TP (t+ 1)TP (t+ 1)V X̄(0) = KTM(t+ 1)TM(t+ 1)K .

We claim that the conditional law of KTM(t+ 1)TM(t+ 1)K given K is a function of A. Indeed, suppose K ′ is

some other real (N − 1) × d matrix such that K ′TK ′ = A. Then there exist partial polar decompositions of K

and K ′ of the form K = QDO, K ′ = Q′DO, where O is an orthogonal d× d square matrix, D is an (N − 1)× d

matrix whose (i, j) entry is 0 if i ̸= j and non-negative if i = j, and Q and Q′ are orthogonal (N − 1)× (N − 1)

square matrices which are random but may be taken to be independent of M(t+ 1). Then note that

QTM(t+ 1)TM(t+ 1)Q = QTM(t+ 1)TQQTM(t+ 1)Q = LTL ,

where L := QTM(t+ 1)Q. But L has the same law as Q′TM(t+ 1)Q′, because the law of M(t+ 1) is invariant

under conjugation by the element Q−1Q′ ∈ O(N − 1), which is independent of M(t+ 1). So

KTM(t+ 1)TM(t+ 1)K
(d)
= K ′TM(t+ 1)TM(t+ 1)K ′ .

The formulae for the conditional expectation and conditional variance of CovX(t) given FX
t−1 are obtained by

a long but elementary calculation which we omit.

Lemma 6. For each j = 1, . . . , d, the sequence
(
log CovXj,j(t)

)
t≥0

is a random walk with i.i.d. increments. The

increments are distributed as the log of a non-central χ2 random variable.

Proof. We noted in the introduction that Model A is invariant under affine changes of coordinate. This extends

to affine maps to opinion spaces of different dimensions. If A is any N × d real matrix and U is any d× d′ real
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matrix, then the law of (X(t)U)t≥0 given X(0) = A is equal to the law of (X(t))t≥0 given X(0) = AU . Likewise,

if C is any non-negative definite symmetric d× d matrix then the law of
(
UTCovX(t)U

)
t≥0

given CovX(0) = C

is equal to the law of
(
CovX(t)

)
t≥0

given CovX(0) = UTCU . In the special case d = 1, the covariance matrix

CovX(t) is simply the empirical variance VarX(t), and the proof of Proposition 1 shows that log(VarX(t)) is

a random walk with i.i.d increments which have the distribution of log ∥M1(1)∥2, where M1(1) is the first row

of M(1). The quantity ∥M1(1)∥2 has a non-central χ2 distribution. For each j = 1, 2, . . . , d, applying affine

invariance with U being the d × 1 matrix given by Ui1 = δij , we find that the matrix entry CovXj,j(t) on the

diagonal also follows a random walk with the same description.

2.2 Analysis of the i.i.d. matrix products

In this section, we analyze the sequence (P (t))t≥1 by applying some of the standard theory of Lyapunov expo-

nents of i.i.d. random matrix products. The reader may find all of the necessary theory in the monograph of

Bougerol, which is part A of the two-part book [4]. For completeness, we include a review of the basic definitions

and results, which readers familiar with the topic may skip.

2.2.1 Brief review of Lyapunov exponents of i.i.d. matrix products

The sequence (P (t))t≥1 is an example of a sequence of partial products of an i.i.d. sequence of random matrices. A

comprehensive theory of the behaviour of such sequences was developed from the 1960s to 1980s by Furstenberg,

Kesten, Kifer, Guivarc’h, Raugi and Le Page, and some specific results relevant to the matrix products considered

in the present paper were published by Newman and Cohen.

Let µ be a Borel probability measure on the group GLk(R) of invertible k by k matrices and let Y1, Y2, . . .

be an i.i.d. sequence of matrices distributed according to µ. For Y ∈ GLk(R) let ∥Y ∥ denote the operator norm

of Y . Assume that E(log+ ∥Y1∥) < ∞. The leading (or upper, or maximal) Lyapunov exponent λ1 associated

to µ is defined by

λ1 = lim
n→∞

1

n
E(log ∥Yn . . . Y1∥) .

This limit exists in R ∪ {−∞} since the sequence E(log ∥Yn . . . Y1∥) is subadditive. Furstenberg and Kesten

showed that in fact

γ1 = lim
n→∞

1

n
log ∥Yn . . . Y1∥ a.s.

This may be shown quite easily as a consequence of Kingman’s subadditive ergodic theorem since the random

sequence log ∥Yn . . . Y1∥ is also subadditive.

Denote by Tµ the smallest closed sub-semigroup of GLk(R) containing the support of µ. Tµ is called

contracting if there exists a sequence (An)n≥1 of matrices in Tµ such that ∥An∥−1An converges to a rank one

matrix. Tµ is called strongly irreducible if there is no non-empty finite collection of proper linear subspaces

of RN−1 that Y1 a.s. preserves set-wise. In particular if Tµ = GLk(R) then Tµ is both contracting and strongly

irreducible. Assume now that Tµ is contracting and strongly irreducible, and in addition that

E(log(max(∥Y1∥, ∥Y −1
1 ∥))) <∞ .
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The Lyapunov exponents λ1, . . . , λk are defined for each i = 1, . . . , k by

λ1 + · · · + λi = max lim
t→∞

1

t
log ∥P (t)v1 ∧ · · · ∧ P (t)vi∥ ,

where the maximum is over all choices of i vectors v1, . . . , vi ∈ Ri, and ∥w1∧ · · · ∧wi∥ denotes the i-dimensional

volume of the parallelepiped spanned by vectors w1, . . . , wi. The limits all exist and are finite, and the maximum

is also finite. Moreover, λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ · · · ≥ λk.

In particular, the maximal Lyapunov exponent is

λ1 = max
v

lim
t→∞

1

t
log ∥P (t)v∥ .

The maximum here is in fact achieved by all v outside a certain (random) codimension-one subspace of Rk, and

for each v ∈ Rk \ {0} we have

lim
t→∞

1

t
log ∥P (t)v∥ = λ1 a.s.

The sum of the first k Lyapunov exponents is the maximal Lyapunov exponent of the induced action of the

matrices P (t) on the exterior power
∧k Rk. In particular the sum of all k Lyapunov exponents is

λ1 + · · · + λk = lim
t→∞

1

t
log detP (t), a.s.

Letting the eigenvalues of P (t)TP (t) be e1(t) ≥ e2(t) ≥ · · · ≥ ek(t) (repeated according to multiplicity), we

have

λk = lim
t→∞

1

2t
log ek(t) .

The Lyapunov exponents are all the possible values of limt→∞
1
t log ∥P (t)v∥ as v ranges over Rk \ {0}.

Guivarc’h and Raugi [10] proved that when Tµ is contracting and strongly irreducible, we have λ1 > λ2.

Moreover, there is exponential contraction on projective space at rate λ1−λ2. We measure distance on projective

space using the metric

δ(v, w) = sin(θ(v, w))

where θ(v, w) is the angle between any two non-zero vectors v and w in Rk and v and w are their classes

in P
(
Rk
)
. Then for any two deterministic non-zero vectors v, w ∈ Rk \ {0}, almost surely

lim sup
t→∞

1

t
log δ

(
P (t)v, P (t)w

)
≤ −(λ1 − λ2) < 0 , (21)

where we use the convention that log 0 = −∞. There may also exist random vectors v and w, depending on the

whole sequence (Yt)t≥1, for which (21) fails.

There is a unique invariant probability measure π on projective space P (Rk). Invariance means that if v is

a random non-zero vector in Rk such that the class of v in P
(
Rk
)

is distributed according to π, and M is a

matrix distributed like M(1), independent of v, then the class of Mv in P
(
Rk
)

is also distributed according to

π. The support of π is all of P
(
Rk
)
. Finally, λ1 may be expressed as an integral with respect to π:

λ1 =

∫
E
(

log
∥Mv∥
∥v∥

)
dπ(v) .
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2.2.2 The maximal Lyapunov exponent of P (t) = M(t) . . .M(1) for t ≥ 0

Following Newman [20], note that for our random matrix M , for any orthogonal matrix Q ∈ O(N − 1), the

law of Q−1MQ = QTMQ coincides with the law of M . (One just has to check that the entries of QTMQ are

pairwise uncorrelated Gaussians with the correct means and variances, a simple calculation.) It follows that the

invariant measure π is also invariant with respect to the group O(N − 1). There is a unique such measure on

P
(
RN−1

)
. It also follows that the distribution of ∥Mv∥

∥v∥ does not depend on v, so

λ1 = E (log ∥M1∥) ,

where M1 is the first row of M . Recalling the notation ρ = α(1 − β)2, we have

λ1 = λ1(α, β,N) :=
1

2
E

[
log

((
β +

√
ρ

√
N
X1

)2

+
N−1∑
i=2

ρ

N
X2
i

)]
, (22)

where X1, . . . , XN−1 are independent standard Gaussians. Notice that when N = 2 the second term inside the

logarithm is an empty sum. Let χ2
ν(κ) denote the non-central χ2 distribution with ν degrees of freedom and

non-centrality parameter κ. Then equation (22) can be interpreted as

λ1 =
1

2

(
log

ρ

N
+ E(log Y )

)
(23)

where Y ∼ χ2
N−1

(
Nβ2

ρ

)
. Next, for Yν,κ ∼ χ2

ν(κ), we have

E(log Yν,κ) = log 2 + e−κ/2
∞∑
j=0

1

j!

(κ
2

)j
ψ
(
j +

ν

2

)
, (24)

where ψ(x) = Γ′(x)
Γ(x) is the digamma function. This follows from the statement that each non-central chi-

squared random variable is a Poisson-weighted mixture of standard chi-squared random variables. Precisely, if

J ∼ Poi(κ/2) and, conditional on J = j, Y is a χ2 r.v. with ν + 2j degrees of freedom, then Y ∼ χ2
ν(κ).

Putting this together, we have

λ1 =
1

2

log
2ρ

N
+ exp

(
−Nβ

2

2ρ

) ∞∑
j=0

(
Nβ2

2ρ

)j
j!

ψ

(
j +

N − 1

2

) =
1

2

[
log

2ρ

N
+ ϕ(N−1)/2

(
Nβ2

2ρ

)]

= log β +
1

2

[
ϕ(N−1)/2 (z) − log z

]
,

(25)

where z = Nβ2/(2ρ) and

ϕm(x) = e−x
∞∑
j=0

xj

j!
ψ(j +m), ϕm(0) = ψ(m) .

This expression is the one stated in Theorem 1; the proof of the second part of equation (2) is deferred to

Lemma 8.

By conditioning on Wk and using the tower law for expectation we may rewrite the expression for λk as

λk(α, β,N) =
1

2

(
log

ρ

N
+ E(E(log Yk|Wk))

)
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where conditional on Wk we have Yk ∼ χ2
N−k

(
Nβ2W 2

k
ρ

)
. Proceeding as we did in the case k = 1, one could now

use equation (24) to obtain an analogue of equation (25), featuring the moments of W 2
k in the coefficients of the

infinite series. Note that W1 ≡ 1, so this agrees with the previous expression (23) for λk when k = 1.

2.2.3 Singular value decompositions

For any k × k real matrix P , there exists a singular value decomposition P = ADB, where A and B are

orthogonal k × k matrices and D is a diagonal matrix D = Diag(d1, . . . , dk) with d1 ≥ d2 ≥ · · · ≥ dk ≥ 0.

The diagonal factor D is uniquely determined subject to this condition, and the non-negative numbers di are

called the singular values of P . (Since P TP = BTDATADB = B−1D2B, the di are also the positive square

roots of the eigenvalues of P TP .) However, the pair (A,B) is not uniquely determined by P because there are

non-trivial orthogonal matrices which commute with D. In the case where the singular values of P are distinct,

the ambiguity in B consists of a choice of sign for each row of B.

We will consider a sequence of singular value decompositions P (t) = A(t)D(t)B(t), where P (t) = M(t) . . .M(1)

as above. Recall that we are interested in the asymptotic behaviour of CovX(t). In terms of the singular value

decomposition, we have

CovX(t) =
1

N
X̄(t)T X̄(t) =

1

N
X̄(0)TV TP (t)TP (t)V X̄(0) =

1

N
X̄(0)TV TB(t)T D(t)2B(t)V X̄(0) . (26)

Note that the final expression does not involve A(t).

Lemma 7. The singular value decompositions P (t) = A(t)D(t)B(t) for t = 1, 2, 3, . . . may be chosen so that

B(t) converges as t → ∞ to a random orthogonal matrix B ∈ O(N − 1). The limit matrix B depends on

the choice only up to multiplication of each row separately by ±1. Up to this row-by-row sign ambiguity, B is

distributed according to the Haar measure on O(N − 1), and in particular, the first row B1 is distributed (up

to sign) according to the uniform measure on the sphere SN−2. Regardless of the choice, D(t)1/t converges to

a deterministic diagonal matrix D with distinct positive diagonal entries satisfying D1,1 > · · · > DN−1,N−1.

Moreover, for i = 1, . . . , N−1 we have Di,i = exp(λi), where λ1 > λ2 > · · · > λN−1 are the Lyapunov exponents

of the sequence (P (t))t≥0.

Proof. We will use the results of Guivarc’h and Raugi [10] which are also stated in [4], Chapter 4, Theorem 1.2

and Corollary 1.3. The theorem concerns a sequence of random matrix products Sn = Yn . . . Y1 where Y1, Y2, . . .

are i.i.d. real k by k matrices matrices with common distribution µ, and Y1 is almost surely invertible. Denote

by Tµ the smallest closed sub-semigroup of GLk(R) that contains the support of the distribution of Y1. For

any p ∈ {1, . . . , k − 1}, Tµ is defined to be p-strongly irreducible if there does not exist a finite union L of

proper linear subspaces of the exterior power
∧pRk such that, for all M ∈ Tµ, (

∧pM) (L) is contained in L.

Here
∧pM denotes the unique linear endomorphism of

∧pRk which maps any decomposable vector of the form

v1 ∧ · · · ∧ vp to (Mv1) ∧ · · · ∧ (Mvp). Also for any p ∈ {1, . . . , k − 1}, Tµ is defined to be p-contracting if there

exists a sequence {Mn : n ≥ 1} in Tµ such that ∥
∧pMn∥−1

∧pMn converges to a rank one matrix. Guivarc’h

and Raugi proved that if Tµ is p-strongly irreducible and p-contracting for every p ∈ {1, . . . , k − 1} and in

addition E(log+ ∥Y1∥) < ∞, (where ∥ · ∥ denotes the operator norm with respect to the Euclidean norm), then

almost surely the following hold:
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• There exist polar decompositions Sn = KnDnUn, with Kn, Un ∈ O(k) and Dn diagonal with non-negative

entries, such that Kn → K as n→ ∞, where the random limit matrix K is also orthogonal.

• Taking the positive definite (2n)th root,
(
STn Sn

)1/2n → KTDK where D is a deterministic diagonal matrix

such that for each i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, Di,i ≥ 0 and, for i < d, if Di,i > 0 then Di,i > Di+1,i+1. We also have(
(Dn)i,i

)1/n
→ Di,i.

The numbers γ1, . . . , γk ∈ R∪{−∞} defined by γi = log(Di,i) are called the Lyapunov exponents of the random

sequence (Sn). They satisfy the relation

k∑
i=1

γi = E(log |detY (1)|) ,

so all γi are finite (equivalently, all Di,i are positive) if and only if E(| log(|detY (1)|)|) <∞.

We apply the above result to our random matrix products P (t) = M(t) . . .M(1). We let P (t) = A(t)D(t)B(t)

be a singular value decomposition of P (t), chosen so that in each row of B(t) the leftmost nonzero entry is

positive. We must check that the conditions of the theorem are satisfied in this case. We have k = N − 1 and

the support of the distribution of M(1) is the group GLk(R), so Tµ = GLk(R). It is straightforward to check

that Tµ is p-strongly irreducible and p-contracting for each p ∈ {1, . . . , k− 1}. The details are spelled out in [4],

Chapter 4, Proposition 2.3, which asserts that if Tµ contains an open subset of SLk(R) then Tµ is p-strongly

irreducible and p-contracting for each p ∈ {1, . . . , k − 1}. It remains to check that E(log+ ∥M(1)∥) <∞, which

is also straightforward; indeed E(∥M(1)∥2) < E(
∑

i,jM(1)2i,j) < ∞. To see that the Lyapunov exponents are

strictly positive, and hence distinct, we must check that E(| log(|detM(1)|)|) < ∞. The quantity detM(1)

is a non-constant polynomial function of the (N − 1)2 independent non-degenerate Gaussian matrix entries

of M(1), and therefore detM(1) has a distribution with a continuous density on the real line. (In fact, from [15,

§2] one may read off an explicit recursive description of the distribution of detM(1) as a mixture of almost

surely non-degenerate Gaussians, with the recursion indexed by the parameter N .) In particular the density

of detM(1) is bounded on a neighbourhood of 0, which implies that E(| log−(|detM(1)|)|) < ∞, and we also

have E(log+(|detM(1)|)) ≤ E((N−1) log+(∥M(1)∥)) <∞ because ∥M(1)∥ is the largest singular value of M(1),

while |det(M(1))| is the product of the singular values.

The entire sequence (P (t))t≥1 is invariant in law under conjugation by any member of the orthogonal

group O(N−1). This implies that the limit matrix B must be distributed (up to its row-by-row sign ambiguity)

according to Haar measure on O(N − 1), since this is the unique right-invariant Borel probability measure

on O(N − 1). Consequently, up to sign, B1 is distributed according to the uniform measure on the unit

sphere SN−2 ⊂ RN−1. Finally, the statements about the dependence of B and D upon the choices of polar

decompositions P (t) = A(t)D(t)B(t) follow from the fact that almost surely the singular values of P (t) are

distinct for each t ≥ 1.

We will denote the Lyapunov exponents of the sequence (P (t))t≥1 by λ1 > · · · > λN−1. That is, letting

D = limt→∞D(t)1/t be the limit given by Lemma 7, we have Di,i = exp(λi), for i = 1, . . . , N − 1.
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2.3 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1. We already computed the explicit value of the maximal Lyapunov exponent λ1 in §2.2.2.

By Lemma 5, to prove part (i) of Theorem 1 it suffices to show that λ1 < 0 implies that
∑∞

t=0 CovX(t) converges

almost surely. This follows from Lemma 7 and equation (26). Indeed, if λ1 < 0 then D1,1 = exp(λ1) < 1 so D(t)

converges exponentially fast to 0. Since B(t) also converges, (26) implies that CovX(t) almost surely converges

exponentially fast to the zero matrix, which implies the convergence of the series
∑∞

t=0 CovX(t).

Part (ii) concerns the critical case where λ1 = 0. We saw in Lemma 6 that CovX1,1(t) is a random walk with

i.i.d. increments distributed as the log of a non-central χ2 random variable, which has positive finite variance

and mean 0 in the critical case. This random walk is almost surely unbounded above. This follows, for example,

from Theorem 5.1.7 in [16]. In particular
∑∞

t=0 CovX(t) almost surely diverges. It then follows from Lemma 5

that µ(t) almost surely diverges as t→ ∞.

Suppose λ1 > 0. Let G be the σ-algebra generated by (X(t))t≥0. Let B = limt→∞B(t) be the G -measurable

orthogonal matrix described in Lemma 7, where (to make it well-defined) the choice of signs is made so that

the first non-zero entry in each row of B is positive. We will study the sequence of dot products u · Xi(t).

We will use the conditional Lévy-Borel-Cantelli lemma to show that almost surely, conditional on G , we have

|u · Xi(t)| → ∞ almost surely for each i = 1, . . . , N . Conditional on (G , X(t − 1)), the distribution of µ(t)

is Gaussian with mean µ(t − 1) and covariance ρ
NCovX(t − 1), and the distribution of each Xi(t) is Gaussian

with mean Xi(t) and covariance ρ
NCovX(t − 1). (Indeed, conditional on G each of X1(t), . . . , XN (t) and µ(t)

determines the others.) It follows that conditional on (G , X(t− 1)), the distribution of u ·Xi(t) is Gaussian; we

now compute its variance, using equation (26):

Var(u ·Xi(t) |G , X(t− 1)) = ρ uCovX(t− 1)uT

=
ρ

N
u X̄(0)TV TB(t− 1)T D(t− 1)2B(t− 1)V X̄(0)uT .

By Lemma 7 we see that as t→ ∞ the matrix D(t)/D1,1(t) converges almost surely to the d by d matrix whose

entries are all 0 except for a 1 in the top-left corner. Also B(t) converges a.s. to the G -measurable random limit

B in O(N). Hence a.s. we have

1

D1,1(t− 1)2
Var(u ·Xi(t) |G , X(t− 1)) → ρ

N

(
u · (B1V X̄(0))

)2
.

Let W denote the G -measurable random variable |u · (B1V X̄(0))|, which is the absolute value of the sole entry

of the 1 by 1 matrix uX̄(0)TV TBT
1 . The assumption that CovX(0) is a.s. positive definite implies that the

column vector uX̄(0)TV T is a.s. nonzero. Recall that the law of B1 is absolutely continuous with respect to the

uniform measure on the sphere SN−2 (up to its sign ambiguity). Since B is independent of X(0), we deduce

that W ̸= 0 almost surely. For any R > 0 we may bound the Gaussian density by its maximum and integrate

over (−R,R) to obtain

P(|u ·Xi(t)| < R |G , X(t− 1)) ≤ 2R

(2πVar(u ·Xi(t) |G , X(t− 1)))1/2
∼ 2

√
N R√

2πρWD1,1(t− 1)

For any ϵ > 0 we have

2
√
NR√

2πρWD1,1(t− 1)
= O

(
2
√
N Re−(λ1−ϵ)(t−1)

√
2πρW

)
,
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almost surely. The RHS above is summable in t when ϵ < λ1, hence

P(|u ·Xi(t)| < R for infinitely many t ) = 0 .

Since this holds for each R > 0, we have |u ·Xi(t)| → ∞ almost surely.

Essentially the same argument applies to u · µX(t), using

Var(u · µX(t) |G , X(t− 1)) =
ρ

N
uCovX(t− 1)uT .

The interpretation of Theorem 2 is that there is a random direction in Rd in which the opinions line up in

the limit t → ∞. The law of this direction is the unique invariant measure on P (Rd) under the action of the

group of linear isometries of the quadratic form
(
X̄(0)T X̄(0)

)−1
. The convergence of the population of opinions

to one-dimensionality occurs exponentially with rate λ1−λ2. Later we will show that λ1−λ2 behaves like 1/N

in the case β = 0, and is at least c(α, β)/N2 in the general case.

2.4 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof of part (a) of Theorem 2. We will apply a theorem of Guivarc’h and Raugi [10], which is given in [4,

Ch. 4, Thm. 1.2]. Let k ∈ {1, . . . , N − 1}. Recall that in the proof of Lemma 7 we checked that the random

matrix product sequence (P (t))t≥0 is k-strongly irreducible and k-contracting. Guivarc’h and Raugi showed

that these conditions imply that there is a unique invariant measure for the action of the random matrices

M(1),M(2), . . . on the projective space P
(∧k RN−1

)
. We will explain in detail what this means3.

The sum of the first k Lyapunov exponents is the maximal Lyapunov exponent for the induced action of

the matrix product sequence (P (t))t≥0 on the kth exterior power
∧k RN−1. This exterior power is the

(
N−1
k

)
-

dimensional Hilbert space with orthonormal basis

(ei1 ∧ · · · ∧ eik : 1 ≤ i1 < · · · < ik ≤ N − 1) . (27)

Any linear map L : RN−1 → RN−1 induces a linear map L̂ :
∧k RN−1 →

∧k RN−1 which acts on basis elements

by

L̂ : ei1 ∧ · · · ∧ eik 7→ (Lei1) ∧ · · · ∧ (Leik)

for each tuple (i1, . . . , ik) such that 1 ≤ i1 < · · · < ik ≤ N − 1. To express (Lei1) ∧ · · · ∧ (Leik) in terms of

the orthonormal basis (27), one expands the k-fold wedge using multilinearity together with the antisymmetry

relation, which says that for any permutation σ in the symmetric group Sk, and any 1 ≤ i1 ≤ · · · ≤ ik ≤ N − 1

we have

eσ(i1) ∧ · · · ∧ eσ(ik) = sgn(σ) ei1 ∧ · · · ∧ eik .

3Although we are simply extending the computation of Newman [20], the details of this argument were not included in Newman’s

paper, and we are aware of some papers on Lyapunov exponents in the mathematical physics literature in which similar calculations

are performed with incorrect justification.
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(In particular, any k-fold wedge with repetition is 0, which is why such wedges are not included in the basis.)

One can check that if L1 and L2 are two linear maps from RN−1 to RN−1 then ̂(L1L2) = L̂1L̂2. The induced

action of the identity map is the identity, so (̂L−1) = (L̂)−1. In particular,

P̂ (t) = M̂(t)M̂(t− 1) . . . M̂(1) ,

and P̂ (t) is almost surely invertible.

Any invertible linear map on
∧k RN−1 descends to a self-map of the projective space P

(∧k RN−1
)

. The

theorem of Guivarc’h and Raugi mentioned above states that there is a unique invariant probability measure πk

for this projective action. Let ̂O(N − 1) denote the group of transformations of P
(∧k RN−1

)
induced by the

action of O(N − 1) on RN−1. Since πk is unique, it must be invariant with respect to ̂O(N − 1), because the

matrices M(t) are invariant in law under conjugation by O(N − 1) and hence the matrices M̂(t) are invariant

in law under conjugation by the induced orthogonal transformations of
∧pRN−1. Furthermore, the measure πk

is supported on the closed subvariety D ⊆ P
(∧k RN−1

)
which is the image under projectivization of the set D

of decomposable vectors in
∧k RN−1. A non-zero vector in

∧k RN−1 is called decomposable if it is of the form

v1 ∧ · · · ∧ vk, where v1, . . . , vk are any k linearly independent vectors in RN−1. The action of ̂O(N − 1) on D

is transitive, and this implies that for any two points x, y ∈ D, the distributions of ∥M̂x∥
∥x∥ and ∥M̂y∥

∥y∥ coincide.

Indeed, there exists some U ∈ O(N−1) such that Û(x) ∝ y, and the law of M is invariant under conjugation by

U , so the law of M̂ is invariant under conjugation by Û . Let Mk
1 denote the N − 1 by k matrix whose columns

are the first k columns of M where M is a matrix distributed like M(1). Applying Furstenberg’s integral formula

to compute the maximal Lyapunov exponent of the sequence
(
P̂ (t)

)
t≥1

, we find that

λ1(α, β,N) + · · · + λk(α, β,N) = E

(
log

∥M̂(e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ek∥
∥e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ek∥

)
= E (log ∥M(e1) ∧ · · · ∧M(ek)∥)

=
1

2
E
(

log det

((
Mk

1

)T
Mk

1

))
.

(Note that in the top-dimensional case k = N−1 this reduces to the usual determinant formula E log(|detM |) for

the sum of all the Lyapunov exponents.) Comparing the above formulae for k and k−1 (for any 2 ≤ k ≤ N−1),

we obtain

λk(α, β,N) =
1

2
E

log
det
((
Mk

1

)T
Mk

1

)
det

((
Mk−1

1

)T
Mk−1

1

)
 . (28)

(Note that the determinants above are related to the volume of the relevant parallelepipeds.)

The ratio whose logarithm appears in the above formula is simply the squared length of the projection of

row k of M onto the orthogonal complement of the span of the first k − 1 rows of M . Row k is the sum of two

independent vectors, namely βek and
√
α(1−β)√
N

Gk, where Gk is a mean zero Gaussian vector whose covariance

matrix is IN−1. Let Sk−1 be the span of the first k−1 rows of M , and let πk−1 denote the orthogonal projection

onto the orthogonal complement of Sk−1. Then we can decompose Gk as the sum of three mutually orthogonal

components Gk = v1 + v2 + v3, where v1 ∈ Sk−1 and v2 is in the span of πk−1(ek). Row k is independent
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of Sk−1, so conditional on Sk−1, v1, v2 and v3 are conditionally independent Gaussian vectors, and conditional

on Sk−1, ∥v2∥2 has a χ2(1) distribution, and ∥v3∥2 has a χ2(N − k − 1) distribution. Since these distributions

do not depend on Sk−1, it is also holds unconditionally that ∥v2∥2 and ∥v3∥2 are independent with these two

χ2 distributions. Finally, v2 is parallel or antiparallel to πk−1(ek) with equal probability conditional on ∥v2∥.

Recall that ρ = α(1 − β)2. We obtain

det
((
Mk

1

)T
Mk

1

)
det

((
Mk−1

1

)T
Mk−1

1

) =

∥∥∥∥(√
α(1 − β)√

N
v2 + Pk−1(βek)

)
+

√
α(1 − β)√

N
v3

∥∥∥∥2

d
=

( √
ρ

√
N
X1 + βWk

)2

+

√
ρ

√
N

N−k∑
i=1

X2
i , (29)

where X1, . . . , XN−k are independent standard Gaussian random variables, independent of Wk, and Wk is the

random variable distributed as ∥Pk−1(ek)∥. Combining equations (28) and (29) yields the desired formula

for λk(α, β,N).

Proof of part (b) of Theorem 2. For 1 ≤ k ≤ N − 2, note that Wk strictly stochastically dominates Wk+1. To

see this, observe that Wk is also the distribution of Pk−1(eN−1), since the law of Sk−1 is invariant under the

orthogonal transformation which exchanges coordinates k and N − 1. Note that Pk = PkPk−1 so Pk(eN−1) =

Pk(Pk−1(eN−1). Define

Vk =

(
βWk +

√
α(1 − β)√

N
X1

)2

+
N−k∑
i=2

α(1 − β)2

N
X2
i .

It follows that λk+1 < λk, because λk = E(log Vk) and λk+1 = E (log Vk+1), for coupled random variables such

that Vk > Vk+1 almost surely. Note also that 0 ≤Wk ≤ 1 almost surely. Let

Ek = {X1 < 0 and |XN−k| = max(|X1|, . . . , |XN−k|) ≥ 1}.

Note that

• the sign of X1 is independent of the absolute values |X1|, . . . , |XN | and P(X1 < 0) = 1/2,

• P(max(|X1|, . . . , |XN−k|) ≥ 1) ≥ P(|X1| ≥ 1) = 2P(X1 ≥ 1) > 0.3,

• the events that |XN−k| = max(|X1|, . . . , |XN−k|) and max(|X1|, . . . , |XN−k|) ≥ 1 are independent,

• by symmetry, P(|XN−k| = max(|X1|, . . . , |XN−k|)) = 1/(N − k).

Therefore

P (Ek) = P(X1 < 0, |XN−k| ≥ 1 and |XN−k| = max(|X1|, . . . , |XN−k|)) >
1

2
× 0.3 × 1

N − k
=

0.15

N − k
.

Note that 0 ≤Wk ≤ 1 a.s. and on the event X1 < 0 we have(
βWk +

√
α(1 − β)√

N
X1

)2

≤ β2W 2
k +

α(1 − β)2

N
X2

1 ≤ β2 +
α(1 − β)2

N
X2

1 .
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Therefore on the event Ek we have

Vk+1

Vk
= 1−

α(1−β)2
N X2

N−k(
βWk +

√
α(1−β)√
N

X1

)2
+
∑N−k

i=2
α(1−β)2

N X2
i

≤ 1−
α(1−β)2

N X2
N−k

β2 +
∑N−k

i=1
α(1−β)2

N X2
N−k

≤ 1− 1
Nβ2

α(1−β)2 +N − k
.

Since Vk+1 ≤ Vk surely, and for 0 < x ≤ 0 we have log(1 − x) ≤ −x, we find

E(log(Vk+1/Vk)) ≤
−0.15

(N − k)
(

Nβ2

α(1−β)2 +N − k
) ,

which is to say that

λk − λk+1 ≥
0.15

(N − k)
(

Nβ2

α(1−β)2 +N − k
) ,

for every k in the range 1 ≤ k ≤ N − 2. Notice that this lower bound on the gap between successive Lyapunov

exponents is asymptotic to 0.15α(1 − β)2/(N(N − k)) as β approaches 1 from below.

Proof of Theorem 3. Since CovX(t) is a non-negative definite symmetric matrix, its operator norm is its largest

eigenvalue. Then the fact that D1,1 > D2,2 implies that the right-hand side of equation 26 is dominated

asymptotically by the contribution of the top-left entry of D(t), and hence

CovX(t)

∥CovX(t)∥
→ C

∥C∥
, where C = X̄(0)T V TBT

1 B1V X̄(0) .

The limit above is a random d by d matrix of rank one (since B1 has rank one), as long as C ̸= 0. It remains to

check that C ̸= 0 almost surely. Indeed, C could only be zero if B1V X(0) = 0, but we assumed that the initial

opinions are almost surely not all equal, which implies that V X(0) ̸= 0; then since B1 is uniformly distributed

on the unit sphere SN−2, up to it sign ambiguity, the probability that B1 lies in the left kernel of V X(0) is zero.

We defer the proof of equation (4) to the next section; see Lemma 10 below.

2.5 Some properties of the Lyapunov exponents λi(α, β,N)

In the next statement, we use the exponential integral defined for x > 0 as

Ei1(x) =

∫ ∞

1

e−xu

u
du =

∫ x

0

1 − e−u

u
du− γ − log(x).

Proposition 3. Suppose that N is odd and β > 0. Let m = (N − 1)/2. Then

λ1(α, β,N) = log β +
1

2

(
Ei1 (z) +

m−1∑
i=1

(−1)i (i− 1)!

zi

[
e−z −

(
m− 1

i

)])
(30)

where z = Nβ2

2ρ = Nβ2

2α(1−β)2 .

First, we will prove an auxiliary fact. Recall the definition of the function ϕm in equation (2).

Lemma 8. For all m > 0 we have

ϕm(x) = ψ(m) −
∞∑
k=1

(−x)k

k ·m(m+ 1) . . . (m+ k − 1)
= ψ(m) +

∫ 1

0

(1 − e−xs)(1 − s)m−1

s
ds.
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Proof. Differentiating the expression in (2), and using the fact that ψ(y + 1) − ψ(y) = 1/y, we get

ϕ′m(x) = −e−xψ(m) − e−x
∞∑
j=1

ψ(j +m)

[
xj

j!
− xj−1

(j − 1)!

]

= e−x [−ψ(m) + ψ(m+ 1)] + e−x
∞∑
j=1

xj

j!
[ψ(m+ j + 1) − ψ(m+ j)]

= e−x

 1

m
+

∞∑
j=1

xj

j!(m+ j)

 = e−x
∞∑
j=0

xj

j!(m+ j)
= E

(
1

m+ ξ

)
(31)

where ξ ∼ Poi(x). Note also that (
xmexϕ′m(x)

)′
=

∞∑
j=0

xj+m−1

j!
= xm−1ex

so that ϕm(x) satisfies the second-order linear differential equation

xϕ′′m + (x+m)ϕ′m = 1; ϕm(0) = ψ(m); ϕ′m(0) =
1

m
.

The expression for ϕ′m(x) can be simplified further:

ϕ′m(x) =
e−x

m

1 +
∞∑
j=1

xj

(j − 1)!

(
1

j
− 1

j +m

) =
e−x

m

 ∞∑
j=0

xj

j!
− x

∞∑
j=1

xj−1

(j − 1)!(j +m)


=
e−x

m

ex − x

∞∑
j=0

xj

j!(j +m+ 1)

 =
1

m
− x

m
ϕ′m+1(x).

Iterating this formula ℓ times, we obtain that

ϕ′m(x) =
1

m
− x

m(m+ 1)
+

x2

m(m+ 1)(m+ 2)
− · · · ± xℓ

m(m+ 1) . . . (m+ ℓ− 1)
ϕ′m+ℓ(x).

Noting that 0 ≤ ϕ′m(x) ≤ 1 for all m and letting ℓ→ ∞ we obtain

ϕ′m(x) =
∞∑
j=0

(−x)j

m(m+ 1) . . . (m+ j)
. (32)

Recalling that ϕm(0) = ψ(m), we obtain

ϕm(x) = ψ(m) −
∞∑
j=0

(−x)j+1

(j + 1) ·m(m+ 1) . . . (m+ j)
.

To get the second expression for ϕm(x), note that

1 − e−xs

s
= x− x2s

2!
+
x3s2

3!
− · · · = −

∞∑
k=1

(−x)ksk−1

k!

and thus∫ 1

0

(1 − e−xs)(1 − s)m−1

s
ds = −

∫ 1

0

( ∞∑
k=1

(−x)ksk−1

k!

)
(1 − s)m−1ds = −

∞∑
k=1

(−x)k

k Γ(k)

∫ 1

0
sk−1(1 − s)m−1ds

= −
∞∑
k=1

(−x)k

k Γ(k)
· Γ(k) Γ(m)

Γ(m+ k)
= −

∞∑
k=1

(−x)k

k ·m(m+ 1) . . . (m+ k − 1)
.

28



Proof of Proposition 3. In case of an integer m = (N − 1)/2, the expression obtained in (32) can be further

simplified to

ϕ′m(x) =
(m− 1)!

(−x)m

[ ∞∑
i=m

(−x)i

i!

]
=

(m− 1)!

(−x)m

[
e−x −

m−1∑
i=0

(−x)i

i!

]
.

Let

A =

m−1∑
i=1

(i− 1)!

(−x)i
e−x, B =

m−1∑
i=1

(i− 1)!

(−x)i

(
m− 1

i

)
, C = log(x) + Ei1(x).

Then

d

dx
A =

e−x

x
+

(m− 1)!e−x

(−x)m
=
e−x

x
+

(m− 1)!

(−x)m

∞∑
j=0

(−x)j

j!
,

d

dx
B =

(m− 1)!

(−x)m

[
1 − x+

x2

2!
− ....+

(−x)m−2

(m− 2)!

]
,

d

dx
C =

1 − e−x

x
=

(m− 1)!

(−x)m
·
[
−(−x)m−1

(m− 1!)

]
− e−x

x

hence
d

dx
(A−B +C) =

∞∑
j=m

(m− 1)!

j!
(−x)j−m = ϕ′m(x) according to (32). Hence, ϕm(x) = A−B +C + const.

Now we will show that this constant is, in fact, zero. Indeed,

lim
x↓0

C = lim
x↓0

(log(x) + Ei1(x)) = −γ,

and

A =
m−1∑
i=1

(i− 1)!

(−x)i

i∑
k=0

(−x)k

k!
+O(x) =

m−1∑
i=1

i−1∑
k=0

(i− 1)!

(−x)i−kk!
+

m−1∑
i=1

(i− 1)!

i!
+O(x)

=

m−1∑
i=1

i∑
j=1

(i− 1)!

(−x)j(i− j)!
+

m−1∑
i=1

1

i
+O(x) =

m−1∑
j=1

1

(−x)j

m−1∑
i=j

(i− 1)!

(i− j)!
+

m−1∑
i=1

1

i
+O(x)

=
m−1∑
j=1

(j − 1)!

(−x)j

m−1∑
i=j

(
i− 1

j − 1

)
+

m−1∑
i=1

1

i
+O(x) =

m−1∑
j=1

(j − 1)!

(−x)j

(
m− 1

j

)
+
m−1∑
i=1

1

i
+O(x) = B +

m−1∑
i=1

1

i
+O(x)

(using the formula from 24.1.1 in Abramowitz and Stegun [1] in the penultimate equality) resulting in

lim
x↓0

(A−B) =

m−1∑
i=1

1

i
,

So, since ϕm(0) = ψ(m) = −γ + 1 + 1
2 + · · · + 1

m−1 ,

ϕm(x) = A−B + C = log(x) + Ei1(x) +
m−1∑
i=1

(i− 1)!

(−x)i

[
e−x −

(
m− 1

i

)]
, x > 0,

which together with Theorem 1 yields the statement of the claim.
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Remark 6. Let z = Nβ2

2α(1−β)2 . From Proposition 3 we obtain

λ1(α, β,N) = log β +
Ei1 (z)

2
+



0, when N = 3,

1 − e−z

2z
, when N = 5,

(z − 1)(2 − e−z)

2z2
+

1

2z2
, when N = 7,

(z2 − z + 2)(3 − e−z)

2z3
− 2

z3
, when N = 9.

Lemma 9. As N → ∞ with α, β and ρ = α(1 − β)2 all fixed,

λ1(α, β,N) =
1

2
log
(
ρ+ β2

)
+ o(1). (33)

Proof. Set z = Ny/2, where y = β2

ρ = β2

α(1−β)2 = O(1) and y > 0. Recalling that m = (N − 1)/2, from

Theorem 1 we have

2λ1 = ϕN−1
2

(
Nβ2

2ρ

)
+ log

2ρ

N

= ψ

(
N − 1

2

)
+

∫ 1

0

(
1 − e−

Nys
2

)
(1 − s)

N−3
2 ds

s
+ log

2ρ

N
= log ρ+ o(1) + I

where

I =

∫ 1

0

(
1 − e−

Nys
2

)
(1 − s)

N−3
2 ds

s
=

∫ N

0

(1 − e−
yt
2 )
(
1 − t

N

)N−3
2 dt

t

since ψ(x) = log x+O(1/x) as x→ ∞, see [1, 6.3.21]. As ln(1 − x) ≤ −x for all ∈ [0, 1),

N − 3

2
log

(
1 − t

N

)
≤ − t

2

(
1 − 3

N

)
.

Since ln(1 − x) ≥ −x− x2 for 0 ≤ x ≤ 1
2 , when t ≤ N/2 we also have

N − 3

2
log

(
1 − t

N

)
≥ N − 3

2

(
− t

N
− t2

N2

)
≥ − t

2
.

Let

I∗(k,M) =

∫ M

0

(
1 − e−

yt
2

)
e−

kt
2

dt

t
.

Then

I∗(1 − 3/N,N) ≥ I ≥
∫ N/2

0

(
1 − e−

yt
2

)(
1 − t

N

)N−3
2 dt

t
≥ I∗(1, N/2).

On the other hand, if I∗(k,∞) = limM→∞ I∗(k,M), then 0 ≤ I∗(k,∞) − I∗(k,M) ≤ 2
ke

−kM/2 and I∗(k,M) is

continuous in k, therefore

I =

∫ ∞

0

(
1 − e−

yt
2

)
e−

t
2

dt

t
+ o(1)

as N → ∞. The integral I can be computed by differentiating it with respect to y: if

f(y) =

∫ ∞

0

(
1 − e−

yt
2

)
e−

t
2

dt

t
=

∫ ∞

0

(
1 − e−yt

)
e−t

dt

t
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then

f ′(y) =

∫ ∞

0
e−(y+1)tdt =

1

y + 1
, f(0) = 0.

So I = f(y) + o(1) = ln(y + 1) + o(1), yielding (33).

Remark 7. By differentiating I∗(k,∞) with respect to k, bounding the derivative, and integrating again, one

can obtain an error bound of the form O(y/N) +O(e−N/2), where the implied constants do not depend on y.

Remark 8. For large N and fixed β, this expression for λ1 equals zero when

α = αcr(β) =
1 + β

1 − β
+ o(1).

where αcr = αcr(β) is defined as the value of α which makes λ1 equal to zero.

Lemma 10. As N → ∞,

λ1 − λ2 =
1

2N

(
1 −

[
β2

ρ+ β2

]2)
+ o

(
1

N

)
(34)

(in particular, if β = 0, we get λ1 − λ2 = 1+o(1)
2N .)

Proof. From Theorem 2 we have 2λ2 = E logQ , where

Q =

(
βW2 +

√
ρ

√
N
X1

)2

+

N−2∑
i=2

ρ

N
X2
i , (35)

where X1, . . . , XN−2 are i.i.d. standard normal. It is easy to verify that

W 2
2 = 1 − ρ

N
· ξ22(
β +

√
ρ
N ξ1

)2
+ ρ

N

(
ξ22 + ξ23 + · · · + ξ2N−1

) ∈ [0, 1] (36)

where ξ1, . . . , ξN−1 are i.i.d. standard normal, independent of X1, . . . , XN−2. Hence

2λ2 − log(ρ+ β2) = E logQ− log(ρ+ β2) = E log (1 + η) , (37)

where

η =
β2(W 2

2 − 1) + 2βW2

√
ρ√
N
X1 + ρ

NX
2
1 + ρ

N

[∑N−2
i=2 X2

i −N
]

ρ+ β2
.

For the rest of the calculations, we assume that N is large. Define the events

A0 =
{
|ξ23 + · · · + ξ2N−1 −N | < N5/8

}
, A1 =

{
|ξ1| < N1/8, |ξ2| < N1/8

}
,

B0 =
{
|X2

2 + · · · + ξ2N−2 −N | < N5/8
}
, B1 =

{
|X1| < N1/8

}
,

and let A = A0 ∩ A1 ∩ B0 ∩ B1. The Massart and Laurent bounds (Lemma 1 in [17]) for the chi-squared

distribution χ with k degrees of freedom state that

P
(
χ− k > 2

√
kx+ 2x

)
≤ e−x; P

(
χ− k < −2

√
kx
)
≤ e−x.
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Hence, noting that the events in A0 and B0 deal with chi-squared random variables with N − 3 degrees of

freedom, and using the trivial bounds for standard normal random variables, we conclude (set x = N1/4) that

P(A c) ≤ c1 exp
(
−c2N1/4

)
(38)

for some c1, c2 > 0.

On A we have |W 2
2 − 1| ≤ N−3/4(1 + o(1)) and thus η = O(N−3/8). As a result,

log(1 + η) = η − η2

2
+ cηη

3

where we can assume that 0 ≤ cη ≤ 1. Consequently,

E [log(1 + η)1A ] = E[η1A ] − E[η21A ]

2
+O(N−9/8)

We have

(ρ+ β2)E[η1A ] = −ρβ
2

N
E

[
ξ22 1A

(β +
√
ρ/Nξ1)2 + ρξ22/N + ρ(ξ23 + · · · + ξ2N−1)/N

]
+ E

[
2βW2

√
ρ

√
N
X11A

]

+ E

[
ρ

N

(
N−2∑
i=1

X2
i −N

)
1A

]
= −ρβ

2

N
· 1 + o(1)

ρ+ β2
+ 0 − 2ρ+ o(1)

N
= − ρ

N
· 2ρ+ 3β2

ρ+ β2
+ o

(
1

N

)
sinceX1 is symmetric even on A , and E

[(∑N−2
i=1 X2

i −N
)
1A c

]
and E

[
ξ221A c

]
are exponentially small. Further,

(ρ+ β2)2E[η21A ] = E

[(
β2(W 2

2 − 1) + 2βW2

√
ρ

√
N
X1 +

ρ

N
X2

1 +
ρ

N
(Y − 3)

)2

1A

]

=
4β2ρ+ o(1)

N
+ 0 + E

[(
β2(W 2

2 − 1) +
ρ

N
X2

1 +
ρ

N
(Y − 3)

)2
1A

]
=

4β2ρ

N
+

ρ2

N2
E
[
Y 21A

]
+ o

(
1

N

)
=

4β2ρ

N
+

2ρ2(N − 3)

N2
+ o

(
1

N

)
=
ρ(2ρ+ 4β2)

N
+ o

(
1

N

)
where Y =

∑N−2
i=2 X2

i − (N − 3) is centred chi-squared random variable with N − 3 degrees of freedom, using

again the fact that X1 is symmetric, and E
[
Y 21A c

]
is exponentially small. Summarizing,

E [log(1 + η)1A ] = − ρ

N

[
2ρ+ 3β2

(ρ+ β2)2
+

ρ+ 2β2

(ρ+ β2)2

]
+ o

(
1

N

)
= − ρ

N

3ρ+ 5β2

(ρ+ β2)2
+ o

(
1

N

)
On the other hand, bythe Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (38) we obtain

|E [log(Q)1A c ]| ≤
√
E log2(Q)

√
E [1A c ] =

√
E log2(Q) ·

√
P(A c)

≤
√
E log2(Q) · c1/21 exp

(
−c2N1/4/2

)
(39)

where Q is defined by (35). Since

E
[
log2(Q)1Q≥1

]
≤ E

[
log2(Q)1Q≥1

]
≤ E[Q2] = O(1);

E
[
log2(Q)1Q<1

]
≤ E

[
Q−1 1Q<1

]
≤ E[Q−1] ≤ N

ρ
E

[
1

X2
2 + · · · +X2

N−2

]
=

N

ρ(N − 5)
= O(1),
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Figure 5: αcr as function of N for β = 0

equations (37) and (39) imply that E [log(1 + η)1A c ] = o(1/N) and thus

E [log(1 + η)] = − ρ

N

3ρ+ 5β2

(ρ+ β2)2
+ o

(
1

N

)
.

Combining this with (37) and subtracting (33), we get

λ1 − λ2 =
ρ
(
ρ+ 2β2

)
2N(ρ+ β2)2

+ o

(
1

N

)
.

In the particular case β = 0, the expectation in (22) is straightforward to compute analytically, and evaluates

(see [5]) to

λ1(α, 0, N) =
log 2α

N + ψ
(
N−1
2

)
2

.

Trivially, λ1 is an increasing function of α and the critical value of α is

αcr(0) =
N

2
exp

(
−ψ

(
N − 1

2

))
,

(see Figure 5). The other Lyapunov exponents are also known in the β = 0 case (see [20]). For k = 1, . . . , N − 1

we have

λk =
log 2α

N + ψ
(
N−k
2

)
2

.

For β > 0 we have the following bound.

Proposition 4. For β > 0, we have

αcr(β) <
αcr(0)

(1 − β)2
=
N e−ψ(N−1

2 )

2(1 − β)2
.
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Proof. From Theorem 1, we see that λ1 = 0 if and only if

ϕN−1
2

(
Nβ2

2ρ

)
+ log

2ρ

N
= 0

where ρ = α(1 − β2). Let ρcr(β) = (1 − β)2αcr(β) be the ρ for which the displayed equality above holds for a

given β. Since ϕm(x) > ϕm(0) ≡ ψ(m) by Lemma 8, we get for β > 0

log
2ρcr(β)

N
= −ϕN−1

2

(
Nβ2

2ρcr(β)

)
< −ϕN−1

2
(0) = log

2ρcr(0)

N

yielding ρcr(β) < ρcr(0).

Lemma 11. For N ≥ 3 (i.e., m ≥ 1) the function ρcr(β) is decreasing in β.

Proof. Indeed, ρcr(β) satisfies

ϕm(z) + log ρcr(β) ≡ const

where z = Nβ2/(2ρcr(β)). Differentiating w.r.t. β we get

ϕ′m(z)

[
Nβ

ρ
− Nβ2

2ρ2
ρ′
]

+
ρ′

ρ
= 0 =⇒ ρ′(zϕ′m(z) − 1) = Nβϕ′m(z).

But ϕm(·) is an increasing function with ϕ′m > 0, and by (31)

zϕ′m(z) = ze−z
∞∑
j=0

zj

j!(m+ j)
≤ e−z

∞∑
j=0

zj+1

j!(j + 1)
= e−z

∞∑
k=1

zk

k!
= 1 − e−z < 1 (40)

since m ≥ 1, yielding ρ′(β) < 0 for all β ∈ [0, 1). As a result

αcr(β)(1 − β)2 < αcr(β0)(1 − β0)
2

whenever β > β0 ≥ 0 and N ≥ 3.

Remark 9. It seems from numerics that Lemma 11 is true for N = 2 as well, but we do not have a proof of

this.

Lemma 12. If m ≥ 1, then as x→ ∞

ϕm(x) = log x+
m− 1

x
+ o

(
1

x

)
.

Proof. From the integral representation

ϕm(x) − ψ(m) =

∫ 1

0

(1 − e−xs)(1 − s)m−1

s
ds

=

∫ 1

0

1 − e−xs

s
ds− (m− 1)

∫ 1

0
1 − e−xsds+

∫ 1

0

1 − e−xs

s

[
(1 − s)m−1 − 1 + (m− 1)s

]
ds

= γ + log x+ Ei1(x) − (m− 1) +
(m− 1)(1 − e−x)

x
+ I
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where

I =

∫ 1

0

1 − e−xs

s

[
(1 − s)m−1 − 1 + (m− 1)s

]
ds

=

∫ 1

0

∞∑
k=2

(−1)k
(
m− 1

k

)
sk−1ds−

∫ 1

0

e−xs

s

[
(1 − s)m−1 − 1 + (m− 1)s

]
ds

=
∞∑
k=2

(−1)k

k

(
m− 1

k

)
+R = (m− 1) − ψ(m) − γ +R

(from the Newton series for the digamma function) where

R :=

∫ 1

0

e−xsg(s)

s
ds, g(s) := (1 − s)m−1 − 1 + (m− 1)s.

Note that sups∈[0,1] |g(s)| ≤ m− 1 and by Peano’s formula

g(s) = (m− 1)(m− 2)(1 − θ(s))m−3 s
2

2!
.

for some 0 ≤ θ(s) ≤ s. Hence for 0 ≤ s ≤ 1/2 we have |g(s)| ≤ Cms
2 for some Cm > 0. Consequently,

|R| ≤ Cm

∫ 1/2

0
s2 e−xsds+ 2(m− 1)

∫ 1

1/2
e−xsds ≤ Cm

∫ ∞

0
s e−xsds+ (m− 1)e−x/2 =

1

x2
+ o(x−2)

yielding

ϕm(x) − log x = ψ(m) + γ + Ei1(x) − (m− 1) +
m− 1

x
+ I = Ei1(x) +

m− 1

x
+O

(
1

x2

)
=
m− 1

x
+ o(1/x)

Proposition 5. For N ≥ 4 fixed, we have

αcr(β) ∼ 2N

N − 3
· 1

1 − β
as β ↗ 1.

Proof. Make z depend on β by substituting α = αcr(β) into z = Nβ2

2α(1−β)2 . From the equality

λ1(αcr(β), β,N) = log β +
1

2

[
ϕN−1

2
(z) − log z

]
= 0

we find that log β is equal to a function of z. By the inequality (40), this function of z is decreasing in z. Using

Lemma 12 we obtain

0 = 2 log β +
m− 1

z
(1 + o(1))

so that we must have z → ∞ as β ↗ 1. Hence

0 = 2 log β +
m− 1

z
(1 + o(1))) = 2 log β +

(N − 3)/2
Nβ2

2αcr(β)(1−β)2
(1 + o(1))

so that

αcr(β) ∼ 2N

N − 3
· log β−1

(1 − β)2
∼ 2N

N − 3
.

1

1 − β
as β ↗ 1

when N ≥ 4, as required.
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3 Analysis of Model B

Recall that model B is defined by the Itô form matrix stochastic differential equation (6):

dZ(t) = −γZ(t)dt+ dB(t)T (t)

where

Z(t) =

(
IN − 1

N
1N,N

)
Z(t)

CovZ(t) =
1

N
Z(t)T Z(t) ,

and T (t) is the unique non-negative definite symmetric square root of CovZ(t).

Lemma 13. The stochastic differential equation (6) has a unique strong solution.

Proof. We claim that the coefficients −γZ(t) = −γ
(
Z(t) − 1N,1µ

Z(t)
)

and T (t) are globally Lipschitz functions

of the state Z(t). The existence and uniqueness of a strong solution follows from this claim by a well-known

theorem of Itô (see for example [12, Thm IV.3.1] or [13, Thms 5.2.5 and 5.2.9]). Since all norms on a given

finite-dimensional space of matrices are equivalent, it does not matter which norm we use to check the global

Lipschitz condition. It is easiest to use the Frobenius norm. The Frobenius norm ∥A∥2 of an m by n (real or

complex) matrix A is simply the square root of the sum of the squares of the absolute values of its entries.

The absolute value of a rectangular real or complex matrix A is the unique non-negative definite Hermitian

square root of A∗A, where A∗ denotes the Hermitian conjugate of A. Note that T (t) = 1
N

∣∣Z(t)
∣∣. We apply

the Araki-Yamagami inequality (originally proven in [2, Thm 1] for operators on a Hilbert space, but see [3,

Thm VII.5.7, eqn VII.39] for a version that applies to arbitrary rectangular real or complex matrices). This

says that the map that sends any matrix A to its absolute value |A| is Lipschitz with constant
√

2 with respect

to the Frobenius norm:

∥ |A| − |B| ∥2 ≤
√

2∥A−B∥2 . (41)

This shows that the map Z(t) 7→ T (t) is a (
√

2/N)-Lipschitz map from the space of N by d real matrices

to the space of d by d real matrices, with respect to their Frobenius norms. Since the map Z(t) 7→ Z(t)

is an orthogonal projection with respect to the Frobenius norm, it is 1-Lipschitz, and hence the composition

Z(t) 7→ T (t) is (
√

2/N)-Lipschitz.

From the uniqueness statement, we may deduce the following corollary:

Corollary 3. The process Z(·) is affinely invariant: if M is any d by d real matrix and v ∈ Rd is any row

vector, then (Z(t)M + 1N,1v)t≥0 is the unique strong solution of the SDE (6) started from the initial condition

Z(0)M + 1N,1v, (with the same driving Brownian motions).

Note that Z(·) satisfies an autonomous SDE, namely

dZ(t) =

(
IN − 1

N
1N,N

)
dZ(t) = −γZ(t)dt+ dB(t)T (t) ,

where B(t) =
(
IN − 1

N 1N,N
)
B(t). We also remark that the infinitesimal covariation of the process Z(·) satisfies

(in matrix form) dZ(t)TdZ(t) = CovZ(t) dt.
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3.1 Proof of Theorem 4

Norris, Rogers, and Williams [21] discuss the right-invariant Brownian motion G on GL(n,R), satisfying G(0) =

I, and

∂G = (∂B)G

where ∂ denotes the Stratonovich differential, which is convenient here for the simple form of its chain rule,

and B is a standard n2-dimensional Brownian motion, thought of as an n by n matrix of independent standard

Brownian motions. The Itô form of this matrix SDE is

dH = dB G+
1

2
dB dG = dB G+

1

2
Gdt .

The right-invariance implies that for each u > 0, the process (G(t + u)G(u)−1 : t ≥ 0) is identical in law

to G and is independent of the process (G(r) : r ≤ u). Therefore, conditional on G(u) = K, the process

(G(t + u) : t ≥ 0) is identical in law to (G(t)K : t ≥ 0), which is a right-invariant Brownian motion started

at K. The process G(·) almost surely exists for all time. The authors of [21] note that
(
G−1

)T
is identical in

law to G, and that if v(0) ∈ Rn is any fixed vector then the process defined by v(t) := G(t)v(0) satisfies the

autonomous Stratonovich form SDE

∂v(t) = (∂B)v(t) .

They define X(t) = G(t)G(t)T and Y (t) = G(t)TG(t), and study the properties of the two processes X and Y

in the space of positive-definite symmetric matrices. In particular, they show that each of X(·) and Y (·)
is a Markov process in its own generated filtration. Moreover, the law of Y is invariant under similarity

transformation Y 7→ KTY K, for an arbitrary fixed element K ∈ O(n). (In [21] this is stated for K ∈ GL(n),

but in fact orthogonality of K is required to make the similarity transformation preserve the initial condition

G(0) = I.)

Lemma 14. Let W be an N − 1 by N − 1 matrix of independent standard Brownian motions and let R be a

continuous semimartingale adapted to the same filtration as W , such that the columns of R are almost surely

orthogonal. Let S be the solution of the matrix Itô equation dS = dWR with initial value S(0) = 0N−1,d. Then

S is an N − 1 by d matrix of independent Brownian motions, also adapted to the same filtration as W .

Proof. S is a continuous matrix martingale, so by Lévy’s characterization of multidimensional Brownian motion

it suffices to check the covariation:

dSi,jdSk,ℓ =
d∑
a=1

d∑
b=1

dWiaRajdWkbRbℓ = dt
∑
a,b

δikδabRajRbℓ = δikδjℓ dt.

With this background in hand, we are in a position to prove Theorem 4.

Proof of Theorem 4. Let the processes Ŵ , H, Z, Z, F and T be as constructed in the statement of Theorem 4.

We begin by showing that the process V Z, which takes its values in the space of N − 1 by d matrices, and is

equal to V Z, satisfies the following Stratonovich form SDE:

∂(V Z)(t) = −γ′V Z(t)∂t+
1√
N
∂W (t)V Z(t) , (42)
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where W is an N − 1 by N − 1 matrix of independent standard Brownian motions. This follows on applying

the Leibniz rule to the defining equation for Z, which we recall:

Z(t) = e−γ
′tV TG(t/N)V Z(0) .

The final term in (42) arises from setting

Wt =
√
NŴt/N

where Ŵ is the driving matrix of Brownian motions in (7), which we use in the form ∂G(t/N) = ∂Ŵt/NG(t/N).

We now convert (42) into Itô form:

d(V Z)(t) = −γ′V Z(t)dt+
1√
N
dW (t)V Z(t) +

1

2
√
N
dW (t)d(V Z)(t) . (43)

We may compute the covariation term dW (t)d(V Z)(t) by computing the infinitesimal covariation of dW with

both sides of (43), obtaining

dW (t) d(V Z)(t) =
1√
N
dW (t) dW (t)V Z(t) =

1√
N
IN−1dt V Z(t) =

1√
N
V Z(t)dt .

Substituting this back into (43) we obtain

d(V Z)(t) = −
(
γ′ − 1

2N

)
V Z(t)dt+

1√
N
dW (t)V Z(t) = −γV Z(t)dt+

1√
N
dW (t)V Z(t) . (44)

We see that the passage from Stratonovich to Itô form merely requires a modification of the coefficient of the

drift of V Z towards 0.

Since V V T = IN−1 and V TV Z(t) =
(
IN − 1

N 1N,N
)
Z = Z(t), we have

NCovZ(t) = Z(t)TZ(t) = Z(t)TV TV V TV Z(t) = Z(t)TV TV Z(t) = (V Z(t))TV Z(t) .

Recall that Z was constructed as

Z(t) = e−γ
′tV TG(t/N)V Z(0) ,

so we have

V Z(t) = V Z(t) = eγ
′tV V TG(t/N)V Z(0) = eγ

′tG(t/N)V Z(0) ,

and hence

NCovZ(t) = (V Z(t))TV Z(t) = e−2γ′tZ(0)TV TG(t/N)TG(t/N)V Z(0) . (45)

Since G(t/N) ∈ GL(n,R) for all t, we find that G(t/N)V Z(0) has the same rank as V Z(0), namely d, and

hence CovZ(t) is strictly positive definite, and so T (t) is non-singular. Since the positive definite square-root

map is analytic on the space of positive definite symmetric matrices, T (t) is a continuous semimartingale, and

so is T (t)−1. Define

R(t) = V Z(t)T (t)−1 ,

and observe that since T (t) is a symmetric matrix, we have

R(t)TR(t) = NT (t)−1(V Z(t))TV Z(t)T (t)−1 = T (t)−1T (t)2T (t)−1 = Id ,
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which is to say that R(t) is an N − 1 by d matrix with orthogonal columns. Moreover, R is a continuous

semimartingale adapted to the same filtration as W . Now we apply Lemma 14 to obtain an N−1 by d matrix S

of independent Brownian motions such that

dS(t) = dW (t)R(t) = dW (t)V Z(t)T (t)−1 ,

and hence

dS(t)T (t) = dW (t)V Z(t) .

This means we may rewrite (44) as

d(V Z)(t) = −γV Z(t)dt+
1√
N
dS(t)T (t) . (46)

Multiplying on the left by V T and using V Z = V Z we obtain

dZ(t) = −γZ(t)dt+
1√
N
d(V TS)(t)T (t) . (47)

Now define

B(t) := V TS(t) +
1√
N

1N,1F (t) . (48)

Since the columns of V T are orthonormal and orthogonal to the unit column vector 1√
N
1N,1, we see by a

calculation similar to the proof of Lemma 14 that B is an N by d matrix of independent standard Brownian

motions.

Recall that Z is constructed from Z(0) and the process Z by solving

dZ(t) = dZ(t) +
1√
N

1N,1dF (t)T (t) . (49)

Combining (47), (48), and (49), we obtain equation (6). To check that we have a strong solution, note that

F and S may be recovered from B, so it is apparent from (47) and (49) that Z(t) is a measurable function of

(Bs)0≤s≤t. This completes the proof of Theorem 4.

Proof of Corollary 1. When γ > 1
2 − 3

2N , we have 2γ′ > N−2
N . Now, N−2

N is the leading Lyapunov exponent of

the process Y (t/N) = G(t/N)TG(t/N) (see [21]). Hence by equation (45) we have Z(t)TZ(t) → 0 a.s., which

implies that Z(t) → 0 a.s., and in fact T (t) decays exponentially, which implies that Z(t) − Z(t) a.s. converges

as t→ ∞.

On the other hand, suppose that γ < 1
2−

3
2N . Then a.s. the leading eigenvalue of CovZ(t) grows exponentially

as t→ ∞, so Z(t) and Z(t) must both be unbounded as t→ ∞.

We conclude this section with a few remarks about the process CovZ . Almost surely the rank of CovZ(t) is

equal for all t to the rank of CovZ(0), and the minimal affine space containing {Z1(t), . . . , ZN (t)} is Rd for all

t. This follows from the fact that G(t) stays in GL(N − 1,R) for all time, almost surely.

Finally, we will prove Proposition 2, which states that CovZ(t) is a Markov process in its own filtration.
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Proof of Proposition 2. We use (44) to compute

dW (t) dV Z(t) =
1√
N
V Z(t) dt

and

dW (t)TdV Z(t) =
1√
N
dW (t)TdW (t)V Z(t) =

N − 1√
N

V Z(t) dt ,

hence

(d(V Z)(t))Td(V Z)(t) =
1√
N

(d(V Z)(t))TdW (t)V Z(t) =
N − 1

N
(V Z(t))TV Z(t) = (N − 1)CovZ(t) .

Taking the Itô differential of both sides of the equation NCovZ(t) = V Z(t)TV Z(t), we find

NdCovZ(t) = d(V Z(t))TV Z(t) + (V Z(t))TdV Z(t) + dV Z(t)T dV Z(t)

= (N − 1 − 2γN)CovZ(t) +
1√
N

(V Z(t))T (dW (t)T + dW (t))V Z(t)

We now use the (canonical) decomposition V Z(t) = R(t)T (t), and another application of Lemma 14, to express

this as

NdCovZ(t) = (N − 1 − 2γN)CovZ(t) +
1√
N
T (t)(dS(t)TR(t) +R(t)TdS(t))T (t) ,

where S(t) is some N − 1 by d matrix of independent Brownian motions adapted to the same filtration as W .

Another calculation similar to the proof of Lemma 14 shows that because R(t) has orthogonal columns, we

may replace dS(t)TR(t) by a d by d matrix U of independent standard Brownian motions adapted to the same

filtration as W . We obtain

NdCovZ(t) = (N − 1 − 2γN)CovZ(t) +
1√
N
T (t)(dU(t)T + dU(t))T (t) ,

Since T (t) is a function of CovZ(t), this implies that
(
CovZ(t)

)
t≥0

is a Markov process in its own generated

filtration. This result is similar to the result in [21] that the process Y (t) = G(t)TG(t) is a Markov process

in its own filtration. However, we were not able to deduce Proposition 2 directly from the Markovian nature

of Y .

Remark 10. With extra work we believe that it should be possible to show that the mapping from Z to CovZ is a

strong lumping, which is to say that for any time s > 0, conditional on CovZ(s), the future process
(
CovZ(t)

)
t≥s

and Z(s) are independent.
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convergence, Zeit. für Wahrscheinlichkeitstheorie und Verw. Gebiete. 69 (1985), 187–242.

[11] Hossein Hassani, Roozbeh Razavi-Far, Mehrdad Saif, Francisco Chiclana, Ondrej Krejcar and Enrique

Herrera-Viedma, Classical dynamic consensus and opinion dynamics models: A survey of recent trends

and methodologies, Information Fusion, Volume 88, (2022), 22–40.

[12] Nobuyuki Ikeda and Shinzo Watanabe, Stochastic Differential Equations and Diffusion Processes, North-

Holland (1981).

[13] Ioannis Karatzas and Steven E. Shreve, Brownian Motion and Stochastic Calculus, 2nd ed., Springer

(1991).

[14] Vladislav Kargin, On the Largest Lyapunov Exponent for Products of Gaussian Matrices,

J. Stat. Phys. 157, (2014), 70–83.

[15] Manjunath Krishnapur and Bálint Virág, The Ginibre ensemble and Gaussian analytic functions,

Int. Math. Res. Not. (2014), 1441–1464.

[16] Gregory F. Lawler and Vlada Limic, Random Walk: A Modern Introduction, Cambridge University

Press (2010).

[17] Beatrice Laurent, Pascal Massart, Adaptive estimation of a quadratic functional by model selection, Ann.

Statist. 28(5) (2000), 1302–1338.

41



[18] Yves Le Jan, On isotropic brownian motions, Z. Wahr. 70, 609–620 (1985).

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00531870

[19] Jens Marklof, Yves Tourigny and Lech Wo lowski, Explicit invariant measures for products of random

matrices, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., Vol. 360, No. 7, (2008) 3391–3427.

[20] Charles M. Newman, The distribution of Lyapunov exponents: Exact results for random matrices, Com-

mun. Math. Phys. 103, 121–126 (1986).

[21] James R. Norris, L. Chris G. Rogers, and David Williams, Brownian motions of ellipsoids, Trans. Amer.

Math. Soc, 294, no. 2, 757–765 (1986).

[22] Antonio F. Peralta, János Kertésza, Gerardo Iñigueza, Opinion dynamics in social networks: From
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