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The convergence rate is a crucial issue in opinion dynamics, which characterizes how quickly
opinions reach a consensus and tells when the collective behavior can be formed. However, the
key factors that determine the convergence rate of opinions are elusive, especially when individuals
interact with complex interaction types such as friend/foe, ally/adversary, or trust/mistrust. In
this paper, using random matrix theory and low-rank perturbation theory, we present a new body
of theory to comprehensively study the convergence rate of opinion dynamics. First, we divide the
complex interaction types into five typical scenarios: mutual trust (+/+), mutual mistrust (−/−),
trust/mistrust (+/−), unilateral trust (+/0), and unilateral mistrust (−/0). For diverse interaction
types, we derive the mathematical expression of the convergence rate, and further establish the direct
connection between the convergence rate and population size, the density of interactions (network
connectivity), and individuals’ self-confidence level. Second, taking advantage of these connections,
we prove that for the (+/+), (+/−), (+/0), and random mixture of different interaction types, the
convergence rate is proportional to the population size and network connectivity, while it is inversely
proportional to the individuals’ self-confidence level. However, for the (−/−) and (−/0) scenarios,
we draw the exact opposite conclusions. Third, for the (+/+,−/−) and (−/−,−/0) scenarios,
we derive the optimal proportion of different interaction types to ensure the fast convergence of
opinions. Finally, simulation examples are provided to illustrate the effectiveness and robustness of
our theoretical findings.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the last few years, the investigation of reaching
a convergence among a group of agents has attracted
remarkable attention from many fields, such as control
theory [1–7], ecology [8, 9], sociology [10–13]. To under-
stand and analyze the underlying reasons for such lim-
iting group behavior, several mathematical models have
been proposed from the perspective of opinion dynam-
ics, including the DeGroot, the Abelson, the Friedkin-
Johnsen, the bounded confidence, and the Altafini mod-
els [14–17]. The seminal discrete-time DeGroot model
assumes that each individual’s opinion at the next time
step is a weighted average of his/her current opinion and
those of his/her neighbors. Based on some properties
of infinite products of stochastic matrices, it is further
proved that individuals’ opinions can achieve consensus
in the sense that all individuals agree upon certain quan-
tities of interest under the DeGroot model [18]. Since the
DeGroot model reflects the fundamental human cognitive
capability of taking convex combinations when integrat-
ing related information, it has been extensively studied
from various perspectives, including belief system the-
ory [19, 20], social power theory [21, 22], and pluralistic
ignorance theory [23, 24].

In social networks, competition, antagonism, and mis-
trust between individuals and their groups are ubiquitous
in many antagonistic systems describing bimodal coali-
tions, like two-party political systems, duopolistic mar-
kets, rival business cartels and competing international

∗ Corresponding author: amingli@pku.edu.cn

alliances. To deal with such situations, the signed net-
works is introduced, where the signs indicate the social
relationships between each individual and his/her neigh-
bors — a positive sign and a negative sign represent
trust (or friendship) and mistrust (or antagonism), re-
spectively [25, 26]. The structural balance theory offers
a vital analytical tool for examining opinion dynamics on
signed networks, forging a link between these networks
and their corresponding unsigned networks (all weights
in this network are non-negative). It depicts the bal-
ance between trust and mistrust that dictates individu-
als’ opinions to become closer or further apart, respec-
tively [25]. Based on the structural balance theory, an
important opinion dynamics model proposed by Altafini
has attracted increasing attention lately [26]. Different
from the consensus of opinions for all individuals under
the DeGroot model, it demonstrates that the agents can
achieve a form of “bipartite consensus”, where all agents
converge to a value which is the same for all in modulus
but not in sign [26]. Additionally, the discrete-time coun-
terpart Altafini model has been extensively studied in
[27, 28]. At present, the Altafini model and its extensions
have been considerably investigated and some insightful
results have been derived based on the Altafini model
with features such as switching network, time-varying
network, quasi-structurally balanced network [29–36].

The convergence rate is a fundamental indicator to
evaluate the system performance, which provides many
meaningful instructions for decision-making and engi-
neering practice [37–39]. For example, in the decision-
making process, an emergent group opinion or consensus
often has to be made within a short finite time. In the
engineering field, accelerated algorithms can increase ef-
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ficiency, reduce energy consumption, and optimize per-
formance. Therefore, some researchers have shown par-
ticular interest in it and made some remarkable progress.
It is pointed out that the convergence speed of the first-
order continuous-time system is generally governed by
the minimum non-zero eigenvalue (also termed as “al-
gebraic connectivity”) of the corresponding Laplacian
matrix for undirected communication graph [40], while
the minimum real part of the non-zero eigenvalue of the
Laplacian matrix for directed communication graph [41].

The existing literature mainly deals with accelerated
convergence from two points of view. One is to identify
the optimal network topology limited by the structured
constraints to maximize the convergence rate for a given
protocol (e.g., optimizing the weight matrix [42, 43]). It
is shown that if the network topology is symmetric, the
problem of finding the fastest converging linear iteration
can be cast as a semidefinite programming problem in
[42]. For the directed acyclic graphs, the convergence
rate can be enhanced by adding some certain edges, as
suggested in [44]. The other one is to seek the optimal
protocol to improve the convergence rate for a given net-
work topology (e.g., utilizing finite-time control [45, 46],
employing the graph signal processing [47], applying the
Laplacian matrix-valued functions method [48, 49] and
introducing the individual’s memory [50, 51]). Please re-
fer to [52, 53] for more accelerated algorithms.

The aforementioned works have provided invaluable in-
sights and effective solutions for the accelerated conver-
gence problem under their respective assumptions and
formulations. However, the influence that various com-
munication networks have on the convergence rate re-
mains unclear, especially in terms of the complex inter-
action types. While solving characteristic equations of-
fers a numerical method for studying the consensus rate,
this approach becomes increasingly challenging for large-
scale populations due to the high time and space com-
plexity. Hence, the study on the spectrum of the adja-
cency matrix or Laplacian matrix corresponding to the
signed network is still a significant theoretical challenge.
Most importantly, there is a lack of understanding of the
explicit mechanism for the effect of graph variation on
convergence rate. As a result, a systematic exploration
of the opinion consensus rate for large-scale populations
is still lacking.

Motivated by previous discussions, we aim to develop
a framework for analyzing the convergence rate of opin-
ion dynamics with complex interaction types. To achieve
this goal, the following three key problems must be ad-
dressed: a). What are the key factors that affect the
convergence rate? b). How can we establish the quan-
titative relationship between the convergence rate and
these factors? c). What are the specific impacts of these
factors on the convergence rate? The main contributions
of this article are summarized as follows.

• According to the trust and mistrust relationships
between individuals, the signed interaction types
are categorized into five scenarios: (+/+), (−/−),

(+/−), (+/0), (−/0). Subsequently, two random
signed networks are constructed in Subsections II B
and IIC. Furthermore, in Subsection IID, a novel
opinion dynamics model on these signed networks
is proposed, which can be viewed as a generalized
version of the Altafini model with large-scale pop-
ulations.

• By structural balance theory, we find that the con-
vergence rate of the generalized Altafini model is
governed by ρ(W ) or ρ2(W ) defined in (8) (see
Lemma 5). With the aid of random matrix theory
and low-rank perturbation theory, we present the
quantitative convergence rate via the estimation of
eigenvalues, thereby establishing a direct connec-
tion between the convergence rate and some key
factors in Theorems 1 and 2.

• To further tackle the convergence rate issue of
our model, we derive the monotonicity of conver-
gence rate r with respect to the population size
n, network connectivity P , and individuals’ self-
confidence level d in Corollary 1 and Theorem 3,
where for (−/−) and (−/0) scenarios, it behaves
completely opposite to the other scenarios.

• The effects of (−/−) and (−/0) on the conver-
gence rate are further considered by analyzing the
(+/+,−/−) and (−/−,−/0) scenarios. For the
(+/+,−/−) scenario, when two interaction types
have approximately the same proportion, the sys-
tem achieves the fastest convergence. For the
(−/−,−/0) scenario, the convergence rate is in-
versely proportional to the proportion of (−/−) in-
teraction type (see Theorems 4 and 5).

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Sec-
tion II offers some useful preliminary knowledge of signed
graphs and the construction of networks with diverse
types considered in this paper. In Section III, we intro-
duce the opinion dynamics model with large-scale popu-
lations along with some useful lemmas. Moreover, some
convergence analyses are given to lay the groundwork for
the following research on convergence rate. In Section
IV, we present our main theoretical results. The the-
oretical results are verified by numerical simulations in
Section V. Finally, Section VI concludes this paper. The
notations and abbreviations used in this paper are listed
in TABLE I.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we briefly review some basic concepts of
graph theory used in later sections. Then, we present the
construction method for two signed interaction networks
and formulate the opinion dynamics model on these net-
works.
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TABLE I. Notations
Symbols Definitions
C set of complex numbers
R set of real numbers
Z set of integers
Rm×n set of m× n real matrices
O any zero matrix with proper dimension
1n [1, . . . , 1]T

diag{a} diagonal matrix with diagonal element a
Aij entry at the i-th row and the j-th column of

matrix A
|A| a nonnegative matrix in which each element

|A|ij equals |Aij |
|A|i the sum of the elements in the i-th row of

matrix |A|
λi(A) the i-th eigenvalue of matrix A
Re(λi(A)) real part of λi(A)
ρ(A) spectral radius of matrix A
[n] set of 1, 2, · · · , n
fix(x) fix(x) rounds x to the nearest integer toward

zero
a : b : c a sequence a, a + b, a + 2b, · · · , a + fix((c −

a)/b) ∗ b

A. Signed Graph

Let G(W ) = {V, E ,W} denote a weighted signed graph
of order n, with the nodes set V = {v1, . . . , vn}, the edges
set E = V ×V, and the adjacency matrix W = [Wij ]. An
edge eij = (vi, vj) ∈ E means that node j can get infor-
mation from node i. Wij ̸= 0 ⇔ (vj , vi) ∈ E . Wij ̸= 0
if and only if eji ∈ E . A signed digraph G(W ) is struc-
turally balanced if there exists a bipartition {V1,V2} of
the vertices, where V1 ∪ V2 = V and V1 ∩ V2 = ∅, such
that Wij ≥ 0 for ∀vi, vj ∈ Vl (l ∈ {1, 2}) and Wij ≤ 0 for
∀vi ∈ Vl, vj ∈ Vq, l ̸= q (l, q ∈ {1, 2}); and G is struc-
turally unbalanced otherwise[26]. A walk of length k
from node i to j is a sequence of nodes i0, . . . , ik ∈ V,
where i0 = i, ik = j. Especially, a walk from a node to
itself is a cycle. A signed directed cycle with an even/odd
number of edges having negative weights is called a posi-
tive/negative directed cycle. Agent j is a reachable node
of agent i if there exists a walk from agent i to agent j.
A graph is periodic if it has at least one cycle and the
length of any cycle is divided by some integer h > 1. Oth-
erwise, a graph is called aperiodic. A strongly connected
subgraph G′

of digraph G is called a strongly connected
component (SCC) if it is not contained by any larger
strongly connected subgraph. A SCC without incoming
arcs from other SCCs is called a closed SCC (CSCC);
otherwise, it is called an open SCC (OSCC).

In the following subsections II B and IIC, we will out-
line the construction method for two types of signed in-
teraction networks, which lays an important foundation
for our subsequent research.

B. Random mixture interactions

For random mixture interactions of various interaction
types, we construct the interaction network with n indi-
viduals in the following way:
i) individuals i and j interact with probability P ̸= 0;
ii) the interaction strength Sij and Sji take the value of
a random variable Z with mean 0 and variance σ2 inde-
pendently.
Sij < 0 (Sij > 0) represents the mistrust/trust that

individual j has for individual i, and Sij = 0 denotes that
the interaction strength from individual j to individual i
is zero.
For simplicity, we refer to the interaction network

above as the random mixture interaction network. On
the basis of the construction method of the interaction
network, we obtain some statistics of the interaction ma-
trix S. Specifically,

E (Sij) = PE (Z) = 0,
E (|Sij |) = PE (|Z|) ,
E
(
S2
ij

)
= PE

(
Z2
)
= Pσ2,

Var (Sij) = E
(
S2
ij

)
− E2 (Sij) = Pσ2.

For large n, since |Sij | is i.i.d. chosen from the distribu-
tion of |Z|, the i-th row sum |S|i of matrix |S| is roughly
a constant

n∑
j=1

|Sij | ≈ (n− 1)E (|Sij |) = (n− 1)PE(|Z|). (1)

In the random mixture network, we consider the den-
sity of interactions and the interaction strength of dif-
ferent interaction types. However, we cannot distinguish
mistrust and trust interactions from the above network
and systematically determine the effect of interaction
types on the convergence rate. This motivates us to fur-
ther construct an interaction network with a certain pro-
portion of five interaction types as detailed in Subsection
IIC.

C. Complex mixture interactions

For the mixture interactions under a certain propor-
tion of five interaction types, we construct the interac-
tion network with n individuals in the following way: i)
individuals i and j interact with probability P ̸= 0; ii)
the interaction strengths are categorized into five typical
scenarios (see FIG. 1):
(1) Mutual trust (+/+) interaction with proportion
P+/+. The interaction strengths Sij and Sji take the
values of |Z| independently.
(2) Mutual mistrust (−/−) interaction with proportion
P−/−. The interaction strengths Sij and Sji take the
values of −|Z| independently.
(3) Trust/mistrust (+/−) interaction with proportion
P+/−. The interaction strengths Sij and Sji have op-
posite signs: one takes the value of |Z| while the other
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Interaction type Individual 1 Individual 2

Mutual trust (+/+)

Mutual mistrust (−/−)

Trust  mistrust (+/−)/

Unilateral trust (+/0)

Unilateral mistrust (−/0)

+

+
−
−

−

−

+

+

1 2

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

FIG. 1. Five interaction types between individuals 1 and 2:
mutual trust (+/+), mutual mistrust (−/−), trust/mistrust
(+/−), unilateral trust (+/0), unilateral mistrust (−/0).

takes the value of −|Z|.
(4) Unilateral trust (+/0) interaction with proportion
P+/0. One of the interaction strengths Sij and Sji takes
the value of |Z| while the other takes the value of 0.
(5) Unilateral mistrust (−/0) interaction with proportion
P−/0. One of the interaction strengths Sij and Sji takes
the value of −|Z| while the other takes the value of 0.
For simplicity, we refer to the interaction network

above as the complex mixture interaction network. Then,
we can obtain some statistics of the interaction matrix S.
Specifically, we have

E (Sij) = PP̄E (|Z|) ,
E (|Sij |) = PP̂E (|Z|) ,
E
(
S2
ij

)
= PP̂E

(
|Z|2

)
= PP̂σ2,

E (SijSji) = PP ∗E2 (|Z|) ,

where

P̂ = P+/+ + P+/− + P−/− +
1

2
P+/0 +

1

2
P−/0, (2)

P̄ = P+/+ − P−/− +
1

2
P+/0 −

1

2
P−/0, (3)

and

P ∗ = P+/+ + P−/− − P+/−, (4)

where 0 ≤ P̂ ≤ 1, −1 ≤ P̄ ≤ 1 and P̄ ≤ P̂ .
Similar to random mixture interactions, for large n, the

i-th row sum |S|i of matrix |S| approaches to a constant

n∑
j=1

|Sij | ≈ (n− 1)E (|Sij |) = (n− 1)PP̂E(|Z|). (5)

In order to clarity the i-th row sum |S|i for random mix-
ture interactions and that for complex mixture interac-
tions, we denote them as Cr and Cm, respectively.
Next, we formulate the opinion dynamics model on

these networks presented in Subsections II B and IIC.

D. Model formulation

Consider a social network composed of n individuals
discussing one topic simultaneously. The opinion of in-
dividual i at time k is represented by Xi(k) ∈ [−1, 1].
Xi(k) > 0 (Xi(k) < 0) denotes the support (rejection)
of individual i, and Xi(k) = 0 represents a neutral at-
titude. The magnitude of Xi(k) indicates the strength
of attitude, where |Xi(k)| = 1 represents the maximal
support or rejection.
Motivated by the Altafini model proposed in [26], sup-

pose the opinion of the i-th individual evolves as

Xi(k + 1) =

n∑
j=1

WijXj(k), (6)

where

Wij =


Sij

d+ |Si|
, if i ̸= j,

d

d+ |Si|
, otherwise.

Wij ∈ [−1, 1] represents the weighted average influence
that individual j has on individual i, and d > 0 denotes
the self-confidence level. Furthermore, let X(k + 1) =
[X1(k + 1), · · · , Xn(k + 1)]T , then the system (6) can be
written as

X(k + 1) = WX(k). (7)

Remark 1 By equations (1) and (5), the i-th row sum
of matrix |S| is roughly a constant that does not depend
on individual i. Therefore, for random mixture inter-
actions and complex mixture interactions, the equality
W11 = W22 = · · · = Wnn always holds in system (7).

Remark 2 According to equation (6), we have∑n
j=1 |Wij | = 1 for large n. Thus, if Xi(0) ∈ [−1, 1], we

have Xi(k) ∈ [−1, 1], ∀i ∈ [n]. In summary, system (7)
can be regarded as a generalized discrete-time Altafini
model when n is sufficiently large.

Definition 1 (Convergence and consensus) For large n,
system (7) is said to converge if ∀X(0) ∈ R, the limit
lim

k→+∞
X(k) exists. Moreover, it admits consensus if

lim
k→∞

|Xi(k)−Xj(k)| = 0. If lim
k→∞

|Xi(k)| = α > 0,

it is said to reach the bipartite consensus, α ∈ [−1, 1],
∀i, j ∈ [n]. If lim

k→∞
Xi(k) = 0, it is stable.

E. Some basic Lemmas

Lemma 1 (See Better Theorem in [54]) Let λ ∈ R and
x ∈ Rn be an eigenpair of matrix A ∈ Rn×n such that λ
satisfies the following inequalities

|λ− aii| ≥ R′
i =

∑
j ̸=i

|aij | , ∀i = 1, . . . , n.
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If digraph G(A) is strongly connected, then every Gers-
gorin Circle passes through λ.

According to Girko’s Circular law in [55] and Ellipse
law in [56–58], Lemma 2 and Lemma 3 are given as below:

Lemma 2 (See Theorem 1.10 (Circular law) in [57]) Let
matrix W be the n×n random matrix whose entries Wij

are i.i.d. random variables with mean zero and variance
1
n . Then, when n goes to infinity, the spectral distribu-
tion of W converges (both in probability and the almost
sure sense) to the uniform distribution on the unit disk.

Lemma 3 (See [58]) Let matrix W be the n×n random
matrix whose entriesWij are random variables with mean
zero and variance 1

n . The asymmetric entries of random
matrix W are i.i.d, and symmetric entries obey mean
z
n . Then, when n → ∞, the spectral distribution of
W converges to the uniform distribution on the complex
plane centered at the origin, whose horizontal half-axis
length is 1 + z and the vertical half-axis length is 1− z,
i.e., (

x

1 + z

)2

+

(
y

1− z

)2

≤ 1.

Lemma 4 Consider an ellipse(
x+ c

1 +Na

)2

+

(
y

1−Nb

)2

≤ 1,

then

max(|Qleftmost |, |Qrightmost |, |Quppermost |) = 1+Na+|c|,

where Na > Nb > 0, c ∈ R. Qleftmost, Qrightmost and
Quppermost represent the leftmost, rightmost and upper-
most points of above ellipse, respectively.

Proof 1 Substituting y = 0 into the boundary equation
of this ellipse, we have

Qleftmost = (−1−Na − c, 0)

and

Qrightmost = (1 +Na − c, 0).

If c ≤ 0, then

|Qleftmost| = | − 1−Na + |c||
= 1 +Na + |c|
≥ |1 +Na − c| = |Qrightmost|.

If c > 0, then

|Qleftmost| = | − 1−Na − c|
< 1 +Na + |c| = |Qrightmost|.

Thus, we have

max(|Qleftmost|, |Qrightmost |) = 1 +Na + |c|.

Furthermore, Substituting x = −c into the boundary
equation of this ellipse, we have

Quppermost = (−c, 1−Nb)

and

|Quppermost| =
√
(1−Nb)2 + c2

≤
√
(1 +Na)2 + c2

≤
√
(1 +Na + |c|)2

= 1 +Na + |c|.

Hence, this lemma holds.

III. PROBLEM SETUP

In this section, following a similar analysis to that used
for the first-order continuous-time system as presented in
[40, 41], we consider the convergence rate by examining
the eigenvalues of matrix W in system (6).
Let matrix W be transformed into the “canonic” form

as follows:

W =


W11 ∗ ∗ . . . ∗
O W22 ∗ ∗
O O W33 ∗
...

...
...

. . .
...

O O O . . . Wss

 ,

where each block matrix Wii is irreducible, and Eig(W )
and Eig(Wii) are the sets of eigenvalues of W and Wii,
respectively. Moreover, Eig(W ) =

⋃s
i=1 Eig(Wii). The

modulus of its eigenvalues can be arranged in decreasing
order

ρ(W ) ≥ ρ2(W ) ≥ · · · ≥ ρm(W ), 1 < m ≤ n, (8)

where ρi(W ) denotes the i-th largest modulus of eigenval-
ues. Especially, the eigenvalue λ2 satisfying |λ2| = ρ2(W )
is called the second-largest modulus eigenvalue of W .

Lemma 5 For random mixture interactions and com-
plex mixture interactions, the system (7) achieves con-
vergence. Furthermore, the convergence rate r of system
(7) is {

-log(ρ(W )), if ρ(W ) < 1,
-log(ρ2(W )), otherwise,

where ρ2(W ) is defined in equation (8).

Proof 2 By Lemma 1, if G(Wii) is an OSCC, ρ(Wii) <
1. If G(Wii) is a CSCC, the distribution of eigenvalues
of W is divided into two cases:
1). If G(Wii) is structurally balanced, there exists a

nonsingular matrix S such that Ŵii = S−1WiiS and Ŵii

is a nonnegative irreducible matrix. By Perron-Frobenius
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Theorem, ∃|λj(Wii)| = 1 ⇔ λj(Wii) = 1 and 1 is an
algebraically simple eigenvalue of Wii;
2). If G(Wii) is structurally unbalanced, by Theorem

1 in [27], we have ρ(Wii) < 1. Therefore, system (7)
can achieve convergence. Moreover, if 1 is an eigenvalue
of W , then it is semisimple. Note that here semisimple
means that the geometric and algebraic multiplicities are
the same, i.e., all Jordan blocks of the eigenvalue 1 are 1
by 1.

If ρ(W ) = 1, it follows that W k can be rewritten in the
following form:

W k = Q−1JkQ

= Q−1

[
J1 O
O J2

]k
Q

=
[
Q−1

1 Q−1
2

] [J1 O
O J2

]k [
Q1

Q2

]
= Q−1

1 Jk
1Q1 +Q−1

2 Jk
2Q2,

where J1 is a matrix composed of all Jordan block matri-
ces corresponding to eigenvalue 1. Q−1

1 and Q1 consist of
all right eigenvectors and left eigenvectors corresponding
to eigenvalue 1, respectively.

For one Jordan block matrix Ji ∈ Rmi×mi correspond-
ing to eigenvalue |λi| < 1, when k ≫ mi, one obtains

[Jk
i ]u,v =


λk
i , if u = v;(
k

v−u

)
λ
k−(v−u)
i , if u < v ≤ mi;

0, otherwise.

It follows that the convergence rate of Jk
i as k → ∞ is

governed by ρ(Ji). Thus, we consider −log(ρ(Ji)) as the
convergence rate of Jk

i .
For one Jordan block matrix Ji ∈ Rmi×mi correspond-

ing to semisimple eigenvalue λi = 1, when k ≫ mi, one
obtains

[Jk
i ]u,v =

{
λk
i = 1, if u = v;

0, if u ̸= v.

Then, we find that the convergence rate of W k depends on
how quickly ρ(Ji) goes to zero. Consequently, we can gen-
eralize the convergence rate of opinions from the unsigned
network, as discussed in [59], to the signed network sce-
nario. Specifically, the convergence rate r of system (7)
is {

-log(ρ(W )), if ρ(W ) < 1,
-log(ρ2(W )), otherwise.

From Lemma 5, according to the structural balance
theory, we can identify the convergence rate of system
(7) by the spectral radius or the second-largest modulus
eigenvalue of W . However, it remains unclear whether
complex interaction types affect the convergence speed of
the system. Next, we provide an example to demonstrate
the significant impact that various interaction types have
on the convergence rate r.

Example 1 Consider the convergence rate of system
(7) on three interaction networks G(W1), G(W2), G(W3),
where the influence matrices corresponding to these three
networks are respectively given as follows:

W1 =

0.25 0.25 −0.25 0.25
0.5 0.5 0 0
0.25 −0.25 0.25 −0.25
0 0 −0.5 0.5

 ,

W2 =

0.25 0.25 −0.25 0.25
0.5 0.5 0 0
0.25 −0.25 0.25 −0.25
0 0 0.5 0.5

 ,

W3 =

0.25 0.25 −0.25 0.25
0.5 0.5 0 0
0.25 −0.25 0.25 0.25
0 0 0.5 0.5

 .

Note that those three networks share identical struc-
tures and edge weights in value, but the signs (inter-
action types) associated with edges in three networks
are distinct. For instance, W1,43 = −W2,43. Moreover,
ρ(W1) = 0.8536, ρ(W2) = 0.7203, and ρ(W3) = 0.7818.
As shown in FIG. 2, complex interaction types have a
significant effect on the convergence rate of the opinion
dynamics model, which is often neglected in previous lit-
erature.

IV. MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we first derive the convergence rate for
random mixture interactions and further quantify the ef-
fect that some key factors have on the convergence rate,
including population size n, network connectivity P , and
self-confidence level d. After that, the convergence rate
of system (7) with complex mixture interactions is dis-
cussed. Finally, we present the effect of mutual interac-
tions on convergence rate by considering two mixture sce-
narios (+/+,−/−) and (−/−,−/0). It should be noted
that the convergence rate is considered for large popula-
tion size n in this paper.

A. Random mixture interactions

Theorem 1 The convergence rate of the system (7)
with random mixture interactions is

−log

( √
nPσ2 + d

(n− 1)PE(|Z|) + d

)
.

Proof 3 For random mixture interactions, we first con-
sider the eigenvalue distribution of matrix W̄ = W −
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FIG. 2. The effect of different interaction types on the convergence rate of system (7). As shown in Fig. 2 (a), the interaction
type between individuals 3 and 4 varies, whereas the other interaction types remain consistent across those networks.

diag{d/(d+Cr)}. Then, some statistics of matrix W̄ are
given as follows:

E
(
W̄ij

)
=

E (Sij)

d+ Cr
= 0,

E
(
W̄ 2

ij

)
=

E
(
S2
ij

)
(d+ Cr)2

=
Pσ2

(d+ Cr)2
,

Var
(
W̄ij

)
= E

(
W̄ 2

ij

)
− E2

(
W̄ij

)
= E

(
W̄ 2

ij

)
.

Let F =
W̄√

nVar
(
W̄ij

) , then we have


E (Fij) = 0,

E
(
F 2
ij

)
=

1

n
,

Var (Fij) = E
(
F 2
ij

)
− E2 (Fij) =

1

n
.

According to Lemma 2, the eigenvalues of F are uni-
formly distributed in a unit circle centered at (0, 0), as
n → ∞. It follows that when n is sufficiently large, the
eigenvalue distribution of W̄ is uniform distributed in a
circle of radius approximately

ρ(W̄ ) =
√

nVar
(
W̄ij

)
=

√
nPσ2

Cr + d
=

√
nPσ2

(n− 1)PE(|Z|) + d
.

Finally, note that the effect of Wii: this shifts the circle
so that it is now centered at (Wii, 0). Then, we have

ρ(W ) =

√
nPσ2 + d

(n− 1)PE(|Z|) + d
.

When n is large, we have

(n− 1)PE(|Z|) + d ≈ nPE(|Z|) + d >
√
nPσ2 + d,

i.e., ρ(W ) < 1. By Lemma 5, the convergence rate is
given as

r = −log(ρ(W )) = −log

( √
nPσ2 + d

(n− 1)PE(|Z|) + d

)
. (9)

Remark 3 According to Theorem 1, for random mix-
ture interactions, it is shown that ρ(W ) < 1 holds from
an algebraic perspective, i.e., the system (7) is stable. In
fact, from the viewpoint of signed graph theory, we can
also analyze the reasons for stability via Theorem 1 in
[27]. Based on existing results, the following equivalent
results hold: ρ(W ) < 1 ⇔ all CSCCs are structurally
unbalanced ⇔ there is at least one negative cycle in each
CSCC. When n is large, the random mixture interaction
network is strongly connected and there exists at least
one negative cycle. In what follows, Example 2 is given
to further illustrate this point.

Example 2 For the random mixture of different interac-
tion types, since Z ∼ N (0, σ2), when n is large enough,
we have P+/+ = P−/− = 0.25, P+/− = 0.5, and
P+/0 = P−/0 = 0. Consider the probability of of the
random interaction network G(W ) with three individu-
als being structurally unbalanced.
By the definition of structural balance, the signed in-

teraction network is structurally balanced if and only
if the interaction scenario is just (+/+,+/+,+/+) or
(−/−,−/−,+/+) (see FIG. 3). By some calculations,
the probability of G(W ) being structurally unbalanced is
0.8. As the population size increases, the probability that
G(W ) is structurally balanced tends to 1, which implies
that ρ(W ) < 1 for large n.

Corollary 1 For the system (7) with random mixture
interactions, the convergence rate is proportional to the
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FIG. 3. The signed interaction network G(W ) is structurally
balanced.

population size and network connectivity, while it is in-
versely proportional to the individuals’ self-confidence
level.

Proof 4 We prove this corollary in the following three
steps:

1. The effect of population size n on convergence rate

Differentiating (9) with respect to n, one obtains

∂(ρ(W ))

∂n
=

η
√
Pσ2

2
√
n

− PE(|Z|)(
√
nPσ2 + d)

η2
,

=
η
√
Pσ2

2 − PE(|Z|)(n
√
Pσ2 +

√
nd)√

nη2
,

=
−n+1

2 PE(|Z|)
√
Pσ2 + (

√
Pσ2

2 − PE(|Z|)√n)d√
nη2

.

where η = (n− 1)PE(|Z|) + d. Since for lager n,

√
Pσ2

2
− PE(|Z|)√n < 0,

then ∂(ρ(W ))
∂n < 0, i.e., larger population size improves

the convergence rate of system (7).

2. The effect of network connectivity P on convergence rate

Differentiating (9) with respect to n, one obtains

∂(ρ(W ))

∂n
=

η
√
nσ2

2
√
P

− (n− 1)E(|Z|)(
√
nPσ2 + d)

η2
,

=
−n−1

2 PE(|Z|)
√
nσ2 + (

√
nσ2

2 − (n− 1)E(|Z|)
√
P )d√

nη2
.

Since for lager n,

√
nσ2

2
− (n− 1)E(|Z|)

√
P < 0,

then ∂(ρ(W ))
∂P < 0, i.e., larger network connectivity leads

to faster convergence of system (7).

3. The effect of self-confidence level d on convergence rate

Differentiating (9) with respect to d, we obtain

∂(ρ(W ))

∂d
=

(n− 1)PE(|Z|)−
√
nPσ

η2
,

≈
√
nP (nPE(|Z|)− σ)

η2
> 0.

Therefore, higher self-confidence level can decrease the
convergence rate of system (7).

Remark 4 In most existing literature, an upper bound of
the convergence rate that implicitly incorporates parame-
ters of network properties is obtained [2, 3, 28]. However,
it is difficult to directly identify the key factors that have
significant impacts on the convergence rate. In contrast
to previous studies, Theorem 1 provides a new perspective
derived from the analysis of random matrices and explic-
itly establishes a specific expression for the convergence
rate. Moreover, Corollary 1 quantifies the effect that
some key factors have on it, thereby overcoming some
limitations of existing research methods.

B. Complex mixture interactions

In this subsection, we present the convergence rate of
system (7) with complex mixture interactions and study
the effect of different interaction types on it. In Theorem
2, we do not consider two trivial cases, where all interac-
tion types are mistrust or trust. Hence, we need to give
the following assumption.

Assumption 1 There coexist trust and mistrust inter-
actions in the interaction network G(W ), i.e., P+/+ +
P+/0 ̸= 1 and P−/− + P−/0 ̸= 1.

From equations (2) and (3), we can obtain Lemma 6
below.

Lemma 6 Assumption 1 holds if and only if P̂ ̸= P̄ and
P̂ ̸= −P̄ .

Proof 5 We prove this lemma by contradiction.
(⇒) Suppose P̄ = P̂ , by simple calculations, then one

obtains

P+/− = −2P−/− − P−. (10)

Substituting (10) into P+/+ + P−/− + P+/− + P+/0 +
P−/0 = 1, we have

P+/+ − P−/− + P+/0 = 1.

Since P−/− ≥ 0, we have

P+/+ + P+/0 = 1,

which means that there only exist trust interactions.
Similarly, we can also prove that if P̄ = −P̂ , then
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P−/− + P−/0 = 1. Since this contradicts Assumption
1, the sufficiency holds.

(⇐) Suppose P+/+ + P+/0 = 1, then

P+/− = P−/− = P−/0 = 0. (11)

Substituting (11) into (2) and (3) respectively, we have

P̂ = P+/+ +
1

2
P+/0 = P̄ .

By similar analysis, we can prove the sufficiency holds for
P−/−+P−/0 = 1 case. Since this contradicts the premise
P+/+ + P+/0 ̸= 1 and P−/− + P−/0 ̸= 1, the necessity is
established. In summary, we complete the proof of this
lemma.

Theorem 2 Under Assumption 1, the convergence rate
r of system (7) with complex mixture interactions is{

−log(Me), if |nE| ≤
√
nV,

−log(max(|λoutlier|,Me)), otherwise,

where Me = max(∆1,∆2) and{
∆1 =

√
nV(1 + T−E2

V ) + | − E+ d|,
∆2 =

√
nV(1− T−E2

V )2 + (−E+ d)2,

λoutlier = (n− 1)E+ T−E2

E +Wii. V, T and E are defined
in (12) below.

Proof 6 Just as for random mixture interactions, we
first consider the eigenvalue distribution of matrix W̄ =
W − diag{Wii}. Then, we have

E := E
(
W̄ij

)
=

E(Sij)
Cm+d = PP̄E(|Z|)

Cm+d ,

E
(
W̄ 2

ij

)
=

E(S2
ij)

(Cm+d)2 = PP̂σ2

(Cm+d)2 ,

V := Var
(
W̄ij

)
= E

(
W̄ 2

ij

)
− E2,

T := E
(
W̄ijW̄ji

)
= PP∗E2(|Z|)

(Cm+d)2 ,

(12)

where P̂ , P̄ and P ∗ are defined in (2), (3) and (4), re-
spectively.

Let N = W̄ −E ·1 ·1T +E ·I, then we can obtain some
statistics of matrix N . Specifically,

E (Nij) = 0,
E
(
N2

ij

)
= V = Var (Nij) ,

E (NijNji) = E
(
(W̄ij − E)(W̄ji − E)

)
= T− E2.

In the sequel, let F = N/
√
nV, then


E (Fij) = 0,

E
(
F 2
ij

)
=

1

n
,

E (FijFji) =
τ

n
,

where τ = (T − E2)/V. According to Lemma 3, when n
is sufficiently large, the eigenvalues of F are uniformly
distributed in an ellipse centered at (0, 0) and

(
x

1 + τ

)2

+

(
y

1− τ

)2

≤ 1.

It follows that the eigenvalues of N are uniformly dis-
tributed in an ellipse centered at (0, 0) and

(
x√

nV(1 + τ)

)2

+

(
y√

nV(1− τ)

)2

≤ 1.

Notice E · 1 · 1T is a rank-one perturbation matrix
with n − 1 zero eigenvalues and nE is a single eigen-
value. According to the low-rank perturbation theorem,
when |nE| ≤

√
nV, all eigenvalues of N + E · 1 · 1T

are still uniformly distributed in the ellipse above. When
|nE| >

√
nV, n − 1 eigenvalues of N + E · 1 · 1T are

still uniformly distributed in the ellipse above, whereas

an eigenvalue λ̂ is modified as

λ̂ = nE
(
W̄ij

)
+

E (NijNji)

E
(
W̄ij

) = nE+
T− E2

E
.

Since all diagonal entries Wii = d
Cm+d > 0, the eigen-

value distribution of W is shifted leftwards d
Cm+d along

the horizontal axis. Therefore, for sufficiently large n,
we obtain the eigenvalue distribution of W
When |nE| ≤

√
nV, the eigenvalues of W are uniformly

distributed in the ellipse(
x+ E−Wii

aN

)2

+

(
y

bN

)2

≤ 1, (13)

where aN =
√
nV(1 + τ) and bN =

√
nV(1− τ).

When |nE| >
√
nV, there is also an eigenvalue dis-

tributed outside the ellipse
(
x+ E−Wii

aN

)2

+

(
y

bN

)2

≤ 1,

λoutlier = λ̂− E+Wii.

(14)

Three endpoints Qrightmost, Qleftmost and Quppermost

(rightmost, leftmost, and uppermost) of the distribution
in above ellipse and the unique endpoint Qoutlier corre-
sponding to eigenvalue λoutlier outside the ellipse (if it
exists) can then be estimated as

Qrightmost = (aN − E+Wii, 0),
Qleftmost = (−aN − E+Wii, 0),
Quppermost = (−E+Wii, bN ),

Qoutlier = (λoutlier, 0) = (λ̂− E+Wii, 0).

Furthermore,

E =
E(Sij)
Cm+d = PP̄E(|Z|)

(n−1)PP̂E(|Z|)+d
,

Wii − E = d−PP̄E(|Z|)
(n−1)PP̂E(|Z|)+d√

nV =

√
nPP̂σ2−nP 2P̄ 2E2(|Z|)
(n−1)PP̂E(|Z|)+d

,

τ = P∗E2(|Z|)−PP̄ 2E2(|Z|)
P̂ σ2−PP̄ 2E2(|Z|) ,

λoutlier =
P∗E2(|Z|)+(n−2)PP̄ 2E2(|Z|)+dP̄E(|Z|)

P̄E(|Z|)((n−1)PP̂E(|Z|)+d)
.

(15)



10

According to (15), for large n,
√
nV > 0 is sufficiently

small and τ is bound. Moreover, aN and bN are suf-
ficiently small. Furthermore, |Wii − E| < 1. Hence,
Me = max{∆1,∆2} < 1. Moreover, for large n, we have

λoutlier ≈
(n− 2)PP̄ 2E2 (|Z|) + dP̄E (|Z|)
P̄E (|Z|) ((n− 1)PP̂E (|Z|) + d)

≈ (n− 1)PP̄E2 (|Z|) + dE (|Z|)
(n− 1)PP̂E2 (|Z|)) + dE (|Z|)

.

Thus, |λoutlier| ≈ 1 if and only if |P̄ | = P̂ . By Assump-
tion 1 and Lemma 6, the coexistence of trust and mistrust
interactions ensures P̄ ̸= P̂ , i.e., |λoutlier| < 1. Thus, the
convergence rate r of system (7) is{

−log(Me), if |nE| ≤
√
nV,

−log(max(|λoutlier|,Me)), otherwise.

In Theorem 2, we have established the quantitative
expression of the convergence rate with respect to certain
key factors, providing a theoretical foundation for our
further analysis of how these factors influence the speed
of opinion evolution. In the following subsections, we will
present more specific findings in some typical scenarios,
including both pure and mixed interactions, which will
help us understand the role of complex interaction types
in the process of opinion evolution.

C. Convergence rate r for five typical interaction
types (+/+), (−/−), (+/−), (+/0), and (−/0)

Based on the signs of Wij/Wji, there are five typi-
cal types of interactions, namely, mutual trust (+/+),
mutual mistrust (−/−), trust/mistrust (+/−), unilateral
trust (+/0), unilateral mistrust (−/0). In the sequel, we
will explore the convergence rate of system (7) with these
five interaction types.

Assumption 2 Suppose d < d ≪ n, where n is large
and d = max{M1,M2}, where

M1 =
(σ2 + E2 (|Z|))2

σ2E (|Z|)

and

M2 =
2σ4√

2σ2E2 (|Z|)− PE4 (|Z|)
+

PE (|Z|)
2

.

Remark 5 In the real world, an individual’s self-
confidence level is usually not infinitely low. From a psy-
chological perspective, it is shown that individuals’ self-
confidence level usually do not drop to zero because peo-
ple maintain a certain level of self-esteem and self-worth
even when faced with failure. Assumption 2 implies that
people maintain at least a certain level of self-confidence,
which is helpful for us to facilitate our theoretical analysis
in Theorem 3.

Theorem 3 Under Assumption 2, the following state-
ments hold:
(i). For the mutual trust (+/+), trust/mistrust (+/−),
and unilateral trust (+/0) scenarios, the convergence rate
of system (7) is proportional to the population size and
network connectivity, while it is inversely proportional to
the individuals’ self-confidence level.
(ii). For the mutual mistrust (−/−) and unilateral mis-
trust (−/0), the conclusions are contrary to those pre-
sented in (i).

Proof 7 (1). Mutual trust (+/+) interaction.
In this case, W is a row-stochastic matrix with 1 as its

dominant eigenvalue, then ρ(W ) = 1. By Lemmas 3 and
5, the second-largest modulus eigenvalue of W distributes
in an ellipse (13) and determines the convergence rate.
Hence, r = −log(Me).
Substituting P+/+ = 1, P−/− = P+/− = P+/0 =

P−/0 = 0 into (15), we obtain

E = PE(|Z|)
(n−1)PE(|Z|)+d ,

Wii − E = d−PE(|Z|)
(n−1)PE(|Z|)+d ,√

nV =
√
nP

√
σ2−PE2(|Z|)

(n−1)PE(|Z|)+d ,

τ = E2(|Z|)−PE2(|Z|)
σ2−PE2(|Z|) .

Furthermore, since τ > 0, by Lemma 4,

r = −log(
√
nV(1 + τ) + |Wii − E|).

Moreover, we have
√
nV(1 + τ) + |Wii − E|

=

√
nP (α2 + (1− P )E2(|Z|)) + α|d− PE(|Z|)|

α(n− 1)PE (|Z|) + αd

≈
√
nP (α2 + (1− P )E2(|Z|))

αnPE (|Z|)

≈α+ 1−P
α E2(|Z|)√

nPE (|Z|)
, (16)

where α =
√
σ2 − PE2 (|Z|) and d−PE (|Z|) > 0 due to

Assumption 2. Hence, increasing population size acceler-
ates convergence. Moreover, by differentiating 1−P

α with
respect to P , we obtain

∂( 1−P
α )

∂P
=

E2(|Z|)− σ2

α
3
2

< 0.

Moreover, we can obtain that stronger network connec-
tivity promotes convergence as well.
Let

H :=
d− PE(|Z|) + β

(n− 1)PE(|Z|) + d
,

where β =
√
nP (σ2+(1−2P )E2(|Z|))

α . Then, we have

∂H

∂d
=

nPE(|Z|)− β

((n− 1)PE(|Z|) + d)2
> 0.
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Thus, higher self-confidence level d decreases convergence
rate.

(2). Trust/mistrust (+/−) interaction.
In this case, all eigenvalues distribute in the ellipse

(13), thus r = −log(Me). Then, substituting P+/− = 1,
P+/+ = P−/− = P+/0 = P−/0 = 0 into (15), we have

E = 0,
Wii − E = d

(n−1)PE(|Z|)+d ,√
nV = σ

√
nP

(n−1)PE(|Z|)+d ,

τ = −E2(|Z|)
σ2 .

In the sequel, we first compute ∆1 and obtain
√
nV(1 + τ) + |Wii − E|

=

√
nP (σ2 − E2 (|Z|)) + σd

σ((n− 1)PE (|Z|) + d)

≈
√
nP (σ2 − E2 (|Z|))
σ(n− 1)PE (|Z|)

≈σ2 − E2 (|Z|)√
nPσE (|Z|)

,

and

∂(
√
nV(1 + τ) + |Wii − E|)

∂d

=
(n− 1)PE (|Z|)σ2 −

√
nPσ(σ2 − E2 (|Z|)) + σ2d− σ2d

σ2((n− 1)PE (|Z|) + d)2

≈nPE (|Z|)σ2 −
√
nPσ(σ2 − E2 (|Z|))

σ2((n− 1)PE (|Z|) + d)2
,

=

√
nP (

√
nPE (|Z|)σ − σ2 + E2 (|Z|))

σ((n− 1)PE (|Z|) + d)2
> 0.

Next, following the similar analysis for ∆1, we consider
∆2 and have

nV(1− τ)2 + (Wii − E)2

=
nP (σ2 + E2 (|Z|))2 + σ2d2

σ2((n− 1)PE (|Z|) + d)2
,

≈nP (σ2 + E2 (|Z|))2 + σ2d2

σ2(nPE (|Z|) + d)2

≈ (σ2 + E2 (|Z|))2
nPE2 (|Z|)σ2

,

and

∂(nV(1− τ)2 + (Wii − E)2)
∂d

=
2dσ2((n− 1)PE (|Z|) + d)− 2(nP (σ2 + E2 (|Z|))2 + σ2d2)

σ2((n− 1)PE (|Z|) + d)3

≈2nPE (|Z|) dσ2 − 2nP (σ2 + E2 (|Z|))2

σ2((n− 1)PE (|Z|) + d)3

=
2nP (E (|Z|) dσ2 − (σ2 + E2 (|Z|))2)

σ2((n− 1)PE (|Z|) + d)3
> 0, (17)

where the inequality (17) holds according to Assumption
2. In summary, we can obtain the same conclusions as
in case (1).
(3). Unilateral trust (+/0) interaction.
In this case, W is a row-stochastic matrix with 1 as its

dominant eigenvalue and thereby the second-largest mod-
ulus eigenvalue of W distributed in an ellipse determines
the convergence rate. By Theorem 2, r = −log(Me).
Then, substituting P+/0 = 1, P+/+ = P−/− = P+/− =
P−/0 = 0 into (15), we have

E =
E(Sij)
d+Cm

= PE(|Z|)
2d+(n−1)PE(|Z|) ,

Wii − E = 2d−PE(|Z|)
2d+(n−1)PE(|Z|) ,√

nV =

√
2nPσ2−nP 2E2(|Z|)
2d+(n−1)PE(|Z|) ,

τ = −PE2(|Z|)
2σ2−PE2(|Z|) .

Similarly, we first compute ∆1 and obtain√
nV(1 + τ) + |Wii − E|

=

√
nP (2σ2 − 2PE2 (|Z|)) + ζ1ζ2

ζ1ζ3

≈2σ2 − 2PE2 (|Z|)
ζ1
√
nPE (|Z|))

, (18)

where

ζ1 =
√

2σ2 − PE2 (|Z|),

ζ2 = 2d− PE (|Z|) ,

ζ3 = 2d+ (n− 1)PE (|Z|) .
Moreover, we have

∂(
2σ2 − 2PE2 (|Z|)

ζ1
)

∂P
=

−6E2 (|Z|)σ2 + 2PE4 (|Z|)
ζ31

< 0,

(19)

and

∂(
√
nV(1 + τ) + |Wii − E|)

∂d

≈2ζ1nPE (|Z|)−
√
nP (4σ2 − 4PE2 (|Z|))
ζ1ζ23

=

√
nP (2ζ1

√
nPE (|Z|)− 4σ2 + 4PE2 (|Z|))

ζ1ζ23
> 0. (20)

Then, to analyze ∆2, we have

nV(1− τ)2 + (Wii − E)2

=
4nPσ4 + ζ1ζ

2
2

ζ1ζ23

≈ 4nPσ4

ζ1(nPE (|Z|))2

≈ 4σ4

ζ1nPE2 (|Z|) . (21)
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Furthermore, we have

∂(Pζ1)

∂P
=

4σ2 − 3PE2 (|Z|)
2ζ1

> 0, (22)

and

∂(nV(1− τ)2 + (Wii − E)2)
∂d

=
4ζ1ζ3(2d− PE (|Z|))− 16nPσ4 − 4ζ1ζ

2
2

ζ1ζ33

≈4nPζ1ζ2E (|Z|)− 16nPσ4

ζ1(nPE (|Z|))3 > 0, (23)

where the above inequality (23) holds by Assumption 2.
According to (18)-(23), r decreases with the increasing of
n and P , and higher self-confidence level d will decrease
convergence rate.

Based on the above analysis in (1)-(3), for the (+/+),
(+/−) and (+/0) scenarios, the convergence rate r is
proportional to both the population size and the network
connectivity. Conversely, it is inversely proportional to
the individuals’ self-confidence level.

(4). Mutual mistrust (−/−) interaction.
In this case, |W −diag{2(Wii−E)}| is a row-stochastic

matrix and −1 is the dominant eigenvalue of W −
diag{2(Wii − E)}. By Lemma 5, −1 + 2(Wii − E) is an
eigenvalue of W and determines the convergence rate.
Since P−/− = 1, we have P̄ = −1 and P̂ = 1. Substitut-
ing them into (15), we have

−1 + 2(Wii − E) =
d− (n− 3)PE (|Z|)
d+ (n− 1)PE (|Z|) . (24)

Since |−1+2(Wii−E)| ≫ Me, we have r = −log(|−1+
2(Wii−E)|). Moreover, |−1+2(Wii−E)| = 1−2(Wii−E).
In order to further study the effect of n, d and P on

convergence rate, differentiating (24) with respect to n,
P and d respectively, we obtain

∂(1− 2(Wii − E))
∂n

=
2P 2E2(|Z|) + 2PE(|Z|)d
(d+ (n− 1)PE(|Z|))2

> 0,

∂(1− 2(Wii − E))
∂P

=
(2n− 4)E(|Z|)d

(d+ (n− 1)PE(|Z|))2
> 0,

∂(1− 2(Wii − E))
∂d

=
−(2n− 4)dE(|Z|)

(d+ (n− 1)PE(|Z|))2
< 0,

Thus, the increase of population size n and network con-
nectivity P promote the convergence rate, while the im-
provement of self-confidence level d decreases the conver-
gence rate.

(5). Unilateral mistrust (−/0) interaction.
In this case, |W −diag{2(Wii−E)}| is a row-stochastic

matrix and −1 is the dominant eigenvalue of matrix
W − diag{2(Wii − E)}. By Lemma 5, −1 + 2(Wii − E)
is an eigenvalue of W and determines the convergence
rate. Since P−/0 = 1, we have P̄ = − 1

2 and P̂ = 1
2 .

Substituting them into (15), we have

−1 + 2(Wii − E) =
2d− (n− 3)PE (|Z|)
2d+ (n− 1)PE (|Z|) .

Since |−1+2(Wii−E)| ≫ Me, we have r = −log(|−1+
2(Wii − E)|) and

1− 2(Wii − E) =
(n− 3)PE (|Z|)− 2d

2d+ (n− 1)PE (|Z|) . (25)

Differentiating (25) with respect to n, P and d respec-
tively, we obtain that the following inequalities hold

∂(1− 2(Wii − E))
∂n

=
2P 2E2(|Z|) + 4PdE(|Z|)
(d+ (n− 1)PE(|Z|))2

> 0,

∂(1− 2(Wii − E))
∂P

=
(4n− 8)dE(|Z|)

(d+ (n− 1)PE(|Z|))2
> 0,

∂(1− 2(Wii − E))
∂d

=
(−4n+ 8)PdE(|Z|)

(d+ (n− 1)PE(|Z|))2
< 0.

Hence, r decreases with the increasing of network con-
nectivity P and population size n, but increases with the
higher self-confidence level d.

Based on the above analysis in (4) and (5), for the
(−/−) and (−/0) scenarios, the convergence rate r is
inversely proportional to both the population size and the
network connectivity. On the contrary, it is proportional
to the individuals’ self-confidence level.

From Theorems 1-3, the impact that the (−/−) and
(−/0) have on the convergence rate is completely oppo-
site to that of other interaction types. To further explore
the role of mistrust in the process of opinion evolution,
we proceed to analyze two mixed scenarios: (+/+,−/−)
and (−/−,−/0).

D. Mixture interaction (+/+,−/−)

In this section, we focus on studying the effect of mu-
tual trust (+/+) on the convergence rate of system (7)
by considering the mixture of mutual trust (+/+) and
mutual mistrust (−/−).

Theorem 4 For the system (7) with mixture inter-
actions (+/+,−/−), there exist two small constants
ξ1, ξ2 > 0 such that the following statements hold:
(i). When P+/+ is in the intervals [0, 0.5 − ξ1) or
(0.5, 0.5 + ξ2], the convergence rate of system (7) is pro-
portional to P+/+.
(ii). When P+/+ is in the intervals [0.5 − ξ1, 0.5] or
(0.5 + ξ2, 1], the convergence rate of system (7) is in-
versely proportional to P+/+.
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Proof 8 Substituting P̂ = 1, P̄ = 2P+/+ − 1, and
P+/− = P+/0 = P−/0 = 0 into (15), we obtain

E =
E(Sij)
Cm+d = PP̄E(|Z|)

(n−1)PE(|Z|)+d ,

Wii − E = d−PP̄E(|Z|)
(n−1)PE(|Z|)+d√

nV =

√
nPσ2−nP 2P̄ 2E2(|Z|)
(n−1)PE(|Z|)+d ,

τ = E2(|Z|)−PP̄ 2E2(|Z|)
σ2−PP̄ 2E2(|Z|) ,

λoutlier =
E2(|Z|)+(n−2)PP̄ 2E2(|Z|)+dP̄E(|Z|)

P̄E(|Z|)((n−1)PE(|Z|)+d)
.

From Theorem 2, when P+/+ ∈ [0, 0.5−ξ1)∪(0.5+ξ2, 1],
there exist two small constants ξ1, ξ2 > 0 such that
r = −log(|λoutlier|). Moreover, |λoutlier| ≈ |P̄ |. Thus,
when P+/+ ∈ [0, 0.5 − ξ1], a larger P+/+ can promote
convergence rate r, while when P+/+ ∈ [0.5 + ξ2, 1], con-
clusions are just the opposite.

Moreover, when P+/+ ∈ [0.5− ξ1, 0.5] ∪ [0.5, 0.5 + ξ2],
we have

r = −log(
√
nV(1 + τ) + |Wii − E|)

and

√
nV(1 + τ) + |Wii − E|

=

√
nP (θ + E2 (|Z|)− PP̄ 2E2 (|Z|)) + θ|d− PP̄E (|Z|) |

(n− 1)PθE (|Z|)

≈θ + E2 (|Z|)− PP̄ 2E2 (|Z|)√
nPθE (|Z|)

=
1 + E2(|Z|)−PP̄ 2E2(|Z|)

θ√
nPE (|Z|)

,

where θ =
√

σ2 − PP̄ 2E2 (|Z|). Furthermore, since

∂(E
2(|Z|)−PP̄ 2E2(|Z|)

θ )

∂(P̄ 2)

=
−2PE2 (|Z|)σ2 + P 2P̄ 2E4 (|Z|) + PE4 (|Z|)

2θ3
< 0,

the convergence rate r monotonically decreases and in-
creases in intervals [0.5 − ξ1, 0.5] and (0.5, 0.5 + ξ2], re-
spectively.

Remark 6 From Theorem 4, more trust interaction
types ((+/+) and (+/0)) do not necessarily accelerate
convergence. In ecology, this phenomenon is analogous
to mutualism among multiple species, while in sociology,
it is indicative of social balance.

E. Mixture interaction (−/−,−/0)

In this section, we examine the effect of increasing mu-
tual interaction in system (7) by considering the mix-
ture (−/−,−/0) of mutual mistrust (−/−) and unilateral
(−/0).

Theorem 5 For the system (7) with mixture interac-
tion (−/−,−/0), the convergence rate is inversely pro-
portional to the proportion of mutual mistrust (−/−).

Proof 9 For the mixture interaction (−/−,−/0), we
have

P̂ = −P̄ =
1

2
(P−/− + 1).

By Theorem 3, we can obtain

r = −log(1− 2(Wii − E)),

where

1− 2(Wii − E) =
(n− 3)PP̂E (|Z|)− d

(n− 1)PP̂E (|Z|) + d
. (26)

Then, differentiating (26) with respect to P̂ yields

∂(1− 2(Wii − E))
∂P̂

=
(2n− 4)PdE(|Z|)

(d+ (n− 1)PP̂E(|Z|))2
> 0.

Thus, the convergence rate is inversely proportional to
the proportion of (−/−).

Remark 7 In this paper, we introduce a novel frame-
work for analyzing the convergence rate of the discrete-
time Altafini model and identify the key factors that in-
fluence this rate. Most importantly, our research method
is effective not only for the discrete-time Altafini model
but also for the continuous-time Altafini model as dis-
cussed in [26] and the opinion dynamics model with stub-
born individuals as presented in [19].

V. ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

In this section, some numerical examples are given to
illustrate our main results.

Example 3 (Random mixture interactions) This exam-
ple aims to show the validity of the theoretical results
in Theorem 1 and Corollary 1, where the interaction
strengths Sij are drawn from a normal distribution with
mean E(Z) = 0 and variance σ = 1.
(1). Let the parameter values n be 500 and d be 5,

respectively. Then, by Theorem 1, we estimate the eigen-
value distribution of matrix W in (7). As shown in FIG.
4, results with different parameter values P from numer-
ical simulations align well with the theoretical estima-
tions.
(2). Next, we verify the effects of population size, net-

work connectivity, and individuals’ self-confidence level
on the convergence rate of the system (7), where the pa-
rameter values n, P , and d are set in TABLE II. From
Fig. 5, the results from numerical simulations are in good
agreement with our theoretical analysis.
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FIG. 4. Estimating the eigenvalue distribution of W . Solid
line and dot are obtained from our theory (Theo.) results and
numerical simulations (Simu.), respectively.

TABLE II. Parameter values in Example 3

Fig. 5 (a) Fig. 5 (b) Fig. 5 (c)

Population size n 100:100:1500 500 500

Network connectivity P 0.5 0.1:0.05:0.9 0.5

Self-confidence level d 5 5 10:10:100

Example 4 (Complex mixture interactions) This exam-
ple aims to demonstrate the validity of the results on the
convergence rate presented in Theorems 2 and 3. The
interaction strengths Sij are still drawn from a normal
distribution with mean E(Z) = 0 and variance σ = 1.
(1). Set the parameter values to n = 500, d = 5,

and P = 0.5. It is easy to verify that Assumption 2
holds. Next, by Theorems 2, we estimate the eigenvalue
distribution of matrix W in (7). As shown in Fig. 6, we
find that the results from numerical simulations closely
match the theoretical estimations.

(2). Now, we verify the effects of population size,
network connectivity, self-confidence level, and complex
interaction types on the convergence rate of the system
(7), where the parameter values n, P , and d are pro-
vided in TABLE III. As depicted in FIG. 7, for the
(+/+), (+/−), and (+/0) scenarios, an increase in pop-
ulation size and network connectivity results in faster
convergence, whereas a higher self-confidence level slows
the rate. Conversely, for the (−/−) and (−/0) scenar-
ios, a higher self-confidence level accelerates convergence.
Hence, these numerical simulation results are in accor-
dance with our theoretical predictions.

TABLE III. Parameter values in Example 4

Fig. 7 (a) Fig. 7 (b) Fig. 7 (c)

Population size n 50:50:1500 500 500

Network connectivity P 0.5 0.05:0.05:1 0.5

Self-confidence level d 5 5 3:4:47

Example 5 (Two mixture interaction scenarios:
(+/+,−/−) and (−/−,−/0)) In this example, we focus
on examining the optimal proportional configuration to
ensure the fastest convergence rate for the interactions
scenarios discussed in Theorems 4 and 5. Let the
parameter values be n = 500, d = 5, and P = 0.5.

As depicted in FIG. 8, for the (+/+, −/−),
(+/+,+/−), (+/+,−/0) scenarios, the convergence rate
is not monotonic as the proportion of the (+/+) inter-
action type increases. Specifically, for the scenario of
interaction type (+/+,−/−), when the proportion of
(+/+) is approximately 0.5 (P+/+ ≈ 0.5), system (7)
achieves convergence in the fastest speed. From FIG. 8
(b), for the (−/−,−/0) scenario, the convergence rate is
inversely proportional to the proportion of (−/−) inter-
action types.

VI. CONCLUSION

A general framework for the analysis of the conver-
gence rate is established in this paper. Firstly, we have
established the quantitative expressions of convergence
rate by random matrix theory and low-rank perturbation
theory. These results bridge the gap between the conver-
gence rate and complex interaction types. With the aid
of this bridge, we have further analyzed the impact of
some key factors on the convergence rate through rig-
orous theoretical derivations. In addition to theoretical
analyses, we have also provided simulation examples to
corroborate our findings, thereby demonstrating the sig-
nificant impact of interaction types on the convergence
rate.

In a realistic social network, the information transmit-
ted among the individuals may be subject to communica-
tion constraints such as delays from time to time, ranging
from engineering science (distributed control [60, 61]) to
ecosystems (ecological stability [62]), and social sciences
(opinion forming [63]). From the perspective of opinion
dynamics, a communication delay between a pair of in-
dividuals represents that one individual can only access
an earlier opinion of the other, which leads to the fact
that individuals cannot express their opinions in a pre-
cise manner. This naturally raises a significant question:
what impact does time delay have on the convergence
rate of opinion dynamics? Whether our approach in this
paper can be extended to such a situation remains open
for future investigations.
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