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Abstract

The extent to which committed minorities can overturn social conventions is an ac-
tive area of research in the mathematical modelling of opinion dynamics. Researchers
generally use simulations of agent-based models (ABMs) to compute approximate val-
ues for the minimum committed minority size needed to overturn a social convention.
In this manuscript, we expand on previous work by studying an ABM’s mean-field
behaviour using ordinary differential equation (ODE) models and a new tool, opinion
response functions. Using these methods allows for formal analysis of the determin-
istic model which can provide a theoretical explanation for observed behaviours, e.g.,
coexistence or overturning of opinions. In particular, opinion response functions are
a method of characterizing the equilibria in our social model. Our analysis confirms
earlier numerical results and supplements them with a precise formula for computing
the minimum committed minority size required to overturn a social convention.

Keywords – Agent-based models, Dynamical processes, Stationary states

1 Introduction
People are strongly influenced by the opinions and behaviours of those around them and often
underestimate the strength of their influence on others [7, 16]. In particular, it has been found that,
in specific scenarios, committed minorities making up only 10% of the total population have the
ability to upset a social convention [45]. Opinion dynamics and the study of tipping points of social
conventions are active areas of research in mathematical modelling [9, 20, 21]. Applications of these
models can be found in, e.g., linguistics [3], vaccination decisions [35], and climate action [10, 18].

Individuals in these social models are often assumed to be willing to change their opinions based on
decision making processes, e.g., a cost-benefit analysis [21], following the local majority [18, 19, 20],
or considering an external influence such as mass media [1]. Conversely, an individual who is
unwilling to change their opinion is called “committed” or “inflexible”. Galam and Jacobs [20] state
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that they are the first to study the impact of adding committed individuals to an opinion dynamics
model. For a finite population size, it has since been found that when a committed minority is large
enough to reach a critical mass, it can trigger a tipping event [9, 18, 19, 20, 45], i.e., an abrupt
change in the majority opinion.

Opinion dynamics systems are often studied using an agent-based model (ABM) approach. ABMs
consider agents interacting under a set of rules to investigate the behaviour of the overall system.
Examples of such models are bounded confidence models [8, 14, 21], the Voter model [24, 26, 31, 37],
and the naming game [3, 9, 45]. Each of these models can be used to study how social conventions are
formed through coordination in pairs or small groups. These models may use pairwise interactions
in which both individuals update their opinions [8, 14] or they may define a speaking-listening
interaction where only the listeners update their opinions [9]. Other models define interactions as
occurring in groups of three where all of the participating agents take on the most frequent opinion
in the group [18, 20]. Results from each of these model types show that consensus of opinion can
be achieved, but generally provide little formal analysis of the model dynamics.

One way to gain insight on the driving mechanisms behind model behaviour is employing a well-
mixed assumption [28]. Under this assumption, modellers use ordinary differential equations (ODEs)
to study the mean-field behaviour of ABMs [5, 17, 37, 40]. This approach can allow for quantifica-
tion of ABM behaviours such as average consensus time, steady states, and bifurcation structure.
Some authors suggest that ODE modelling is especially useful when there is limited empirical data
since ODE models require fewer assumptions on parameter values as compared to ABMs [41]. Ad-
ditionally, a simpler ODE model can provide insights into behaviours of more complex models or
determine analytical bounds for plausible ranges of the true behaviour [36, 43].

In this paper, we aim to fill the gap in formal analysis by using ODE models and a new tool, namely,
opinion response functions. Opinion response functions consider a speaking-listening interaction as
two separate processes (i.e., a speaking process and a listening process). This decoupling of processes
[15] allows us to more easily analyze the equilibria of the system.

The sections in this manuscript are organized as follows. In Section 2, we describe the ABM social
model on which our work is based, its well-mixed ODE approximation, and our new tool, opinion
response functions. In Section 3, we present results from each of these methods. Lastly, in Section
4, we discuss the resulting model behaviour and possible extensions to this work. An earlier version
of this manuscript appears in Chapter 2 of the MSc thesis Wyse [44].

2 Methods

2.1 General Framework
The general framework we adopt for each of our social models is based on the agent-based opinion
dynamics model from [9]. We use the same ABM as the one in that reference. The key terms and
definitions are listed in Table 1. We begin with a detailed description of the model.

Individuals in the model can hold one of two opinions, A or B. The individuals participate pairwise
in one-sided interactions where one individual is randomly assigned as the speaker, making the other
individual the listener. Each individual has a memory bank that is a string of memories of length
M where each “memory” corresponds to one of the two available opinions.

Memory banks are updated as follows. After each interaction, the listener adds the speaker’s opinion
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to their memory bank in a first-in-first-out (FIFO) process. An individual’s memory bank is thus
a finite history of the opinions they have heard most recently. In other words, each individual’s
memory bank consists of the opinions spoken in that individual’s last M listening interactions.

The opinion an individual holds and, when applicable, speaks, is the memory that appears most
frequently in their memory bank. When M is even, the frequencies of the A and B opinions can
be equal. We assume that these undecided individuals speak A and B equally often. The bulk of
the population does not inherently favour one opinion over the other, and individuals within this
group are willing to update their memory banks and, thus, their opinions. We call this group the
uncommitted population and note that individuals in this population may hold either opinion. The
remainder of the population is the committed minority and we denote the proportion of individuals
in this group by CM ∈ [0, 1]. Without loss of generality, we set these individuals to hold only
A memories in their memory banks. Individuals in the committed minority do not update their
memory banks or opinions. We note that we could have equivalently set the committed minority
to only hold opinion B.

Table 1: Key terms used in our social model.

Term Variable Definition
Memory An entry held by an individual,

can be of type A or B
Memory Bank An individual’s collection of memories
Memory Bank Length M The number of memories in an

individual’s memory bank
Opinion O The most frequent memory in an

individual’s memory bank
Speaking rate ri The speaking rate of opinion i in

the population
Committed Minority CM A small group of individuals who

refuse to update their memory
banks and, thus, their opinions

Social Convention The opinion held by the majority
of the population

Consensus The entire population holding
the same opinion

Now, we describe the initial condition and possible resulting behaviour for our model. We aim
to investigate the conditions under which this committed minority can overturn a pre-existing
social convention, i.e., the opinion held by the majority of the population. As such, we initialize
the uncommitted individuals to only hold B in their memory banks which means they also all
hold opinion B. We say the social convention is overturned when opinion B is no longer held by a
majority of the uncommitted population. The minimal critical mass, C∗

M, is the smallest proportion
of the committed minority required to cause this tipping event.
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2.2 Agent-Based Model
Here we provide the details needed to rigorously define and simulate the ABM as given in [9]. We
track the state of each agent using a continuous-time Markov chain (CTMC) given by

(X(1, t), X(2, t), . . . , X(P, t))

where X(j, t) is the state of agent j at time t. The state space for each agent is S := {(x1, x2, . . . , xM ) :
xi ∈ {A,B} ∀i} and the state space for the entire population is SP where P is the total number of
agents (i.e., the population size). For our simulations, we set P = 10, 000. Let PA, PB denote re-
spectively the number of uncommitted agents who hold opinion A,B. When M is even, it is possible
for some agents to have memory banks that contain an equal number of A and B memories. These
agents are undecided; let PU denote the number of such agents. Undecided agents speak A or B at
each time step each with probability 1/2. Agents 1, ..., ⌊CMP ⌋ are committed and the other agents
are uncommitted. Committed agents are initialized with memory bank AAA...A and never change
their opinion. An uncommitted agent with state (x1, x2, . . . , xM ) updates to (A, x1, . . . , xM−1) at
rate ⌊CMP ⌋/P + (PA + 0.5PU )/P and updates to (B, x1, . . . , xM−1) at rate (PB + 0.5PU )/P .

For each simulation, we choose a memory bank length M and committed minority proportion CM.
We note that we run many simulations in which we vary these values so that we can determine
the location of CM∗ for M ∈ [1, 70]. Simulations of the ABM are run as follows. We use the
initial conditions described in Section 2.1. Specifically, the committed minority proportion of the
population is CM and has memory banks full of opinion A, while the proportion of the rest of the
population is 1− CM and has memory banks full of opinion B. In each time step, we perform P/2
asynchronous interactions so that each agent has, on average, one interaction (speaking or listening)
per time step. Each interaction consists of the following steps. First, we randomly choose two agents
and set one to be the speaker and the other to be the listener. Second, we determine whether or
not the listener is a committed agent and update the listener’s memory bank accordingly. Listeners
in the committed minority do not update their memory bank, while listeners in the uncommitted
population drop their oldest memory and insert the speaker’s opinion as the newest entry in their
memory bank. Third, and finally, we check whether the new memory changes the listener’s opinion
and update their opinion accordingly. These three steps are repeated until all P/2 interactions are
complete. This process is repeated until the simulation reaches a pre-determined end time.

2.3 Ordinary Differential Equation Model
When an ABM population is large and well-mixed, the mean-field behaviour of the model can be
understood using compartmental ODE models in which the rate of movement between compartments
is based on the law of mass action [28]. This takes the following form for the above ABM. Let Yx
denote the number of uncommitted individuals with opinion state x and for O ∈ {A,B} let

σO(x1, . . . , xM ) = (O, x1, . . . , xM−1) (1)

which is the updated state of an individual after hearing opinion O. Let ex denote the unit basis vec-
tor in RS with 1 in the x entry and 0 elsewhere. Summing transition rates over the Yx uncommitted
individuals with opinion state x, Y := (Yx)x∈S has transition rates

q(Y, Y + Z) =


(⌊CMP ⌋+ (PA + 0.5PU ))Yx/P if Z = eσA(x) − ex

(PB + 0.5PU )Yx/P if Z = eσB(x) − ex

0 otherwise.
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Y is a Markov chain, since its transition rates depend only on its present value: if N(x) = #{i : xi =
A} denotes the number of occurrences of A in opinion state x then

PA =
∑

x : N(x)<M/2

Yx, PU =
∑

x : N(x)=M/2

Yx and PB =
∑

x : N(x)>M/2

Yx.

For y ∈ RS define functions pA, pU , pB in the same way, i.e.,

pA(y) =
∑

x : N(x)<M/2

yx, pU (y) =
∑

x : N(x)=M/2

yx and pB(y) =
∑

x : N(x)>M/2

yx. (2)

Define the rate functions fZ : RS → R+ by

fZ(y) =


(CM + pA(y) + 0.5pU (y))yx if Z = eσA(x) − ex

(pB(y) + 0.5pU (y))yx if Z = eσB(x) − ex

0 otherwise.

If CM is an integer multiple of 1/P then transition rates satisfy

q(Y, Y + Z) = PfZ(Y/P )

i.e., Y is a density-dependent Markov chain in the sense of [28]. Defining the vector field

F (y) :=
∑
Z

ZfZ(y),

by Theorem 2.1 in that reference, if Y (0)/P → y(0) as P → ∞ then Y (·)/P converges uniformly in
probability on bounded time intervals to the solution of the initial value problem y(0) = y(0) and
dy/dt = F (y). In the present context the ODEs take the following form. Let

rA(y) = CM + pA(y) + 0.5pU (y) and rB(y) = pB(y) + 0.5pU (y) (3)

and let σ−1(x1, . . . , xM ) = {(x2, . . . , xM , O) : O ∈ {A,B}}. Then

dyx/dt = −yx + rx1(y)
∑

w∈σ−1(x)

yw (4)

Equation (4) can be deduced from the above formulas, but the computation is unintuitive. Instead,
we shall explain it via inflows and outflows. The loss term −yx occurs since each individual updates
their state at rate 1, while the other term occurs since each individual with state (x2, . . . , xM , ·)
updates to state (x1, . . . , xM ) at rate rx1(y).

Recall the population size is P , the committed minority has size CMP and the ODEs are obtained
after rescaling by 1/P . So, the relevant solutions of the ODEs have uncommitted population size∑

x∈S yx = 1−CM. Before moving on we note the following observation that we will need later on.

Lemma 2.1. If
∑

x∈S yx = 1− CM then rB(y) = 1− rA(y).

Proof. From (3), rA(y)+rB(y) = CM+pA(y)+pB(y)+pU (y) and from (2), pA(y)+pU (y)+pB(y) =∑
x∈S yx. If the latter is equal to 1− CM then rA(y) + rB(y) = CM + 1− CM = 1.

To provide some context we explicitly give the functions rA and rB for M ∈ {1, 2, 3} as well as for
a modified version of the M = 2 case, in which the uncertain opinion states {AB,BA} are treated
as a single group. The modified system is introduced to contrast its dynamics with the unmodified
M = 2 case.
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2.3.1 M = 1 case

In the case where individuals hold one memory, there are two possible states for the uncommitted
population. We call the corresponding compartments A and B, where each member of the popula-
tion holds, respectfully, opinion A or opinion B. When M = 1, an individual’s memory bank and
opinion are the same. Individuals only change their opinion when they hear the opposite opinion.
That is, the transition rate from A to B is yA+ CM and the transition rate from B to A is yB. The
movement between groups is shown in Figure 1. The system of ODEs is:

dyA
dt

= yB(yA + CM)− yAyB = yBCM, (5a)

dyB
dt

= yAyB − yB(yA + CM) = −yBCM. (5b)

There is some cancellation of terms, namely those corresponding to interactions between uncom-
mitted individuals with opinion A and those with opinion B. The only surviving term in the ODEs
is due to the presence of a committed minority.

Figure 1: Compartmental diagram for the uncommitted compartments of the M = 1 ODE
model. The compartments that speak opinion A are A and CM (not shown) and the com-
partment that speaks opinion B is B.

2.3.2 M = 2 case

In the M = 2 case of the model, there are four compartments (AA, AB, BA, and BB) and thus
there are four equations. We note that compartments AB and BA are undecided and speak each
opinion equally often. In this case the speaking rate of opinion A (i.e., the “hears A” transition
rate) is rA(y) = yAA + 1

2yAB + 1
2yBA + CM and the speaking rate of opinion B (i.e., the “hears B”

transition rate) is rB(y) = yBB + 1
2yAB + 1

2yBA.

We provide a compartmental diagram in Figure 2 that depicts the transitions between compart-
ments. We describe other possible choices for the speaking behaviour of undecided individuals in
Section 4. The case where these undecided groups are combined is discussed in Section 2.3.3.
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Figure 2: Compartmental diagram for the uncommitted compartments of the M = 2 ODE
model. The compartments that speak only opinion A are AA and CM (not shown). The
compartment that speaks only opinion B is BB. Compartments AB and BA speak both
opinions equally often.

2.3.3 M = 2 case with combined undecided compartments

In this variation, which is included here simply to contrast with the usual M = 2 case, we assume
that the AB and BA populations have the same behaviour and combine types AB and BA into an
“undecided” type, U . Moreover, we assume that U switches to whatever it hears next, i.e., to AA if
it hears A, and to BB if it hears B. This process differs from that used in the original M = 2 model
above since, upon hearing A, AB transitions to AA but BA transitions to AB. This assumption
allows us to reduce the previous M = 2 model to the compartmental diagram given in Figure 3.
The corresponding system of ODEs is given in Appendix A (Equations 17). Here, the speaking rate
of opinion A is rA(y) = yAA+ 1

2yU + CM and the speaking rate of opinion B is rB(y) = yBB + 1
2yU .

The only difference between this simplified M = 2 model and the original M = 2 model is the
loss of the flow between the AB and BA compartments. The transition rates among the remaining
compartments do not change as a result of the simplification since yU corresponds to yAB + yBA.

Figure 3: Compartmental diagram for the uncommitted compartments of the M = 2 with
combined undecided compartments ODE model. Compartments AA and CM speak only
opinion A, compartment BB speaks only opinion B, and compartment U speaks opinions A
and B equally often.

2.3.4 M = 3 Model

The last ODE model we explicitly consider is the model where individuals can hold 3 memories. A
compartmental diagram to show the flow between compartments is given in Figure 4. In this case
rA(y) = yAAA + yAAB + yABA + yBAA + CM and rB(y) = yBBB + yBBA + yBAB + yABB.
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Figure 4: Compartmental diagram for the uncommitted compartments of the M = 3 ODE
model. Compartments AAA,AAB,ABA,BAA, and CM speak opinion A and compartments
BBB,BBA,BAB, and ABB speak opinion B.

The compartment diagram becomes unwieldy for large M since there are 2M opinion states. To
study the equilibria of the system for arbitrary M , we use opinion response functions, discussed in
the next section.

2.4 Opinion Response Functions
In this section we characterize the equilibria of the ODE model for any M , using a tool we created
called the opinion response function (ORF); the ORF for the modified M = 2 case will be derived
in Appendix B. We begin with the case CM = 0, i.e., there is no committed minority. To define the
ORF for any of the ODE models, we view the opinion dynamics system as a decoupled speaking-
listening process, i.e., each interaction is interpreted as a speaking event followed by a separate
listening event. When the system is well-mixed and at equilibrium, the speaking rate and the
listening rate of each opinion are equal and roughly constant throughout the population and across
time. In other words, at equilibrium, the average per-capita rate at which opinion A or B is spoken
is, respectively, the same as the rate at which A or B is heard. Overloading notation somewhat, we
denote these (constant) listening rates by rA, rB, satisfying rA + rB = 1. To define the speaking
rate, let X ∈ S denote the opinion state of a fixed individual and recall the opinion update function
σO from (1). If the listening rate is held constant then X is a Markov chain with transition rates

x → σO(x) at rate rO for each O ∈ {A,B}. (6)

If min(rA, rB) > 0, this Markov chain is irreducible: to go from any state to (x1, . . . , xm), apply,
in order, the transitions σxm , . . . , σx1 . The total outgoing rate from a state is rA + rB = 1 so the
forward Kolmogorov equations for the transition probabilities are

d

dt
pt(x,w) = −pt(x,w) + rw1

∑
z∈σ−1(w)

pt(x, z) (7)

where σ−1 is defined above (4). The unique stationary distribution is the product measure π(x) =∏m
i=1 rxi . Let s(x) denote the probability that an individual in state x speaks opinion A, so that

s(x) =


0 if N(x) < M/2,

1/2 if N(x) = M/2,

1 if N(x) > M/2.

(8)

8



The speaking rate of A at equilibrium is then
∑

x∈S π(x)s(x). To encode the dependence on listening
rate, let r = rA, then rB = 1− r so that the corresponding stationary distribution πr is given by

πr(x) := rN(x)(1− r)M−N(x). (9)

Define the corresponding opinion response function Φ by

Φ(r) :=
∑
x∈S

πr(x)s(x). (10)

That is, Φ(r) is the probability that a randomly chosen individual speaks A, or equivalently the
average per-capita speaking rate of A, when the per-capita listening rate is r, the population is at
equilibrium, and there is no committed minority. It can also be written as follows. Let X(r) be
a random variable with distribution π and let 1 denote the indicator function, i.e., 1(·) = 1 if · is
true and = 0 is · is false. Then (1(Xi(r) = A) : i = 1, . . . ,M) are independent Bernoulli(r) trials
so N(X(r)) is Binomial(M, r) and

Φ(r) = P(N(X(r)) > M/2) +
1

2
P(N(X(r)) = M/2). (11)

Let us now compute the ORF when there is a committed minority of size CM that speaks only A.
In this case the (rescaled by 1/P ) uncommitted population size is 1−CM. If the per-capita listening
rate of A is r then the average per-capita speaking rate of A is equal to CM + (1− CM)Φ(r), since
the committed population speaks A at per-capita rate 1 and the uncommitted population speaks
A at per-capita rate Φ(r). This is the more general ORF, that we denote by ΨCM :

ΨCM(r) := CM + (1− CM)Φ(r). (12)

Definition 2.1. Let r ∈ [0, 1]. Then r is a fixed point of ΨCM if r = ΨCM(r).

Equilibrium points of (4) are characterized by the property that listening rate equals speaking rate,
i.e., by the fixed point equation r = ΨCM(r), in the following sense.

Theorem 2.1. Let CM ∈ [0, 1). If y ∈ RS
+ and

∑
x∈S yx = 1 − CM then y is an equilibrium point

of (4) if and only if y = (1− CM)πr for some r ∈ [0, 1] that satisfies r = ΨCM(r).

Proof. Suppose y is an equilibrium point of (4) that has
∑

x yx = 1− CM, and let rA = rA(y) and
rB = rB(y). By Lemma 2.1, rB = 1 − rA. Setting pt(x,w) = yw, the right-hand sides of (4) and
(7) are identical, so have the same value, namely 0. In other words, y is a stationary measure of
the Markov chain specified by (6). In particular, letting r = rA, y = cπr for some constant c. Since∑

x yx = 1− CM and
∑

x πr(x) = 1, y = (1− CM)πr. From (2), pA(y) + 0.5pU (y) =
∑

x∈S yxs(x),
so using these and (3),

r = rA(y) = CM + pA(y) + 0.5pU (y) = CM +
∑
x∈S

yxs(x)

= CM + (1− CM)
∑
x∈S

πr(x)s(x) = ΨCM(r).

We have verified the necessity of the conditions in Theorem 2.1. If, on the other hand, y = (1−CM)πr
for some r satisfying r = ΨCM(r), the above implies r = rA(y), so with the given choice of y, the
right-hand side of (4) is equal to zero, i.e., y is an equilibrium of (4).

9



For a given value of CM, the form of an equilibrium point y is completely determined by the value
of r. Moreover, the map r 7→ πr from values of r to equilibrium points is smooth, in fact analytic,
since it is a polynomial in r. In other words, Theorem 2.1 implies that there is a smooth, one-to-one
correspondence between equilibrium points of the ODE system (4) and fixed points of ΨCM .

For all M ≥ 3, Φ is a sigmoid function, i.e., is bounded, increasing, and has a unique inflection
point, see Theorem 3.1. ΨCM is the weighted average of 1 and Φ, and increasing CM has the effect
of “pulling up” ΨCM towards 1. Since Φ is S-shaped, ΨCM has a saddle-node bifurcation in the
following sense: there is a value CM∗ > 0 such that for CM < CM∗, ΨCM has three equilibria, for
CM = CM∗ it has two equilibria, and for CM > CM∗ it only has the equilibrium r = 1. This is
visible in Figure 5 and is proved in Theorem C.1 in Appendix C.

(a) CM = 0 (b) CM = 0.31

(c) CM = 0.4

Figure 5: Sample opinion response functions, ΨCM(r), for M = 25 and the given CM. We
note that ΨCM(r) = Φ(r) when CM = 0 and the tipping point for this model occurs at
CM = 0.31. An identity line is provided to show the fixed points of ΨCM(r).

At a practical level, the correspondence between fixed points of ΨCM and equilibria of (4) means
that, by solving the fixed point equation r = ΨCM(r), we can: 1) obtain bifurcation diagrams for
any M , 2) compute the value of CM∗, and 3) investigate the limiting behaviour of the system as
M → ∞. This is done in Section 3.3, see in particular Figure 11.
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3 Results

3.1 Agent-Based Model
We simulate the ABM to estimate the tipping point for various M using a binary search algorithm
and an error bound of 10/P (i.e., the tipping point is found within an accuracy of 10 agents).
In order for our ABM results to match those obtained using the ORF approach, we find that the
number of agents and timesteps must be sufficiently large. When there are too few agents, we obtain
tipping points that occur at a committed minority size smaller than CM∗. On the other hand, even
for CM > CM∗, too few time steps results in the model not having enough time to overturn the
social convention. The larger CM is, the faster the social convention can be overturned. Moreover,
tipping only occurs for committed minority sizes larger than CM∗. We find that 10,000 agents
and 1000 time steps results in tipping points that have an error on the order of 0.001 (10/10,000)
when compared to the the tipping points predicted by the opinion response function (see Figure
6 for sample time series). The relationship between memory bank length and committed minority
size required to overturn the social convention is increasing and concave except for an observed
“doubling” of threshold values, see Figure 7. In Section 3.3 we address this doubling by showing
that P, when CM∗ are computed from the ORF ΨCM given by (12), CM−1

∗ = CM∗ for even M . We
note that opinion B appears to be a passive state in the sense that when CM is large enough, no
one holds opinion B and everyone holds opinion A by the end of the simulation. This phenomenon
is a result of the difference in behaviour between the committed minority, who hold opinion A and
never update their opinion, and the rest of the population, who are not committed to either opinion
and are prone to change their opinion depending on the opinion of their interaction partners.

Figure 6: Sample time series for the ABM when M = 25 and CM = 0.308 (left) and
CM = 0.31 (right). Note that A and B are, respectively, the speaking rates of opinion A and
B in the uncommitted population.
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Figure 7: A plot of the estimated CM∗, the minimal committed minority size required to
overturn a social convention, versus M , the memory bank length, using the ABM.

3.2 Ordinary Differential Equation Models
3.2.1 M = 1

We can simplify the M=1 system of equations by setting the total population to one. After applying
the substitution yB = 1− yA − CM and simplifying, we obtain:

dyA
dt

= CM(1− yA − CM). (13)

This ODE is always non-negative (yA is non-decreasing) and is zero when CM = 0 or 1−yA−CM =
yB = 0. When there is no committed minority, the initial state is always stable. We note that the
flow rates from A to B and from B to A in Equations 5a cancel each other, and there is only a net
change if CM > 0. Additionally, when CM = 0, Equation 13 is also zero. For a non-zero committed
minority, the system always tends towards consensus on opinion A by the entire population. The
general solution is:

yA = 1− CM −De−CMt, (14a)

yB = De−CMt, (14b)

where D is a constant of integration. The yB population is exponentially decreasing and goes to zero
as t → ∞. Overall, we have found that when CM ̸= 0 and for any initial conditions, the committed
minority succeeds in overturning the social convention. This result means the M = 1 ODE model
only has a trivial tipping point at CM = 0. Time series for this model (Figure 8a) show convergence
to consensus on A when CM > 0. The only difference between different values of CM ∈ (0, 1] is the
rate of convergence to consensus. In particular, larger values of CM result in faster convergence.

3.2.2 M = 2

Using the initial condition (yAA, yAB, yBA, yBB) = (0, 0, 0, 1−CM) and various values of CM ∈ [0, 1],
we run time series of the M=2 model. Sample time series are given in Figure 8b. Similar to the
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M=1 ODE model, we find that when CM = 0, there is no movement between compartments and
the proportions of the uncommitted population remain the same as in the initial conditions. When
CM ∈ (0, 1], yBB displays exponential decay. The undecided populations AB and BA initially
increase with AB having a slightly larger proportion throughout the simulation. Then, these un-
decided populations transition to state AA which increases until AA makes up the entirety of the
uncommitted population. As CM is increased, the rate of convergence increases and the the degree
of centering decreases, i.e., the undecided populations reach a smaller maximum.

(a) M = 1 model for CM = 0 (left) and CM = 0.05 (right).

(b) M = 2 model for CM = 0 (left) and CM = 0.05 (right). Note that yAA, yAB, and yBA all
overlap when CM = 0.

Figure 8: Sample time series for the ODE models with a trivial tipping point. Note that the
legends are the same within each row.

3.2.3 M = 2 with Combined Undecided Compartments

We use the initial condition (yAA, yU , yBB) = (0, 0, 1 − CM) to run time series for the M=2 model
with combined undecided compartments. Sample time series are given in Figure 9a. The results
of this model differ from the previous two ODE models since this model has a non-trivial tipping
point. When CM is small, the social convention is not overturned and the BB population remains
dominant with a small increase in yU and an even smaller increase in yAA. However, when CM is
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large enough, there is a sharper increase in yU which increases the speaking rate of A and provides
enough force for the AA population to eventually overturn the social convention. Similar to the
previous M = 2 case, increasing CM beyond the tipping point increases the rate of convergence to
consensus on A and decreases centering behaviour.

3.2.4 M = 3

Once again, we use the initial condition where the uncommitted population consists of only BBB
and all the other uncommitted compartments are empty. Sample time series are given in Figure 9b.
Similar to the M = 2 combined undecided compartments model, there is a non-trivial tipping point.
When CM is less than the tipping point the solution trajectories go to a coexistence equilibrium,
with most of the uncommitted population still holding opinion B. The committed minority is not
large enough to overturn the social convention and only a small proportion of the population holds
opinion A. On the other hand, when CM is larger than the tipping point, the compartments with
two B memories (e.g., ABB) increase which causes an increase in the compartments with two A
memories (e.g., ABA) which causes the AAA population to increase until all of the uncommitted
population is in the AAA compartment and there is a consensus on opinion A throughout the
population.

Note that the overturning of the social convention appears to be slightly faster in the M = 3
model than in the M = 2 model with combined undecided compartments. This difference in
convergence rate occurs because the value of CM used for the M = 2 model with combined undecided
compartments is closer to the tipping point. In particular, values of CM just above the tipping point
have less force pushing the overturning of the social convention than values of CM much greater
than the tipping point.

3.3 Opinion Response Functions
In this section we establish several properties of the opinion response functions Φ and ΨCM defined
in (10) and (12) respectively. We begin by establishing a symmetry property of Φ.

Lemma 3.1. For all r ∈ [0, 1], Φ(1− r) = 1− Φ(r).

Proof. We have

Φ(1− r) = P(N(X(1− r)) > M/2) +
1

2
P(N(X(1− r)) = M/2)

= P(N(X(r)) < M/2) +
1

2
P(N(X(r)) = M/2).

Then, by taking the complement, we obtain

Φ(1− r) = 1−
(
P(N(X(r)) > M/2) +

1

2
P(N(X(r)) = M/2)

)
= 1− Φ(r).

In Appendix B we show that for M ∈ {1, 2}, Φ(r) = r. For M ≥ 3, Φ is a sigmoid function in the
following sense.
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(a) M = 2 with combined undecided compartments model for CM = 0.07 (left) and CM = 0.08
(right).

(b) M = 3 model for CM = 0.11 (left) and CM = 0.12 (right).

Figure 9: Sample time series for the ODE models with a non-trivial tipping point. Note that
the legends are the same within each row.
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Theorem 3.1. Let Φ be given by (10). For M ≥ 3, Φ(0) = 0,Φ(1/2) = 1/2 and Φ(1) = 1, Φ is
increasing on (0, 1), convex on [0, 1/2) and concave on (1/2, 1].

Proof. Let X(r) be as in (11). The three fixed points are easily shown: if r = 0 then X(r) = 0
with probability 1 so from (11), Φ(0) = 0. Lemma 3.1 implies Φ(1) = 1 − Φ(0) = 1, and plugging
in r = 1/2, Φ(1/2) = 1− Φ(1/2) so Φ(1/2) = 1/2.

To prove convexity/concavity, by Theorem 3.2 below it suffices to consider odd M . In this case,
Φ(r) = P(N(X(r)) > M/2). We’ll proceed by computing Φ′(r) but we’d like to do it without a
ton of algebra. Represent X(r) as follows: fix i.i.d. uniform random variables (ui)

m
i=1 and say that

Xi(r) = A if ui ≤ r. This is a coupling of the random variables (X(r) : r ∈ [0, 1]) with the property
that if Xi(r) = A and s > r then Xi(s) = A. In particular, letting C(r, h) = {N(X(r)) ≤ M/2 <
N(X(r + h))},

Φ(r + h)− Φ(r) = P(C(r, h)).

If Xi(r) = B and Xi(r + h) = A then r < ui ≤ r + h. If N(X(r)) ≤ M/2 < N(X(r + h)) then up
to an event of probability O(h2) for small h, exactly one entry changed between r and r + h. In
other words, if ∆ is the symmetric difference then

P(C(r, h)∆E) = O(h2)

where E is the event that there is a set I ⊂ {1, . . . ,M} of size (M −1)/2 and an element j /∈ I such
that ui ≤ r for all i ∈ I, r < uj ≤ r+h and ui > r+h for all i /∈ I∪{j}. There are

(
M

(M−1)/2

)
choices

for I, (M + 1)/2 choices for j, and the probability that the entries are in the required intervals is
hr(M−1)/2(1− (r + h))(M−1)/2. So,

P(E) =

(
M

(M − 1)/2

)
M + 1

2
hr(M−1)/2(1− (r + h))(M−1)/2.

Notice that
1

h
(Φ(r + h)− Φ(r)) = P(E) +O(h).

So, dividing by h and letting h → 0,

Φ′(r) =

(
M

(M − 1)/2

)
M + 1

2
(r(1− r))(M−1)/2.

In particular, Φ′ is positive, and thus Φ is increasing, on (0, 1), and Φ′ is increasing on [0, 1/2), so
Φ is convex on [0, 1/2) and, applying Lemma 3.1, Φ is concave on (1/2, 1].

When CM = 0, ΨCM(r) = Φ(r) so for M ≥ 3, ΨCM has three fixed points: 0, 1/2 and 1. When
CM = 1, ΨCM(r) = 1 for all r and the only fixed point is 1. In other words, a bifurcation must
occur at some CM∗ ∈ (0, 1). In Appendix C, we show that if Φ is a sigmoid function then there is
a unique CM∗ at which a saddle-node bifurcation occurs.

As shown in Theorem 2.1 there is a one-to-one correspondence between the equilibria of the ODE
models and the fixed points of the opinion response functions. Hence, we can use the fixed point
equation ΨCM(r) = r to find the critical value CM∗ for various M (Figure 10) and plot bifurcation
diagrams (Figure 11). We note that the tipping points found using opinion response functions are
analytically computed and closely match the estimates found using the ABM. Additionally, using
these figures, we can guess the behaviour for all memory bank lengths. In particular, CM∗ appears
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Figure 10: A plot of CM∗, the minimal committed minority size required to overturn a social
convention, versus M , the memory bank length, from the opinion response functions.

to increase with M towards some limit as M → ∞. If the limit exists then it must be ≤ 1/2; see
the discussion below the proof of the upcoming Theorem 3.2.

Figures 7 and 10 both suggest that the values of CM∗ are grouped in pairs; for example, CM∗ appears
to be 0 for both M = 1 and M = 2. This pattern suggests that increasing the memory bank length
from M − 1 to M for even M does not change the fixed points of ΨCM . We prove a stronger and
somewhat curious result: that the ORFs for M − 1 and M are identical.

Theorem 3.2. Denote the function defined in (10) by ΦM , to emphasize the dependence on the
integer M ≥ 1. If M is even then ΦM = ΦM−1.

Proof. Let N(X(r)) have distribution Binomial(M, r), then by definition

ΦM (r) = P(N(X(r)) > M/2) +
1

2
P(N(X(r)) = M/2).

Let Y1, ..., YM be independent and identically distributed Bernoulli(r) so that Z1 := Y1 + ... + YM
has distribution Binomial(M, r), i.e., ΦM (r) = P(Z1 > M/2) + 1

2P(Z1 = M/2). If we randomly
remove one of the Yi values from the sum that defines Z1, then we obtain a random variable
Z2 with distribution Binomial(M − 1, r). Formally, let I be uniformly distributed on {1, ...,M}
independent of (Yi)Mi=1, then Z2 :=

∑
i ̸=I Yi has distribution Binomial(M − 1, r), i.e., ΦM−1(r) =

P(Z2 > (M − 1)/2). We want to show that

P(Z2 > (M − 1)/2) = P(Z1 > M/2) +
1

2
P(Z1 = M/2).

To do so it suffices to show that

1. P(Z2 > (M − 1)/2 | Z1 > M/2) = 1,
2. P(Z2 > (M − 1)/2 | Z1 < M/2) = 0, and
3. P(Z2 > (M − 1)/2 | Z1 = M/2) = 1/2.
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However,

1. if Z1 > M/2, then since M is even and Z1 is an integer Z1 ≥ M/2 + 1, so Z1 > M/2 + 1/2
and Z1 − 1 > (M − 1)/2. Moreover, Z2 ≥ Z1 − 1, so Z2 > (M − 1)/2.

2. Similarly, if Z1 < M/2, then Z1 ≤ M/2− 1, so Z2 ≤ Z1 ≤ (M − 1)/2.

3. If Z1 = M/2, then P(YI = 1) = 1/2. So, with equal probability we remove either a 0 or a 1
from Z1 to obtain Z2. Since Z1 > (M−1)/2 > Z1−1, P(Z2 > (M−1)/2 | Z1 = M/2) = 1/2.

In order to determine limM→∞ CM∗, we must study ΨCM for large M . If X(r) has distribution
Binomial(M, r) and r is fixed then the weak law of large numbers implies that for any ϵ > 0,
P(|X(r)− rM | > ϵM) → 0 as M → ∞. From the definition of Φ it follows that

lim
M→∞

Φ(r) =

{
0 if r < 1/2,

1 if r > 1/2.
(15)

In turn,

lim
M→∞

ΨCM(r) =

{
CM if r < 1/2,

1 if r > 1/2.
(16)

Since for finite M , ΨCM is continuous, it follows that CM∗ → 1/2 as M → ∞. If we view the
large-M limit of ΨCM as a function Ψ∞

CM , then for CM < 1/2, Ψ∞
CM has fixed points at CM and 1,

while for CM > 1/2 it has only the “consensus on opinion A” fixed point r = 1. The behaviour of
the equilibria follow a trend where, as M increases, CM∗ increases and the shape of the bifurcation
diagrams becomes more triangular (Figure 11). We note that when M = 1, we have CM∗ = 0 and
when M → ∞, we have CM∗ = 0.5. These values serve as lower and upper bounds, respectively,
for the committed minority size required to cause the overturning of a social convention in the real
world.
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Figure 11: Bifurcation diagrams for various values of M . Note that all diagrams have the
consensus on A opinion equilibrium (A only) for all CM and M = 2∗ is the M = 2 with
combined undecided individuals case.

4 Discussion
Studying equilibria and, if applicable, bifurcations of mathematical models can provide a framework
for the expected deterministic model behaviour. Diekmann et al. [15] introduce a method to decou-
ple model mechanisms and compute the equilibria of a model. The authors apply their framework
to a predator-prey model where they decouple the populations from their respective environments.
In particular, the prey are part of the predator’s environment and vice versa. Making this distinc-
tion between population and environment allows the authors to more easily study equilibria and
bifurcation structure. In this work, we leverage this idea to study the deterministic behaviour of
our opinion dynamics model when the ABM or ODE forms are unwieldy.

We note that the ODE M = 2 models (with and without combined undecided compartments)
have fairly similar definitions, however, the resulting dynamics are very different. In particular, the
M = 2 model has a trivial tipping point, while the M = 2 with combined undecided compartments
has a non-trivial tipping point. Opinion response functions show that this different model behaviour
is a result of different functional forms for the speaking rate of opinion A. When the undecided
compartments are combined we obtain Φ(r) = (r2 + r)/2(r2 − r + 1), which is a sigmoid function,
and when these groups are not combined we obtain Φ(r) = r, see Appendix B. A possible reason for
this difference in functional form is the loss of movement between the XAB and XBA populations
(i.e., the interactions where XAB switches to XBA and vice versa). In the M = 2 model, these
switches between XAB and XBA cancel each other out and Φ(r) = r for all r. However, when the
undecided compartments are combined, Φ(r) < r when r < 0.5. This decreased speaking rate slows
down the shift towards the consensus on A state and the result is a non-trivial tipping point.

Our choice to have undecided individuals remain undecided and “flip a coin” when they speak is
commonly used in modelling [2, 9, 45]. There are a few additional ways we could have chosen to
determine the behaviour of undecided individuals. Following recency effects, an individual might
weigh recent memories as more important [12]. On the other hand, an individual might weigh older
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memories as more important (i.e., primacy effect) if reinforcement learning or the anchoring effect
plays a larger role [27, 30]. Lastly, an individual may choose to not speak when undecided or a
modeller may choose not to allow undecided individuals to exist [4]. Since we found different model
behaviour for the M = 2 models when we combined the undecided compartments, we hypothesize
that the choice of undecided speaking behaviour can have a strong effect on model dynamics and
warrants further study.

In our M ∈ {2, 3} ODE models, we note that the moderate opinion groups (i.e., those not holding
all A or all B in their memory banks) initially increase after the tipping point is crossed and then
decrease as the consensus on A behaviour takes over. This initial behaviour is called “centering”
and has been found in other opinion dynamics models [4, 5, 25]. In Baumgaertner et al. [4, 5],
the authors assume that an interaction between two agents holding the same opinion will result in
amplification of that opinion. When the probability of this amplification increases, they find that
the system reaches consensus faster and there is a smaller degree of centering. This behaviour is
similar to our ODE models when we increase CM. In [25], however, the intermediate populations
can persist and do not always decay. The difference may lie in the authors’ use of a parameter
to describe the tendency of individuals to update their opinion or not following an interaction. In
particular, when the individuals are less likely to update their opinions, the centering behaviour
remains [25].

In this manuscript, we use “listening” and “hearing” interchangeably since the listeners in our models
always listen to and take in the opinions that they hear. We could have instead defined an opinion
difference threshold above which individuals do not update their memory banks [14, 42]. Previous
work has also studied the dynamics when this threshold varies between individuals in the population
[21]. In these bounded confidence models, high thresholds can result in consensus and low thresholds
can result in multiple polarized groups. An individual may be less likely to listen if they are
stubborn [6], hold their opinion strongly [4], or hold vested interests [11, 13, 22]. The authors find
that when individuals are allowed to increase their opinion strength or become stubborn, the result
is polarization of opinions [4, 6]. An extension to our social model is formulating a rule where
individuals become stubborn and do not listen when their memory banks are too different from
each other. In order to study the model dynamics, we must consider a population with varying
opinion thresholds or redefine our initial conditions. Otherwise, the committed minority (who only
have memories of type A) won’t be able to convince anyone in the uncommitted population (who
initially have only memories of type B) to listen and there will be no change in the distribution of
opinions. We hypothesize that, similar to other models with stubbornness or opinion thresholds,
the resulting model behaviour will be polarization.

Another deterrent to interaction and the sharing of opinions is the inability to interact. In our
models, we assume the system is well-mixed and that every individual is able to interact with any
other individual. Incomplete graphs can be used to model opinion dynamics systems when it is not
guaranteed that every individual can interact with every other individual [32]. These incomplete
graphs can represent echo chambers and the authors find model dynamics result in polarization.
More complex network models can use asymmetric graphs [38, 39]. In such cases, there exist pairs
of individuals where one individual can speak their opinion to another individual, but the other
individual is less able to or cannot speak back due to, e.g., lack of influence [39], disability [29], or
social status [23, 38]. We expect that using an incomplete graph will increase the size of committed
minority required to overturn a social convention.

Previous work has found that variables other than committed minority size can also influence opinion
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dynamics and the occurrence of tipping events [1, 25, 34]. Andersson et al. [1] study a bounded
confidence model with an external field that represents factors such as government policy, or mass
media. The authors find that increasing the external field causes a tipping event where below the
tipping point, agents are more likely to defect and above the tipping point, agents are more likely
to cooperate. [25] obtain a similar result and find that consensus becomes possible above a certain
listening threshold. Below this threshold, the individuals are less likely to listen or update their
opinions following an interaction, resulting in polarization and the majority of the population being
undecided [25]. In [34], the population size can determine whether a committed individual is capable
of upsetting the defection social convention and achieving consensus on cooperation. In particular,
the authors note that it is difficult to reach the minimum critical mass in large populations while
small populations may not have enough individuals for cooperation to win in a cost-benefit analysis.

A key result from our work is that there is indeed a minimum committed minority size below which
tipping of a social convention cannot occur when the memory bank length is at least three. Similar
C∗
M are observed in models based on the Voter model [24], the naming game [3, 45], and a two state

model with group interactions [18, 19, 20, 25]. Our results also compare well with those from Centola
et al. [9] who use the same interaction rules as our models. While our result appears different from
their non-trivial tipping point when M = 2, this apparent discrepancy is an artifact of their choice
of a larger error bound. We note that the model dynamics from each of these models are similar,
even though individuals in each model type interact following different rules. This similarity in
results suggests that how the individuals interact does not have a large impact on model dynamics
and the size of the committed minority is the main driver of behaviour in these models.

The committed minority, however, need not be one sided. Various papers consider multiple com-
mitted minorities, one for each opinion [6, 18, 19, 20, 33]. They find that committed minorities of
equal size and opposite opinion prevent consensus [33] and the unstable steady state is at exactly
rA = rB = 0.5 [20]. That is, if opinion A is initially the social convention, then it remains the
majority opinion and vice versa [20]. These results suggest that the “pulling up” of the opinion
response functions from the opinion A committed minority is exactly balanced by a “pulling down”
from the opinion B committed minority when the minorities are equal in size. When the minori-
ties are not equal in size, the result is consensus on the opinion of the larger committed minority
[6, 18, 19, 20, 33]. Expanding our opinion response functions to include a committed minority hold-
ing opinions A and B would allow us to gain further insights on human behaviour when there are
vested interests on both sides of an argument. In particular, we could study the model behaviour
for varying committed minority sizes and determine if the bifurcation from coexistence to consensus
becomes reversible if there are two committed minorities.
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6 Code Availability
The associated code is available at https://github.com/sarahwyse/OpinionResponseFunctions.
git and the simulations in this manuscript are run in Python 3.9.12 (Spyder 5.4.3).
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Appendix A ODEs for the modified M = 2 case
The speaking rate of opinion A is rA = yAA + 1

2yU + CM and the speaking rate of opinion B is
rB = yBB + 1

2yU . Hence, the full system of equations for the M = 2 model with a combined
undecided group is:

dyAA

dt
= rA(y)yU − rB(y)yAA,

dyU
dt

= rB(y)yAA + rA(y)yBB − (rA(y) + rB(y))yU , (17)

dyBB

dt
= rB(y)yU − rA(y)yBB.

Appendix B Computation of Φ for M ≤ 3 and
the modified M = 2 case

M = 1:
Φ(r) = P(N(X(r)) = 1) = r

M = 2:

Φ(r) = P(N(X(r)) = 2) + 1
2P(N(X(r)) = 1) = r2 +

1

2
2r(1− r) = r

M = 2 with combined undecided individuals:
For this model we take Φ to have the same form as in (10) except with S = {A,B,U}, s(A) = 1,
s(U) = 1

2 and s(B) = 0 and πr equal to the stationary distribution of the Markov chain on
{A,U,B} with transitions A → U and U → B at rate 1 − r and B → U , U → A at rate r. Fol-
lowing the same approach as in Theorem 2.1 (omitted) it is not hard to prove an analogous result,
i.e., that y is an equilibrium of (17) iff y = (1− CM)πr for some r that satisfies r = ΨCM(r), where
ΨCM = CM + (1− CM)Φ.

To compute Φ, first note that since the Markov chain has no minimal loops of length greater than
2, πr satisfies detailed balance, i.e., (1 − r)πr(A) = rπr(U) and (1 − r)πr(U) = rπr(B) so with
α = r/(1− r), πr(A) = απr(U) = α2πr(B), giving

(πr(A), πr(U), πr(B)) =
1

1 + α+ α2
(α2, α, 1).

Then,

Φ(r) = πr(A) +
1

2
πr(U) =

α2 + α/2

1 + α+ α2
=

r2 + r

2(r2 − r + 1)
.

We have

Φ′(r) =
−2r2 + 2r + 1

2(r2 − r + 1)2
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and

Φ′′(r) =
(−2r + 1)(−2r2 + r + 2)

(r2 − r + 1)3
.

Φ′ is positive for r ∈ [0, 1] and is an increasing function. Further, Φ′′ is positive for r ∈ [0, 1/2),
so Φ is convex over [0, 1/2). The Markov chain is symmetric with respect to the simultaneously
exchanging A with B and replacing r with 1− r, from which Φ(1− r) = 1−Φ(r) (omitted), which
implies Φ is a sigmoid function.

M = 3:
Φ(r) = P(N(X(r)) ≥ 2) = r3 + 3r2(1− r) = 3r2 − 2r3

We then have Φ′(r) = 6r − 6r2 = 6r(1 − r) which is positive on (0, 1), increasing on [0, 1/2) and
decreasing on (1/2, 1]. Hence, Φ is increasing, convex on [0, 1/2) and concave on (1/2, 1], thus
sigmoid.

Appendix C Characterization of fixed points of ΨCM
Let ΨCM be given by (12). Recall that r is a fixed point of ΨCM if ΨCM(r) = r. In this section we
characterize the fixed points of ΨCM for M ≥ 3. We already know that 1 is a fixed point of ΨCM
for all CM, since Φ(1) = 1. Moreover, if Φ(1/2) = 1/2 and Φ is concave on [1/2, 1), which holds for
M ≥ 3, then Φ(r) > r for 1/2 < r < 1, so ΨCM has no fixed points on (1/2, 1). In that case, the
following result suffices to characterize its fixed points. It is phrased somewhat more generally, as
we only need to assume that Φ has certain properties. As a result, Theorem C.1 is applicable not
only to the ORF (10) for all M ≥ 3, see Theorem 3.1, but also for Φ from the modified M = 2 case,
see Appendix B.

Theorem C.1. Let Φ be a C1 (continuously differentiable) function Φ on [0, 1/2] that satisfies
Φ(0) = 0 and Φ(1/2) = 1/2 and is increasing and convex, i.e., both Φ and Φ′ are positive and
increasing on (0, 1/2]. For r, CM ∈ [0, 1/2] let

ΨCM(r) = CM + (1− CM)Φ(r)

There exists CM∗ ∈ (0, 1/2) such that for 0 < CM < CM∗, ΨCM has two fixed points 0 < r− < r+ <
1/2; for CM = CM∗, ΨCM∗ has one fixed point r∗; and for CM > CM∗, ΨCM has no fixed points.
Moreover, r−, r+ are C1 functions of CM defined on [0, CM∗], r− is increasing, r+ is decreasing,
and limCM→CM∗ r−(CM) = limCM→CM∗ r+(CM) = Ψ(CM∗).

Proof. Let F (CM, r) = ΨCM(r)− r which is C1 in both CM and r. Then r is a fixed point of ΨCM
iff F (CM, r) = 0. Let’s show that

• for each CM, F (CM, ·) is (strictly) convex, and
• for each r, F (·, r) is (strictly) increasing.

For the first point, ∂rF (CM, r) = (1 − CM)Φ′(r) − 1 is increasing in r, since Φ′ is increasing and
0 ≤ CM ≤ 1/2. For the second point, ∂CMF (CM, r) = 1− Φ(r) is positive since 0 ≤ Φ(·) ≤ 1/2.

Convexity of F (CM, ·) implies that for any CM, F (CM, ·) has at most two zeros. By assumption,
F (0, 0) = F (0, 1/2) = 0 so convexity of F (0, ·) implies ∂rF (0, 0) < 0 and ∂rF (0, 1/2) > 0. The
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implicit function theorem implies existence of a unique C1 function r−(CM) defined for CM ∈
[0, CM−) for some CM− > 0, satisfying r−(0) = 0, F (CM, r−(CM)) = 0 and

r′−(CM) = −∂CMF (CM, r−(CM))/∂rF (CM, r−(CM)).

Let CM∗ be the supremum of values of CM− for which such a function exists. For CM < CM∗, we have
∂rF (CM, r−(CM)) ̸= 0, otherwise r′−(CM) would be undefined. Moreover, ∂rF (CM∗, r−(CM∗)) = 0,
since otherwise, applying the implicit function theorem to F at (CM∗, r−(CM∗)), the interval [0, CM∗)
could be made larger, contradicting the definition of CM∗. Since ∂rF (0, 0) < 0, by continuity
∂rF (CM, r−(CM)) < 0 for CM < CM∗. Further, since ∂CMF > 0, we have r′−(CM) > 0 for
CM ∈ [0, CM∗). In particular, limCM→CM∗ r−(CM) =: r∗ exists and by continuity of F , we obtain
F (CM∗, r∗) = 0. Since F (CM∗, r∗) = ∂rF (CM∗, r∗) = 0 and F (CM∗, ·) is convex, then F (CM∗, r) > 0
for r ̸= CM∗, i.e., F (CM∗, ·) has one zero in [0, 1/2]. Since ∂CMF > 0, we have F (CM, r) > 0 for
CM > CM∗ and all r ∈ [0, 1/2]. An analogous argument gives a function r+(CM) defined for CM in
some interval [0, a∗) satisfying r+(0) = 1/2, F (CM, r+(CM)) = 0, r′+(CM) < 0 and r+(CM) → w∗ as
CM → a∗ for some w∗ as well as F (a∗, w∗) = ∂rF (a∗, w∗) = 0 and thus F (CM, r) > 0 for CM > a∗

and all r. The last part implies a∗ = CM∗ since if a∗ > CM∗ then F (a∗, w∗) > 0, while if CM∗ > a∗

then F (CM∗, r∗) > 0, both contradictory. Additionally, we have w∗ = r∗ since F (CM∗, ·) has one
zero.
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