arXiv:1901.08727v1 [cs.SY] 25 Jan 2019

Social power evolution in influence networks with stubborn individuals

Ye Tian, Peng Jia, Anahita Mirtabatabaei, Long Wang, Noah E. Friedkin, Francesco Bullo, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract—This paper studies the evolution of social power in influence networks with stubborn individuals. Based on the Friedkin-Johnsen opinion dynamics and the reflected appraisal mechanism, two models are proposed over issue sequences and over a single issue, respectively. These models generalize the original DeGroot-Friedkin (DF) model by including stubbornness. To the best of our knowledge, this paper is the first attempt to investigate the social power evolution of stubborn individuals basing on the reflected appraisal mechanism. Properties of equilibria and convergence are provided. We show that the models have same equilibrium social power and convergence property, where the equilibrium social power depends only upon interpersonal influence and individuals’ stubbornness. Roughly speaking, more stubborn individual has more equilibrium social power. Moreover, unlike the DF model without stubbornness, we prove that for the models with stubbornness, autocracy can never be achieved, while democracy can be achieved under any network topology.

Keywords Opinion dynamics, influence networks, social power, reflected appraisal, dynamical systems, mathematical sociology

I. INTRODUCTION Problem description and motivation: This paper investigates the evolution of social power in influence networks with stubborn individuals. Two models are formulated over issue sequences and over a single issue,

The research of Y. Tian and L. Wang was supported by National Natural Science Foundation of China (61751301 and 61533001). Y. Tian was also supported by the China Scholarship Council (CSC No. 201706960062). The research of N. E. Friedkin and F. Bullo was supported in part by the U. S. Army Research Laboratory and the U. S. Army Research Office under grant number W911NF-15-1-0577. (Corresponding author: Long Wang)

Y. Tian is with the Center for Complex Systems, School of Mechanoelectronic Engineering, Xidian University, Xi’an 710071, China, the Mechanical Engineering Department and the Center of Control, Dynamical Systems and Computation, UC Santa Barbara, CA 93106, USA. tinybeta7.1@gmail.com

P. Jia, A. Mirtabatabaei and F. Bullo are with the Mechanical Engineering Department and the Center of Control, Dynamical Systems and Computation, UC Santa Barbara, CA 93106, USA. {pengjwt,anaheata}@gmail.com; bullo@engineering.ucsb.edu

L. Wang is with the Center for Systems and Control, College of Engineering, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China. longwang@pku.edu.cn

N. E. Friedkin is with the Department of Sociology and the Center for Control, Dynamical Systems, and Computation, UC Santa Barbara, CA 93106, USA. friedkin@soc.ucsb.edu

respectively. The first model incorporates the Friedkin- Johnsen (FJ) opinion dynamics and the reflected appraisal mechanism to characterize the process of opinion change on each issue and evolution of social power over issue sequences, respectively. The second model is a variation of the first model, in which the processes of opinion dynamics and reflected appraisal take place on a single issue. In the DeGroot-Friedkin (DF) model, the process of opinion dynamics is described by the DeGroot model, where individuals are completely open to interpersonal influence. However, it has been shown by empirical evidence that the FJ model is more realistic and predictive in modelling opinion changes. This paper extends the original DF model by including stubbornness. Rigorous analysis and numerical experiments are provided for equilibria and convergence properties. We aim to uncover the difference between the evolution of social power in groups with and without stubbornness.

Literature review: The investigation of social networks has attracted much attention from applied mathematics, sociology, control theory and economics, etc., over the last several decades. Classic dynamic models of interest concern on how individuals exchange and integrate opinions on a certain issue [25], [26], including the DeGroot model [7], [14], [6], the Abelson model [1], the FJ model [11] and the Hegselmann-Krause model [15], [20], to name but a few. In this literature, the FJ model, which generalizes the DeGroot model by introducing stubbornness, is particularly of interest, due to its predictive ability in human-subject experiments [9], [10], [12], [11]. Further investigations of the FJ model include [13], [27], [24] and the references therein.

Recently, the evolution of social power, namely, the amount of influence or relative control of individuals during opinion discussion, has drawn considerable interest. The study of social power dynamics was initiated by Friedkin [8] with a mathematization of the psychological mechanism of reflected appraisal. A rigorous mathematical model and dynamical system analysis was provided by Jia et al. [18], known as the DF model, which integrates, respectively, the DeGroot model and the reflected appraisal to describe the opinion dynamics on each issue and the social power evolution over issue sequences. Empirical evidence in support of the reflected appraisal mechanism was provided in [10].

Several extensions and variations of the DF model has been presented since its introduction. Jia et al. [17] extended it to the case that the relative interaction matrix is reducible. A single timesacle DF model was proposed and investigated in [16], where reflected appraisal and opinion dynamics take place on a single issue. A modified DF model was proposed in [28], where social power is unpdated before opinion consensus. A novel stability analysis method for nonlinear Markov chains formulated on the DF model was provided in [2]. Chen et al. [5] extended the DF model to the scenario where the relative interaction matrix is switching and stochastic. In [29], Ye et al. extended the DF model to the setting that the relative interaction matrix is switching in a finite set, an approach based on nonlinear contraction analysis [19] was employed to address the convergence properties.

Contributions: This paper extends the DF model by including stubbornness. First, we propose two models on social power evolution of stubborn individuals over issue sequences and over a single issue, respectively. These models cover two prevalent scenarios in the practice. That is, for specially designed groups, it is feasible or necessary to appraise each member’s performance or importance after discussion on each issue; for loosely assembled or spontaneously arisen groups, discussion on issues may be persistent and reflected appraisal may take place after each opinion update.

Second, we study the properties of equilibria. We prove that for the two models, equilibrium social power is equivalent. Based on the equivalence, we derive the condition for uniqueness of equilibrium social power under general topology, and provide lower and upper bounds for the equilibrium social power. Moreover, we analyze the relationship between equilibrium social power and stubbornness, interpersonal influence, respectively. A sufficient and necessary condition for the existence of democratic equilibrium social power is also provided. For the case that the influence network is star topology, we analyze the uniqueness of the equilibrium social power in the settings that the center node is fully stubborn and partially stubborn, respectively. In the former case, we prove that the center node occupies the largest equilibrium social power, while the ordering of the equilibrium social power of partially stubborn individuals is consistent with the ordering of their stubbornness. In the later case, we show that individuals’ social power at equilibrium increases as their stubbornness or influence weights accorded by center node increase.

Third, we establish the convergence properties. For the model over issue sequences, we prove that all its trajectories globally converge to the unique equilibrium exponentially fast. The convergence properties under star topologies with fully stubborn and partially stubborn center node are also provided, respectively. For the model over a single issue, we prove that individuals’ social power globally exponentially converges to the unique equilibrium if their stubborn levels are higher than 1/2. Moreover, in the case that the relative interaction matrix is doubly-stochastic and individuals are uniformly stubborn, we prove that individuals’ social power globally exponentially converges to the democratic social power structure. Finally, based on the simulation results and the Chernoff bound, we provide a conjecture for the uniqueness and global attractivity of the equilibrium.

Our investigation reveal some findings which are of sociological interest. First, the equivalence of equilibrium social power implies that the reflected appraisal mechanism is robust with respect to variations in the time scales at which opinions and social power evolve. Second, individuals will forget their initial social power exponentially fast, and the equilibrium social power only depends on interpersonal influence and stubbornness. Third, the social power of stubborn individual can never be 0, which means that stubbornness leads to social power. Moreover, for individuals embedded in symmetric influence networks or accorded same influence weights by partially stubborn individuals, more stubbornness leads to more social power. Finally, in groups consisting of stubborn individuals, autocratic social power never emerges, while democratic social power can be achieved regardless of the network topology. From this perspective, stubbornness enables groups to prevent the emergence of autocracy and to achieve democracy.

Lastly, compared with our preliminary conference paper [21], this article contains several results and updates not found in [21]. First, we propose a new model on the social power evolution of stubborn individuals over a single issue, and analyze properties of equilibria and convergence. Second, for the model over issue sequences, we derive a milder condition for the uniqueness of equilibrium social power, and provide convergence analysis, which is not addressed in [21] except the case that the influence network is doubly-stochastic and individuals are homogeneous. Third, we discuss the properties of the equilibrium social power and its relationship with the influence network and individuals’ stubbornness.

Paper organization: In Section II, we propose the DF model with stubbornness over issue sequences and over a single issue, respectively. In Section III, properties of the equilibrium social power is analyzed. In Section IV, we establish the convergence properties. Simulations and a conjecture are provided in Section V. Section VI concludes the paper and all proofs are in Appendices.

Notations: Let 1_n and I_n denote the n × 1 allones vector and the n × n identity matrix, respectively. e_i denotes the i-th standard basis vector with proper dimension. Given δ ∈ R^n , diag(δ) denotes a diagonal matrix with diagonal elements δ_1, δ_2, . . . , δ_n. The nsimplex is denoted by Δ_n ={x ∈ R^n | x ≥ 0, 1^T_n x=1}. Its interior is denoted by int Δ_n = {x ∈ R^n | x > 0, 1^T_n x = 1}. A nonnegative matrix is row-stochastic (column-stochastic) if its row (column) sums are 1; it is doubly-stochastic if both its row and column sums are 1. The weighted digraph G(W ) associated to nonnegative matrix W is defined as: the node set is {1, . . . , n}; there is a directed edge (i, j) from nodes i to j if and only if W_{ij} > 0. G(W ) is a star topology if all its directed edges are either from or to a center node. A strongly connected component (SCC) of G(W ) is a maximal strongly connected subgraph. A SCC is called sink SCC if there exists no directed edge from this SCC to others.

II. MODELING In this section, we propose two models describing the social power evolution of stubborn individuals over issue sequences and over a single issue, respectively.

A. The DF model with stubborn individuals over issue sequences

Consider n ≥ 2 individuals discussing a sequence of issues s = 0, 1, 2, . . . in an influence network formulated by weighted digraph G(C), where C is the rowstochastic, zero-diagonal relative interaction matrix. Let y_i(s, k) ∈ R denote the opinion of individual i on issue s at time k. θ_i ∈ [0, 1] denotes individual i’s susceptibility to interpersonal influence, i.e., 1 − θ_i represents its stubbornness to initial opinion. Assume that during the discussion of issue s, the self-appraisal of individual i, denoted by x_i(s) ∈ [0, 1], is static, and each individual forms its opinion according to the FJ model

y_i(s, k + 1) = θ_i n∑ j=1 W_{ij} (s)y_j (s, k) + (1 − θ_i)y_i(s, 0).

Assume that W_{ii}(s) = x_i(s), and W_{ij} (s) = (1 − x_i(s))C_{ij} , i.e., individuals’ self-weights are equal to their self-appraisals. Let y(s, k) and θ denote the vectors of individuals’ opinions and susceptibilities, we have

y(s, k + 1) = ΘW (x(s))y(s, k) + (I_n − Θ)y(s, 0), (1)

where Θ = diag(θ), x(s) ∈ Δ_n, and W (x(s)) = diag(x(s)) + (I_n − diag(x(s)))C.

Assumption 1 Suppose that every sink SCC of G(C) has at least one stubborn individual, and θ_i < 1 if x(0) = e_i.

Assumption 1 ensures that the FJ opinion dynamics converges on each issue. By Lemma III.1 in [21], ΘW (x(s)) is strictly row-substochastic for any s ≥ 0 under Assumption 1. Hence, on each issue s, there holds y(s, ∞) = V (x(s))y(s, 0), (2) where V (x(s)) = (I_n − ΘW (x(s)))^{−1}(I_n − Θ) is rowstochastic.

Equation (2) implies that each individual’s opinion converges to a convex combination of all individuals’ initial opinions. In other words, V_{ij} (s) is the influence of individual j’s initial opinion to individual i’s final opinion on issue s. Consequently, (1/n) ∑_n i=1 V_{ij} (s), which represents individual j’s relative control on other individuals’ final opinions, is individual j’s social power exerted on issue s, as defined in [4]. According to the reflected appraisal mechanism [8], individuals’ selfappraisals on each issue are set equal to their social power they exerted over prior issue. That is,

x(s + 1) = V (x(s))^T

1_n n . (3)

Since V (x(s)) is row-stochastic, equation (3) ensures that x(s + 1) ∈ Δ_n.

Definition 1 (The DeGroot-Friedkin model with stubborn individuals over issue sequences) Consider an influence network with n ≥ 2 individuals discussing a sequence of issues s = 0, 1, 2, . . . Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. Let C and Θ=diag(θ_1, θ_2, . . . , θ_n) be the row-stochastic, zero-diagonal relative interaction matrix and the diagonal matrix representing individuals’ susceptibilities, respectively. Then, the DeGroot-Friedkin model with stubborn individuals over issue sequences is

x(s + 1) = (I_n − Θ)(I_n − W (x(s))^T Θ)^{−1}

1_n n , (4)

where W (x(s))=diag(x(s)) + (I_n − diag(x(s)))C.

Define F : Δ_n → Δ_n as

F (x)=(I_n − Θ)(I_n − W (x)^T Θ)^{−1}

1_n n . (5)

Then, system (4) can be written as x(s + 1) = F (x(s)).

System (4) generalized the original DF model to the case that individuals are anchored to their initial opinions during the discussion of each issue. Empirical evidence supporting this generalization is provided in [11], [10] and [9], which substantiate that the presence of stubbornness is prevalent in human-subject experiments, and the model including stubbornness is more predictive. Note that if Θ = I_n, then system (4) is the original DF model. Whereas, at the presence of stubbornness, individuals’ final opinions on each issue depend not only on the relative influence network, but also on their stubbornness, and generally can not achieve consensus [27]. This is different from the original DF model, in which individuals’ social power can be captured by the dominant left eigenvector of C under the assumption that all sink SCCs of G(C) are aperiodic.

According to Definition 1, for any s > 0 and x(0) ∈ Δ_n, if θ_i = 1, then x_i(s) ≡ 0; if θ_i = 0 for all i, then x(s)≡1_n/n. For simplicity, we have the following assumption.

Assumption 2 Suppose that θ_i < 1 for any i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, and there exists at least one individual j with θ_j > 0.

Note that Assumption 2 implies Assumption 1.

Remark 1 In model (4) individual’s relative control over the prior discussion is appraised by computing (I_n − W (x(s))^T Θ)^{−1} and by averaging the columns of V (x(s)); both steps are unrealistic for an individual to perform in a large group because of information and computational requirements. Here we propose a simple distributed dynamical process by which individuals can perceive their social power by using the local interpersonal influence information. Assume that each individual knows the group size n, the susceptibilities of individuals who accord interpersonal influence to it and the accorded influence weights. At each issue s and time k, let p_i(s, k) denote the perceived social power of individual i, W (s) = diag(x(s)) + (I − diag(x(s)))C denote the influence matrix. Then, individual i perceives its social power during the discussion of issue s according to

p_i(s, k + 1) = (1 − θ_i) n∑ j=1 θ_j W_{ji}(s)p_j (s, k) 1 − θ_j + 1 − θ_i n . That is,

p(s, k + 1) = W̃ (s)p(s, k) + (I_n − Θ)

1_n n , where W̃ (s) = (I_n − Θ)W (s)^T Θ(I_n − Θ)^{−1}, whose spectral radius is strictly less than 1 under Assumption 2. Hence, p(s, ∞) = (I_n − Θ)(I_n − W (s)^T Θ)^{−1}1_n/n = x(s + 1) for any p(s, 0) ∈ R^n .

B. The DF model with stubborn individuals over a single issue

We now propose a variation of model (4), in which the processes of reflected appraisal and opinion dynamics take place on the same timescale. Consider n ≥ 2 individuals discussing a single issue on timescale k = 0, 1, 2, . . . according to the FJ model

y(k + 1) = ΘW (x(k))y(k) + (I_n − Θ)y(0), (6)

where W (x(k)) = diag(x(k)) + (I_n − diag(x(k)))C, x(k) is the individuals’ social power, y(k) is the opinion vector, Θ is the diagonal matrix describing individuals’ susceptibilities to interpersonal influence, and C is the row-stochastic and zero-diagonal relative interaction matrix. By equation (6), we have

y(k + 1) = V (k + 1)y(0), (7) where V (k + 1) is row-stochastic, and satisfies V (k + 1) = ΘW (x(k))V (k) + I_n − Θ with V (0) = I_n.

Similarly, in equation (7), the i-th column of V (k +1) is the relative control of individual i’s initial opinion onto all others’ opinions at time k. Based on the reflected appraisal mechanism, we suppose that each individual’s self-appraisal at time k + 1 equals its social power at time k, that is, x(k + 1) = V (k + 1)^T 1_n/n.

Definition 2 (The DeGroot-Friedkin model with stubborn individuals over a single issue) Consider an influence network with n ≥ 2 individuals discussing a single issue over timescale k = 0, 1, 2, . . . . Let C and Θ = diag(θ_1, θ_2, . . . , θ_n) be the row-stochastic, zerodiagonal relative interaction matrix and the diagonal matrix representing individuals’ susceptibilities, respectively. Then, the DeGroot-Friedkin model with stubborn individuals over a single issue is

V (k + 1) = ΘW (x(k))V (k) + I_n − Θ,

x(k + 1) =

V (k + 1)^T 1_n n , (8) with W (x(k)) = diag(x(k)) + (I_n − diag(x(k)))C and V (0) = I_n.

Remark 2 In the formulation of reflected appraisal mechanism [8], both individual’s self-weights for current opinions and stubbornness are postulated as the reflected appraisals of its social power. In this paper, we focus on the case that individual’s self-weights for its current opinions equal to its manifested social power.

Let Γ_n = {W ∈ R^{n×n} | W ≥ 0, W 1_n = 1_n} denote the set of n × n row-stochastic real matrices. Define G : Γ_n × Δ_n → Γ_n × Δ_n by G(V, x) = (G_V (V, x), G_x(V, x)) with G_V (V, x) = ΘW (x)V + I_n − Θ and G_x(V, x) = G_V (V, x)^T 1_n/n. Then, system (8) can be expressed by { V (k + 1) = G_V (V (k), x(k)), x(k + 1) = G_x(V (k), x(k)).

III. EQUILIBRIUM ANALYSIS This section studies the properties of the equilibria of models (4) and (8).

A. Equivalence of equilibrium social power

Since F (x) and G(V, x) are both continuous functions from, respectively, Δ_n and Γ_n × Δ_n to themselves, where Δ_n and Γ_n ×Δ_n are convex and compact subsets of Banach space. Then, following the Schauder fixed point theorem [3], i.e., every continuous function from a convex compact subset of a Banach space to itself has a fixed point, systems (4) and (8) have at least one equilibrium, respectively.

Lemma 1 (Equivalence of equilibrium social power) Suppose that Assumption 1 holds, system (4) and (8) have the same relative interaction matrix C and susceptibility matrix Θ. Then, x^∗ is an equilibrium of system (4) if and only if for V^∗ = (I_n −ΘW (x^∗))^{−1}(I_n −Θ) ∈ Γ_n, (V^∗, x^∗) is an equilibrium of system (8).

Lemma 1 implies that the reflected appraisal mechanism is robust with respect to variations in the time scales at which opinions and social power evolve. Moreover, since non-stubborn individual has 0 equilibrium social power in system (4), it also have 0 equilibrium social power in system (8). Thus, we assume that Assumption 2 holds for model (8) in the sequel.

B. Properties of equilibrium social power with general topology

Since systems (4) and (8) have same equilibrium social power, we focus on equilibria of system (4). In what follows, let θ_{min} = min_j θ_j , θ_{ave} = ∑_n j=1 θ_j /n, and θ_{max} = max_j θ_j . Moreover, let V_f and V_p denote the sets of individuals who are fully stubborn (θ_i = 0) and partially stubborn (θ_i > 0), respectively. Without loss of generality, assume V_f = {1, . . . , r} and V_p = {r + 1, . . . , n} with r < n. Lemma 2 (Properties of F (x)) For the map F : Δ_n → Δ_n defined by F (x) = (I_n −Θ)(I_n −W (x)^T Θ)^{−1}1_n/n with W (x) = diag(x) + (I_n − diag(x))C, the following statements hold true:

(i) F is differentiable on int Δ_n and continuous on Δ_n;

(ii) the Jacobian of F is ∂F/∂x = (I_n − Θ)(I_n − W (x)^T Θ)^{−1}(I_n − C^T )Θ(I_n − Θ)^{−1} diag(F (x));

(iii) for any x ∈ Δ_n, (1 − θ_i)/n ≤ F_i(x) ≤ (1 + ζ)/n, where ζ = nθ_{ave} − θ_{min}.

Theorem 1 (Equilibrium social power with general topology) Consider systems (4) and (8) with n ≥ 2 and x(0) ∈ Δ_n. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, and C is row-stochastic and zero-diagonal. Then, we have that: (i) there exists at least one equilibrium of systems (4) and (8), which satisfies a) x^∗ ∈ int Δ_n;

b) x^∗_i ≥ 1/n for i ∈ V_f, and x^∗_i = 1/n if and only if C_{ji} = 0 for any j ∈ V_p;

c) x^∗_i > (1 − θ_i)/n for i ∈ V_p, and x^∗_i < 1/n if C_{ji} = 0 for any j ∈ V_p;

d) max_i x^∗_i < 1/n + θ_{ave}.

(ii) the equilibrium social power x^∗ is unique if θ_{max} < n n + 2(1 + ζ) with ζ = nθ_{ave} − θ_{min}.

Remark 3 In Theorem 1 we prove that if θ_{max} < n n + 2(1 + ζ)

, then F (x) is contractive on Δ_n, which also implies that the equilibrium social power only depends upon C and Θ. Since ζ < n − 1, then we have n n + 2(1 + ζ)

> 1/3, which implies that θ_{max} < n n + 2(1 + ζ) is a milder restriction compared with that

proposed in [21]. Moreover, note that n n + 2(1 + ζ) = 1 1 + 2θ_{ave} + 2 n (1 − θ_{min})

, that is, θ_{max} < n n + 2(1 + ζ)

is a restriction on the distribution of individuals’ stubbornness. For clarification, now consider a special case. Suppose that r ≥ 1. Then, we have that ζ < n−r. Thus, it follows that n n + 2(1 + ζ) > 1 1 + 2(1 + 1/n − r/n) , which tends to 1 1 + 2/n as r/n approaches 1. That is, θ_{max} can be arbitrarily close to 1 in a large group where the majority is fully stubborn.

Note that the relative interaction matrix C is just required row-stochastic and zero-diagonal in Theorem 1, which means that the the autocratic social power (i.e., there is exactly one individual has social power 1, and all others’ are 0) can never emerge in systems (4) and (8), even though the initial social power is autocratic or G(C) is star topology. This is a key difference between models (4), (8) and the original DF model, in which the autocratic social power can be achieved under both irreducible and reducible influence networks [18], [17].

Corollary 1 (Properties of equilibrium social power) Consider systems (4) and (8) with n ≥ 2 and x(0) ∈ Δ_n. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, and C is rowstochastic and zero-diagonal. Then the equilibrium social power of systems (4) and (8), i.e., x^∗, satisfies: (i) for any i ∈ V_f and j ∈ V_p, if C_{ki} = C_{kj} holds for any k ∈ V_p \ {j}, then x^∗_i > x^∗_j ;

(ii) for any i, j ∈ V_p, suppose that C_{ki} = C_{kj} holds for any k ∈ V_p \ {i, j} and C_{ij} = C_{ji}. Then x^∗_i < x^∗_j holds if and only if θ_i > θ_j ;

(iii) suppose that C is symmetric. Then for any i, j, if θ_i > θ_j , then x^∗_i < x^∗_j .

Corollary 1 shows that if two individuals are accorded same influence weights by partially stubborn individuals, or the relative interaction matrix is symmetric, then the more stubborn individual has more equilibrium social power. In the DF model without stubbornness, the democratic social power structure, i.e., x^∗ = 1_n/n, is achieved only if the network is irreducible and doublystochastic. Next, we show that for systems (4) and (8), the democracy can be achieved even if the network is neither doubly-stochastic nor irreducible.

Corollary 2 (Existence of democratic equilibrium social power) Consider system (4) and (8) with n ≥ 2 and x(0) ∈ Δ_n. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, and C is row-stochastic and zero-diagonal. Then, 1_n/n is an equilibrium of systems (4) and (8) if and only if Θ(I_n −Θ)^{−1}1_n is a left eigenvector of C corresponding to eigenvalue 1.

The proof of Corollary 2 can be readily obtained by substituting x and F (x) for x^∗ = 1_n/n in equation (4).

C. Properties of equilibrium social power with star topology

First, we consider the scenario where the center node of G(C) belongs to V_f.

Theorem 2 (Equilibrium social power under star topology with fully stubborn center node) Consider system (4) and (8) with n ≥ 2 and x(0) ∈ Δ_n. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, and C is row-stochastic and zerodiagonal with G(C) being a star topology with center node l satisfying θ_l = 0. Then, the equilibrium social power of systems (4) and (8) is unique, and satisfies: (i) x^∗ ∈ int Δ_n;

(ii) x^∗_i = 1/n for i ∈ V_f \ {l};

(iii) x^∗_i = n − √ n^2 − 4nθ_i(1 − θ_i) 2nθ_i < 1 n , and decreases with respect to θ_i for i ∈ V_p;

(iv) x^∗_l = 1 n + 1 n n∑ j=r+1 θ_j (1 − x^∗_j ) 1 − θ_j x^∗_j > 1 n . Theorem 2 shows that for systems (4) and (8) under star topology with fully stubborn center node, the center node has the largest equilibrium social power, which is strictly larger than 1/n. And other fully stubborn individuals’ equilibrium social power is 1/n, while all partially stubborn individuals’ equilibrium social power is strictly less than 1/n. Moreover, the ordering of equilibrium social power of partially stubborn individuals is consistent with the ordering of their stubbornness. Now, we consider the scenario where the center node of G(C) belongs to V_p.

Theorem 3 (Equilibrium social power under star topology with partially stubborn center node) Consider systems (4) and (8) with n ≥ 2 and x(0) ∈ Δ_n. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, and C is row-stochastic and zero-diagonal with G(C) being a star topology with center node l satisfying 1 > θ_l > 0. Then, (i) the equilibrium social power of systems (4) and (8) has the following properties: a) x^∗ ∈ int Δ_n;

b) for i ∈ V_f, if C_{li} = 0, then x^∗_i = 1/n; otherwise, x^∗_i > 1/n; c) for i ∈ V_p \ {l}, if C_{li} = 0, then x^∗_i is unique,

x^∗_i = n − √ n^2 − 4nθ_i(1 − θ_i) 2nθ_i , and decreases with respect to θ_i.

Fig. 1: 50 runs of trajectories of x(s) under different Θ.

(ii) Moreover, if there holds C_{li} = 0 for all i ∈ V_p \{l}, then the equilibrium social power of systems (4) and (8) is unique, and satisfies:

a) x^∗_i = n − √ n^2 − 4nθ_i(1 − θ_i) 2nθ_i , and decreases with respect to θ_i for i ∈ V_p \ {l};

b) x^∗_l = n − √ n^2 − 4nθ_l(1 − θ_l)ξ^∗ 2nθ_l ; c) x^∗_i = 1 n + ( ξ^∗ n − x^∗_l )C_{li} for i ∈ V_f,

where ξ^∗ = n − r − n ∑ j∈V_p\{l} x ∗ j . Theorem 3 shows that all individuals have positive equilibrium social power, while the partially stubborn center does not necessarily have the largest equilibrium social power. The following examples show that under the same star topology with partially stubborn center node, both fully stubborn individual and partially stubborn individual (whether if it is center node or not) can obtain the largest equilibrium social power, which depends upon individuals’ stubbornness.

Numerical examples on star topology with partially stubborn center node: Consider system (4) with n = 3. Suppose that C = [0, 0.2, 0.8; 1, 0, 0; 1, 0, 0], i.e., individual 1 is the center node. Then, under different settings of Θ, we obtain the trajectories of x(s), shown in Fig. (1). It is observed that in Fig. (1), the center node 1 occupies the largest equilibrium social power when θ = (0.1, 0, 0.6)^T , while the fully stubborn node and partially stubborn node which are not center node can also obtain largest equilibrium social power under the same influence network but different settings of θ.

Corollary 3 (Ordering of equilibrium social power under star topology with partially stubborn center node) Consider systems (4) and (8) with n ≥ 2 and x(0) ∈ Δ_n. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, and C is rowstochastic and zero-diagonal with G(C) being a star topology with center node l satisfying 1 > θ_l > 0. Then, the equilibrium social power of systems (4) and (8) satisfies:

(i) for any i, j ∈ V_f, if C_{li} > C_{lj} , then x^∗_i > x^∗_j ; (ii) for any i ∈ V_f and j ∈ V_p \ {l}, if C_{li} = C_{lj} , then x^∗_i > x^∗_j ;

(iii) for any i, j ∈ V_p \ {l} with C_{li} = C_{lj} , x^∗_i > x^∗_j if and only if θ_i < θ_j ;

(iv) for any i, j ∈ V_p \ {l} with θ_i = θ_j , x^∗_i > x^∗_j if and only if C_{li} > C_{lj} .

IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS This section studies the convergence of systems (4) and (8).

A. Convergence of the DF model with stubborn individuals over issue sequences Theorem 4 (Convergence with general topology) Consider system (4) with n ≥ 2 and x(0) ∈ Δ_n. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, and C is row-stochastic and zero-diagonal. Let ζ = nθ_{ave} − θ_{min}. If θ_{max} < n n + 2(1 + ζ)

, then all trajectories of system (4) converge to the unique equilibrium social power x^∗ characterized in Theorem 1 exponentially fast.

In the proof of Theorem 1, we show that if θ_{max} < n n + 2(1 + ζ)

, F (x) is contractive on Δ_n. Then the exponential convergence of system (4) follows from the Banach fixed point theorem. Next, we consider the convergence of system (4) with star topology. By the proof of Theorem 2, we have the following Corollary.

Corollary 4 (Convergence under star topology with fully stubborn center node) Consider system (4) with n ≥ 2 and x(0) ∈ Δ_n. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, and C is row-stochastic and zero-diagonal with G(C) being a star topology with center node l satisfying θ_l = 0. Then, all trajectories of system (4) exponentially converge to the unique equilibrium social power x^∗ characterized in Theorem 2.

Next we consider the case that the center node is partially stubborn.

Theorem 5 (Convergence property under star topology with partially stubborn center node) Consider system (4) with n ≥ 2 and x(0) ∈ Δ_n. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, and C is row-stochastic and zero-diagonal with G(C) being a star topology with center node l satisfying 1 > θ_l > 0. Then, (i) for i ∈ V_p \{l}, if C_{li} = 0, then x_i(s) exponentially

converges to x^∗_i = n − √ n^2 − 4nθ_i(1 − θ_i) 2nθ_i ; (ii) moreover, if there holds C_{li} = 0 for all i ∈ V_p \ {l} and ∑ j∈V_p/{l} θj ≤ 4n/5 − 1, then all trajectories

of system (4) exponentially converge to the equilibrium social power x^∗ characterized in statement (ii) of Theorem 3.

B. Convergence of the DF model with stubborn individuals over a single issue

First, we consider doubly-stochastic influence network with uniformly stubborn individuals.

Lemma 3 (Convergence with doubly-stochastic topology and uniform stubbornness) Consider system (8) with n ≥ 2 and x(0) ∈ Δ_n. Suppose that θ_i = θ with θ ∈ (0, 1) for all i ∈ {1, 2, ..., n}, C is doubly-stochastic and zero-diagonal. Then all trajectories of system (8) exponentially converge to the democratic equilibrium 1_n/n. Since θ_i = θ and C is doubly-stochastic, we have x(k + 1) = θx(k) + (1 − θ)1_n/n. Note that θ ∈ (0, 1), thus x(k) → 1_n/n. It is clear that in system (8), if V (k) converges, then x(k) converges. Let V ∈ Γ_n be a row-stochastic matrix, and V_i denote the i-th column of V . Let χ = [V^T_1 V^T_2 ... V^T_n ]^T denote the vector by vectorizing V , then χ ∈ A = {x | x ∈ R^{n2} , x ≥ 0, ∑_{n−1} i=0 x_{ni+t} = 1 for any t ∈ {1, 2, ..., n}}. Let ν = [(1 − θ_1)e^T_1 (1 − θ_2)e^T_2 ...(1 − θ_n)e^T_n ]^T ∈ R^{n2} . Define Ĝ : A → A by Ĝ(x) = I_n ⊗ ΘW (x)x + ν, where x ∈ A, W (x) = diag(ω) + (I_n − diag(ω))C with ω ∈ R^n and ω_i = V^T_i 1_n/n. Now, we present our convergence result for system (8) with general topology.

Theorem 6 (Convergence with general topology) Consider system (8) with n ≥ 2 and x(0) ∈ Δ_n. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, and C is row-stochastic and zero-diagonal. If θ_{max} < 1/2, then, all trajectories of system (8) converge to the unique equilibrium social power x^∗ characterized in Theorem 1 exponentially fast.

Note that even though systems (4) and (8) have the same equilibrium social power, their trajectories may be different. In the proof of Theorem 6, we show that system (8) is contractive if θ_{max} < 1/2. However, this condition is not necessary. In next section, we will propose a conjecture on the contractivity of systems (4) and (8).

V. SIMULATIONS AND CONJECTURE As we shown, the equilibrium social power of systems (4) and (8) is unique if θ_{max} < n n + 2(1 + ζ)

. However, for the general case, the uniqueness of equilibrium social power of systems (4) and (8) is equivalent to that the quadratic equations (I_n − C^T Θ)(I_n − Θ)^{−1}x − (I_n − C^T )Θ(I_n − Θ)^{−1} diag(x)x = 1_n/n has exactly one solution in int Δ_n, which is difficult to prove due to the entanglement of C and Θ. In this subsection, we shall estimate the probability that systems (4) and (8) converge to unique equilibrium social power for any initial social power and matrix pair (C, Θ).

Monte Carlo validation: Since systems (4) and (8) have the same equilibrium social power, here we just focus on system (4). For given matrix pair (C, Θ), where C is row-stochastic and zero-diagonal, Θ satisfies Assumption 2, we randomly pick x̂(0) and compute the final social power x̂^∗ by running system (4). Let x ∈ Δ_n be a random variable representing the initial social power, and x^∗_x denote the corresponding final social power of system (4). Then, define pr(C, Θ) = P r{J(x) = 0} as the probability that system (4) converges to x̂^∗ with initial social power x, where J : Δ_n → R^n = x^∗_x − x̂^∗ is a measurable performance function. Now, we can estimate pr(C, Θ) as follows. First, we generate N independent identically distributed random samples of the initial social power x^1, x^2, . . . , x^N , where N is a positive integer. Second, define an indicator function I_{J,C,Θ} : Δ_n → {0, 1} by I_{J,C,Θ}(x) = 1 if J(x) = 0, and 0 otherwise. Finally, we compute the empirical probability as p̂r(C, Θ) = 1 N N∑ i=1 I_{J,C,Θ}(x^i). Then, for any accuracy ϵ ∈ (0, 1) and confidence level 1 − η ∈ (0, 1), by the Chernoff bound we have that P r{| p̂r(C, Θ) − pr(C, Θ) |< ϵ} ≥ 1 − 2 exp(−2ϵ^2N). If there holds N ≥ log(2/η)/(2ϵ^2), then we have 1 − 2 exp(−2ϵ^2N) > 1 − η, that is, the probability that | p̂r(C, Θ) − pr(C, Θ) |< ϵ is greater than 1 − η. In [22], the authors computed that for ϵ = η = 0.01, the Chernoff bound is satisfied by N = 27000. That is to say, for given (C, Θ), if system (4) converges to x^∗_{e1} for all 27000 samples of initial social power, we can say that for the given C and Θ, with confidence level 99%, there is at least 99% probability that system (4) converges to unique equilibrium social power for any initial social power.

Similarly, consider random variable (C, Θ) where C is row-stochastic and zero-diagonal, θ_i ∈ [0, 1) for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. If there holds that for each of 27000 samples of matrix pairs, system (4) converges to same equilibrium social power for all 27000 samples of initial social power, then we can say that for any C and Θ satisfying Assumption 2, with confidence level 99%, there is at least 99% probability that system (4) converges to unique equilibrium social power for any initial social power.

Numerical examples on uniqueness and convergence: Based on above discussion, we run 27000^2 experiments for systems (4) and (8) with randomly generated initial social power x^i, i ∈ {1, . . . , 27000} for each randomly generated matrix pair (C^j , Θ^j ), j ∈ {1, . . . , 27000}. Figure 2 depicts the trajectories of 6 nodes for 100 initial social power with 3 matrix pairs.

Fig. 2: The trajectories for 6 nodes of systems (4) and (8) beginning at 100 samples of initial social power with 3 samples of matrix pairs (C^i, Θ^i). The solid lines and dot lines dipict the trajectories of system (4) and (8), respectively.

The experiments show that for systems (4) and (8) with each of the 27000 samples of (C, Θ), the trajectories beginning at all 27000 samples of initial social power converge to the same equilibrium social power. Therefore, our experiments establish the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1 Consider system (4) and (8) with n ≥ 2 and x(0) ∈ Δ_n. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, and C is row-stochastic and zero-diagonal. Then, all trajectories of systems (4) and (8) exponentially converge to an unique equilibrium social power, which only depends upon C and Θ.

VI. CONCLUSIONS This paper has investigated the evolution of social power of stubborn individuals. Two models are proposed to characterize the social power evolution over issue sequences and over a single issue, respectively. Analytical and numerical results are provided. We prove that the model over a single issue has the same equilibrium social power with the model over issue sequences. Based on this equivalence, uniqueness and properties of the equilibrium social power are analyzed under different settings of the influence network topology. Then, we establish convergence of the equilibrium.

Our investigations reveal several features for social power evolution of stubborn individuals. First, the reflected appraisal mechanism is robust with respect to variations in the time scales at which opinions and social power evolve. Second, individuals will exponentially forget their initial social power, and the equilibrium social power only depends upon the relative interaction matrix and their stubbornness. Third, individuals will have positive equilibrium social power if they are stubborn, and more stubbornness leads to more social power. Finally, for an influence network in which all individuals are stubborn, the autocratic social power structure never emerges, while the democratic social power can be achieved with any network topologies. Future works will focus on the co-evolution of individuals’ stubbornness with their social power.

REFERENCES

[1] R. P. Abelson. Mathematical models of the distribution of attitudes under controversy. In N. Frederiksen and H. Gulliksen, editors, Contributions to Mathematical Psychology, volume 14, pages 142–160. Holt, Rinehart, & Winston, 1964.

[2] Z. Askarzadeh, R. Fu, A. Halder, Y. Chen, and T. T. Georgiou.

Stability theory of stochastic models in opinion dynamics, October 2018. URL: https://arxiv.org/pdf/1706.03158.

[3] V. Berinde. Iterative Approximation of Fixed Points. Springer, 2007.

[4] D. Cartwright. Studies in Social Power. Publications of the Institute for Social Research: Research Center for Group Dynamics Series. Research Center for Group Dynamics, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, 1959.

[5] G. Chen, X. Duan, N. E. Friedkin, and F. Bullo. Social power dynamics over switching and stochastic influence networks. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 2018. To appear. doi:10.1109/TAC.2018.2822182.

[6] M. H. DeGroot. Reaching a consensus. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 69(345):118–121, 1974. doi:10.1080/01621459.1974.10480137.

[7] J. R. P. French Jr. A formal theory of social power. Psychological Review, 63(3):181–194, 1956. doi:10.1037/h0046123.

[8] N. E. Friedkin. A formal theory of reflected appraisals in the evolution of power. Administrative Science Quarterly, 56(4):501– 529, 2011. doi:10.1177/0001839212441349.

[9] N. E. Friedkin and F. Bullo. How truth wins in opinion dynamics along issue sequences. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 114(43):11380–11385, 2017. doi:10.1073/pnas.1710603114.

[10] N. E. Friedkin, P. Jia, and F. Bullo. A theory of the evolution of social power: Natural trajectories of interpersonal influence systems along issue sequences. Sociological Science, 3:444–472, 2016. doi:10.15195/v3.a20.

[11] N. E. Friedkin and E. C. Johnsen. Social influence networks and opinion change. In S. R. Thye, E. J. Lawler, M. W. Macy, and H. A. Walker, editors, Advances in Group Processes, volume 16, pages 1–29. Emerald Group Publishing Limited, 1999.

[12] N. E. Friedkin and E. C. Johnsen. Social Influence Network Theory: A Sociological Examination of Small Group Dynamics. Cambridge University Press, 2011.

[13] N. E. Friedkin, A. V. Proskurnikov, R. Tempo, and S. E.

Parsegov. Network science on belief system dynamics under logic constraints. Science, 354(6310):321–326, 2016. doi:10.1126/science.aag2624.

[14] F. Harary. A criterion for unanimity in French’s theory of social power. In D. Cartwright, editor, Studies in Social Power, pages 168–182. University of Michigan, 1959. URL: http://psycnet.apa.org/psycinfo/1960-06701-006.

[15] R. Hegselmann and U. Krause. Opinion dynamics and bounded confidence models, analysis, and simulations. Journal of Artificial Societies and Social Simulation, 5(3), 2002. URL: http://jasss.soc.surrey.ac.uk/5/3/2.html.

[16] P. Jia, N. E. Friedkin, and F. Bullo. Opinion dynamics and social power evolution: A single-timescale model. IEEE Transactions on Control of Network Systems, December 2017. Submitted. URL: https://arxiv.org/pdf/1712.02452.

[17] P. Jia, N. E. Friedkin, and F. Bullo. Opinion dynamics and social power evolution over reducible influence networks. SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, 55(2):1280–1301, 2017. doi:10.1137/16M1065677.

[18] P. Jia, A. MirTabatabaei, N. E. Friedkin, and F. Bullo.

Opinion dynamics and the evolution of social power in influence networks. SIAM Review, 57(3):367–397, 2015. doi:10.1137/130913250.

[19] W. Lohmiller and J.-J. E. Slotine. On contraction analysis for non-linear systems. Automatica, 34(6):683–696, 1998. doi:10.1016/S0005-1098(98)00019-3.

[20] A. MirTabatabaei and F. Bullo. Opinion dynamics in heterogeneous networks: Convergence conjectures and theorems. SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, 50(5):2763–2785, 2012. doi:10.1137/11082751X.

[21] A. MirTabatabaei, P. Jia, N. E. Friedkin, and F. Bullo.

On the reflected appraisals dynamics of influence networks with stubborn agents. In American Control Conference, pages 3978–3983, Portland, OR, USA, June 2014. doi:10.1109/ACC.2014.6859256.

[22] G. Notarstefano and F. Bullo. Distributed abstract optimization via constraints consensus: Theory and applications. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 56(10):2247–2261, 2011. doi:10.1109/TAC.2011.2164020.

[23] J. M. Ortega and W. C. Rheinboldt. Iterative Solution of Nonlinear Equations in Several Variables. SIAM, 1970.

[24] S. E. Parsegov, A. V. Proskurnikov, R. Tempo, and N. E. Friedkin.

Novel multidimensional models of opinion dynamics in social networks. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 62(5):2270– 2285, 2017. doi:10.1109/TAC.2016.2613905.

[25] A. V. Proskurnikov and R. Tempo. A tutorial on modeling and analysis of dynamic social networks. Part I. Annual Reviews in Control, 43:65–79, 2017. doi:10.1016/j.arcontrol.2017.03.002.

[26] A. V. Proskurnikov and R. Tempo. A tutorial on modeling and analysis of dynamic social networks. part ii. Annual Reviews in Control, 45:166–190, 2018. doi:10.1016/j.arcontrol.2018.03.005.

[27] Y. Tian and L. Wang. Opinion dynamics in social networks with stubborn agents: An issuebased perspective. Automatica, 96:213–223, 2018. doi:10.1016/j.automatica.2018.06.041.

[28] Z. Xu, J. Liu, and T. Başar. On a modified DeGroot- Friedkin model of opinion dynamics. In American Control Conference, pages 1047–1052, Chicago, USA, July 2015. doi:10.1109/ACC.2015.7170871.

[29] M. Ye, J. Liu, B. D. O. Anderson, C. Yu, and T. Başar. Evolution of social power in social networks with dynamic topology. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 2018. To appear. doi:10.1109/TAC.2018.2805261.

APPENDIX A PROOF OF LEMMA 1

Regarding necessity, suppose that x^∗ ∈ Δ_n is an equilibrium of system (4). Then, by equation (4) we have x^∗ = (I_n − Θ)(I_n − W (x^∗)^T Θ)^{−1}1_n/n. Let

V^∗ = (I_n − ΘW (x^∗))^{−1}(I_n − Θ), then V^∗ ∈ Γ and x^∗ = (V^∗)^T 1_n/n. Since

ΘW (x^∗)V^∗ + I_n − Θ =(ΘW (x^∗)+I_n −ΘW (x^∗))(I_n − ΘW (x^∗))^{−1}(I_n −Θ) =V^∗, then (V^∗, x^∗) is an equilibrium of system (8).

Regarding sufficiency, suppose that (V^∗, x^∗) is an equilibrium of system (8). By equation (8) we have V^∗ = ΘW (x^∗)V^∗ + I_n − Θ and x^∗ = (V^∗)^T 1_n/n. Note that under Assumption 1, I − ΘW (x^∗) is nonsingular, thus V^∗ = (I_n − ΘW (x^∗))^{−1}(I_n − Θ). Then, x^∗ = (I_n − Θ)(I_n − W (x^∗)^T Θ)^{−1}1_n/n, which implies that x^∗ is an equilibrium of system (4).

APPENDIX B PROOF OF LEMMA 2 Denote Λ(x) = I_n − W (x)^T Θ. Regarding (i), note (I_n − W (x)^T Θ)^{−1} = Λ^∗(x)/ det(Λ(x)), where Λ^∗(x) is the adjoint matrix of Λ(x). Then,

F_i(x) =

(1 − θ_i) n × det(Λ(x)) n∑ k=1 Λ^∗_{ik}(x), where det(Λ(x)) and Λ^∗_{ik}(x) are both analytic functions of x. Since det(Λ(x)) ≠ 0, F_i(x) is differentiable on int Δ_n and continuous on Δ_n for any i. That is, F (x) is differentiable on int Δ_n and continuous on Δ_n.

Regarding (ii), since θ_i < 1, (I_n − Θ)^{−1} exists. By (5) we obtain (I_n − W (x)^T Θ)(I_n − Θ)^{−1}F (x) = 1_n/n. Then, taking the derivatives of both sides, we get

(I_n − W (x)^T Θ)(I_n − Θ)^{−1} ∂F ∂x = (I_n − C^T )Θ(I_n − Θ)^{−1} diag(F (x)).

Hence, ∂F/∂x = (I_n − Θ)(I_n − W (x)^T Θ)^{−1}(I_n − C^T )Θ(I_n − Θ)^{−1} diag(F (x)).

Regarding (iii), since Λ^{−1}(x)(I_n − W (x)^T Θ) = I_n, we have that

Λ^{−1}_{ii} (x)(1 − θ_ix_i) − θ_i(1 − x_i) n∑ k=1 Λ^{−1}_{ik} (x)C_{ik} = 1.

For any i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, since 1 − θ_ix_i > 0, there holds

Λ^{−1}_{ii} (x)=

1 + θ_i(1 − x_i) ∑_n k=1 Λ^{−1}_{ik} (x)C_{ik} 1 − θ_ix_i ≥1. By F (x) = (I_n − Θ)Λ^{−1}(x)1_n/n, we have that F_i(x) ≥ 1 n (1 − θ_i)Λ^{−1}_{ii} (x) ≥ 1 − θ_i n > 0. On the other hand, by ∑_n k=1 F_k (x) = 1 there holds

F_i(x) = 1− ∑ k≠i F_k(x) ≤ 1− ∑ k≠i 1 − θ_k n = 1 n + 1 n ∑ k≠i θ_k. Since ∑ k≠i θk ≤ nθave − θmin = ζ for any i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we obtain F_i(x) ≤ (1 + ζ)/n.

APPENDIX C PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Since the equilibrium social power of systems (4) and (8) is equivalent, we just need to show that (i) and (ii) hold for system (4). Regarding (i), by Lemma 2 we have that F_i(x) ∈ (0, 1), i.e., x^∗ ∈ int Δ_n. According to the definitions of V_f and V_p, we write Θ = [ 0_{r×r} 0 0 Θ_p ] , and C = [ C_f C_{f p} C_{pf} C_p ] . Let x^∗_f ∈ R^r and x^∗_p ∈ R^{n−r} denote the equilibrium social power vectors of fully stubborn and partially stubborn individuals, respectively. Then, by equation (4),

x^∗_f =

1_r n +C^T_{pf}Θ_p(I_{n−r} −Θ_p)^{−1}(I_{n−r} −diag(x^∗_p))x^∗_p,

(I_{n−r} − C^T_p Θ_p)(I_{n−r} −Θ_p)^{−1}x^∗_p = 1_{n−r} n + (I_{n−r} −C^T_p )Θ_p(I_{n−r} −Θ_p)^{−1}diag(x^∗_p)x^∗_p. (9) Since x^∗ ∈ int Δ_n, we have diag(x^∗_p)x^∗_p > 0 and (I_{n−r} − diag(x^∗_p))x^∗_p > 0, which imply that x^∗_i ≥ 1/n and x^∗_j ≥ (1 − θ_j )/n + θ_j (x^∗_j )^2 for any i ∈ V_f , j ∈ V_p. Moreover, for i ∈ V_f , if C_{ji} = 0 for all j ∈ V_p, we have that x^∗_i = 1/n; otherwise, x^∗_i > 1/n. For i ∈ V_p, if C_{ji} = 0 for all j ∈ V_p, we have that x^∗_i = (1−θ_i)/n+θ_i(x^∗_i )^2. Since x^∗_i < 1 and n ≥ 2, there

holds x^∗_i = n − √ n^2 − 4nθ_i(1 − θ_i) 2nθ_i < 1 n . Finally, max_i x^∗_i < 1/n + θ_{ave} follows from that x^∗ ∈ Δ_n.

Regarding (ii), first, we show that F (x) is contractive on Δ_n if θ_{max} < n n + 2(1 + ζ)

. Since ‖(I_n − Θ)(I_n −

W (x)^T Θ)^{−1}‖_1 = 1and ‖I_n − C^T ‖_1 = 2, we have

‖∂F/∂x‖_1 ≤2‖Θ(I_n − Θ)^{−1}‖_1‖ diag(F (x))‖_1 = 2θ_{max} 1 − θ_{max} max_i F_i(x).

Since max_i F_i(x) ≤ (1 + ζ)/n and θ_{max} < n n + 2(1 + ζ)

, we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ∂F ∂x ‖ ‖ ‖_1 ≤

2θ_{max} n(1 − θ_{max})

(1 + ζ) < 1.

Denote κ =

2θ_{max}(1 + ζ) n(1 − θ_{max})

. Now, following the mean value inequality (Theorem 3.2.3, [23]), we have that for any y, z ∈ int Δ_n, there holds ‖F (y) − F (z)‖_1 ≤ sup_{0≤t≤1} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∂F ∂x | | |_{x=z+t(y−z)} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_1 ‖y − z‖_1 ≤ κ‖y − z‖_1 < ‖y − z‖_1, i.e., F (x) is contractive on int Δ_n. Moreover, for any y ∈ Δ_n \ int Δ_n and z ∈ Δ_n, since Δ_n is compact, there exists a Cauchy sequence {y_k}^∞_{k=0}, which satisfies y_k ∈ int Δ_n and lim_{k→∞} y_k = y. Therefore, ‖F (y) − F (z)‖_1 =‖F ( lim_{k→∞} y_k) − F (z)‖_1

≤ lim_{k→∞} sup_{0≤t≤1} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∂F ∂x | | |_{x=z+t(yk −z)} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_1 ‖y_k − z‖_1 ≤κ lim_{k→∞} ‖y_k − z‖_1 = κ‖y − z‖_1 < ‖y − z‖_1. Similarly, for any y, z ∈ Δ_n \ int Δ_n, there holds ‖F (y) − F (z)‖_1 ≤ κ‖y − z‖_1 < ‖y − z‖_1. That is, for any y, z ∈ Δ_n, there holds ‖F (y) − F (z)‖_1 < ‖y − z‖_1. Thus, F (x) is contractive on Δ_n. Then the uniqueness of x^∗ follows from the Banach fixed point theorem.

APPENDIX D PROOF OF COROLLARY 1

Regarding (i), for any i ∈ V_f and j ∈ V_p, equation (9) implies that

x^∗_i − x^∗_j = θ_j n −θ_j (x^∗_j )^2 +C_{ji} θ_j 1 − θ_j x^∗_j (1 − x^∗_j ) + θ_j ∑ k∈V_p\{j} C_{kj} θ_k 1−θ_k x^∗_k(1 − x^∗_k).

Note that ∑ k∈V_p\{j}Ckj θ_k 1−θ_k x^∗_k(1 − x^∗_k) = 1 − θ_j x_j 1 − θ_j x^∗_j − 1 n . Then,

x^∗_i − x^∗_j =θ_j (

C_{ji} (1−x^∗_j ) 1 − θ_j x^∗_j +x^∗_j ( 1−θ_j x^∗_j 1 − θ_j − x^∗_j ))>0, Therefore, x^∗_i > x^∗_j .

Regarding (ii), for any i, j ∈ V_p, by equation (9),

x^∗_i − x^∗_j = θ_i(x^∗_i )^2 −θ_j (x^∗_j )^2 + θ_j −θ_i n +C_{ji} θ_j(1 − θ_i) 1−θ_j x^∗_j(1 − x^∗_j )−C_{ij} θ_i(1−θ_j ) 1−θ_i x^∗_i (1−x^∗_i ) + ∑ k∈V_p\{i,j} C_{ki} θ_k(θ_j −θ_i) 1−θ_k x^∗_k(1−x^∗_k).

Note that θ_i(x^∗_i )^2 − θ_j (x^∗_j )^2 = (θ_i − θ_j )(x^∗_i )^2 + θ_j (x^∗_i − x^∗_j )(x^∗_i + x^∗_j ), ∑ k∈V_p\{i,j} Cki θ_k 1 − θ_k x^∗_k(1 −

x^∗_k) = 1 − θ_ix^∗_i 1 − θ_i x^∗_i − 1 n − θ_j C_{ij} x^∗_j 1 − x^∗_j 1 − θ_j , and

θ_j C_{ji}x^∗_j (1 − x^∗_j ) 1 − θ_i 1 − θ_j − θ_iC_{ij} x^∗_i (1 − x^∗_i ) 1 − θ_j 1 − θ_i =

C_{ij} (θ_j (x^∗_j − x^∗_i )(1 − x^∗_i − x^∗_j ) 1 − θ_i 1 − θ_j + (1 − θ_iθ_j )x^∗_i (1 −

x^∗_i ) θ_j − θ_i (1 − θ_i)(1 − θ_j )

). Then, we obtain

(x^∗_i − x^∗_j )(1 − θ_j (x^∗_i + x^∗_j ) + θ_j C_{ij} (1 − x^∗_i − x^∗_j ))

=(θ_j − θ_i)(x^∗_i ( 1 − θ_ix^∗_i 1 − θ_i − x^∗_i ) + C_{ij} x^∗_i (1 − x^∗_i ) 1 − θ_i ), where θ_i > θ_j and 1 − θ_ix^∗_i > 1 − θ_i indicate that the right hand side is negative. Moreover, since x^∗_i +x^∗_j < 1, then 1 − θ_j (x^∗_i + x^∗_j ) + θ_j C_{ij} (1 − x^∗_i − x^∗_j ) > 0, which implies that x^∗_i < x^∗_j .

Regarding (iii), for any i, j, x^∗_i − x^∗_j − (θi(x^∗_i )^2 − θj (x^∗_j )^2) = θj −θi n +Cji θj (1−θi) 1−θj x^∗_j (1−x^∗_j )−Cij θi(1−θj) 1−θi x^∗_i (1−x^∗_i ) +(1−θi) ∑ k∈Vp\{i,j} C_{ki} θ_kx^∗_k(1−x^∗_k) 1 − θ_k −(1−θj ) ∑ k∈Vp\{i,j} C_{kj} θ_kx^∗_k(1−x^∗_k) 1 − θ_k Moreover, we have (1−θi) ∑ k∈Vp\{i,j} C_{ki} θ_kx^∗_k(1−x^∗_k) 1 − θ_k −(1−θj ) ∑ k∈Vp\{i,j} C_{kj} θ_kx^∗_k(1−x^∗_k) 1 − θ_k = (θj − θi) ∑ k∈Vp\{i,j} C_{ki} θ_kx^∗_k(1 − x^∗_k) 1 − θ_k + (1 − θj ) ∑ k∈Vp\{i,j} (C_{ki} − C_{kj} ) θ_kx^∗_k(1 − x^∗_k) 1 − θ_k , and (1−θ_j ) ∑ k∈V_p\{i,j} (C_{ki} −C_{kj} ) θ_kx^∗_k (1−x^∗_k) 1 − θ_k = C_{ij} θ_j (x^∗_i −x^∗_j )(1−x^∗_j −x^∗_i )+(x^∗_i −x^∗_j )(1−θ_j (x^∗_j +x^∗_i )) + θ_i −θ_j 1−θ_i x^∗_i + θ_j −θ_i 1−θ_i (x^∗_i )^2 +C_{ij} θ_i − θ_j 1 − θ_i x^∗_i (1−x^∗_i ).

Then it follows that

(x^∗_i − x^∗_j )C_{ij} θ_j (1 − x^∗_j − x^∗_i )( 1 − θ_i 1 − θ_j − 1)

=(θ_j −θ_i)( 1 n − 1−θ_ix^∗_i 1 − θ_i x^∗_i +C_{ij} θ_j x^∗_i (1−x^∗_i ) 1 − θ_j + ∑ k∈V_p\{i,j} C_{ki} θ_kx^∗_k(1−x^∗_k) 1 − θ_k ).

Since 1 n − 1−θ_ix^∗_i 1 − θ_i x^∗_i > 0, we obtain that x^∗_i < x^∗_j holds if and only if θ_i > θ_j .

APPENDIX E PROOF OF THEOREM 2 According to Lemma 1, we just need to show the statements hold for system (4). Without loss of generality, let node 1 be the center node. Then, Θ and C can be written as Θ = [ 0_{r×r} 0

0 Θ_p ] , and C = [ C_f C_{f p} C_{pf} 0 ] , where Θ_p = diag(θ_{r+1}, θ_{r+2}, ..., θ_n), and C_{pf} = 1_{n−r}e^T_1 with e_1 being a r-dimensional vector whose first element is 1 and others are 0. Let V (x) = (I_n − ΘW (x))^{−1}(I_n − Θ), we have V (x) =(I_n − Θ diag(x) − ΘC + Θ diag(x)C)^{−1}(I_n − Θ) = [ I_r 0 −Θ_p(I_{n−r} −diag(x_p))C_{pf} I_{n−r} −Θ_pdiag(x_p) ]_{−1}

× [ I_r 0 0 I_{n−r} −Θ_p ] = [ I_r 0 V_{pf} (x) V_p(x) ] , where x_p = (x_{r+1}, x_{r+2}, ..., x_n)^T , V_{pf} (x) = (I_{n−r} − Θ_p diag(x_p))^{−1}Θ_p(I_{n−r} − diag(x_p))C_{pf} , and V_p(x) = (I_{n−r} − Θ_p diag(x_p))^{−1}(I_{n−r} − Θ_p). Therefore, F (x)= 1 n [ 1_r +e_11^T_{n−r}V^′ Θ_p(I_{n−r} − diag(x_p))1_{n−r} V^′ (I_{n−r} − Θ_p)1_{n−r} ] , where V^′ = (I_{n−r} − Θ_p diag(x_p))^{−1}. Note that 1^T_{n−r}V^′ Θ_p(I_{n−r} − diag(x_p))1_{n−r} = ∑_n j=r+1 θ_j (1 − x_j ) 1 − θ_j x_j , thus we obtain that 1)

F_1(x) = 1 n + ∑_n j=r+1 θ_j (1 − x_j ) n(1 − θ_j x_j ); 2) F_i(x) = 1 n for i ∈ V_f \ {1}; 3) F_i(x) = 1 − θ_i n(1 − θ_ix_i) for i ∈ V_p.

By Theorem 1, we have x^∗_i ∈ int Δ_n. Regarding (ii), since F_i(x) = 1/n for i ∈ V_f \ {1}, then x^∗_i = 1/n for any i ∈ V_f \{l}. Regarding (iii), for i ∈ V_p, we have that F_i(x) = F_i(x_i) = 1 − θ_i n(1 − θ_ix_i)

. Since F_j (x) ≥ 1/n for any j ∈ V_f, F_i(x) ∈ [0, 1 − r/n]. Next, we show that F_i(x_i) is contractive on [0, 1 − r/n]. For any x^′_i, x^{′′}_i ∈ [0, 1 − r/n], | F_i(x^′_i) − F_i(x^{′′}_i ) |= θ_i(1 − θ_i) | x^′_i − x^{′′}_i | n(1 − θ_ix^′_i)(1 − θ_ix^{′′}_i ) ≤ θ_i(1 − θ_i) n | x^′_i − x^{′′}_i | (1 − θ_i(1 − r/n))^2 <| x^′_i − x^{′′}_i |, in which θ_i(1 − θ_i) n(1 − θ_i(1 − r/n))^2

< 1 follows from the fact

that (n+ r(r − 2) n −1)θ^2_i −2(n−r− 1 2 )θ_i +n > 0 for any 0 < θ_i < 1. Therefore, F_i(x_i) is contractive on [0, 1 − r/n] for any i ∈ V_p. By the Banach fixed point theorem, x_i(s) globally converges to unique equilibrium for any x(0) ∈ Δ_n. In conclusion, for any i ≠ l, x_i(s) converges to unique x^∗_i . Moreover, for any i ∈ V_p, by the proof of

Theorem 1, we obtain x^∗_i = n − √ n^2 − 4nθ_i(1 − θ_i) 2nθ_i . Suppose that x^∗_i is non-decreasing with respect to θ_i. Then, taking the derivative of x^∗_i with respect to θ_i, we obtain 2nθ_i − 4nθ^2_i √ n^2 − 4nθ_i(1 − θ_i) − n + √ n^2 − 4nθ_i(1 − θ_i) ≥ 0, which indicates that n − 2θ_i − √ n^2 − 4nθ_i(1 − θ_i) ≥ 0. Since n − 2θ_i > 0, we have (n − 2θ_i)^2 ≥ n^2 − 4nθ_i(1 − θ_i), i.e., 1 ≥ n, which is a contradiction. Thus, x^∗_i is decreasing with respect to θ_i. Regarding (iv), since x_l(s + 1) = 1/n + ∑_n j=r+1 θ_j (1 − x_j (s)) n(1 − θ_j x_j (s))

, then x_l(s)

globally converges to 1 n + ∑_n j=r+1 θ_j (1 − x^∗_j ) n(1 − θ_j x^∗_j ) > 1 n . APPENDIX F PROOF OF THEOREM 3 Let β_i = θ_i(1−x_i) and γ_i = 1−θ_ix_i. Without loss of generality, Let node r + 1 be the center node of G(C), i.e., l = r + 1. Similarly, C can be written as C = [ 0 C_{f p} C_{pf} C_p ] , where C_{pf} = e_1(C_{l1}, C_{l2}, ..., C_{lr}), C_p = (1_{n−r} − e_1)e^T_1 + e_1(0, C_{ll+1}, ..., C_{ln}) with e_1 being a (n − r)- dimensional vector whose first element is 1 and others are 0. Then, V (x) = [ I_{r×r} 0 V̂ −1Θ_p(I_{n−r} − diag(x_p))C_{pf} V̂ −1(I_{n−r} − Θ_p) ] , where x_p = (x_{r+1}, x_{r+2}, ..., x_n)^T , V̂ = I_{n−r} − Θ_p diag(x_p) − Θ_p(I_{n−r} − diag(x_p))C_p. Therefore, F (x)= 1 n [ 1_r +C^T_{pf} Θ_p(I_{n−r} −diag(x_p))(V̂^{−1})^T 1_{n−r} (I_{n−r} − Θ_p)(V̂^{−1})^T 1_{n−r} ] . By column transformations, we obtain the first column of V̂^{−1} is ϑ α , and the i-th column of V̂^{−1} is e_i γ_{i+r} + ϑβ_{r+1}C_{l r+i} αγ_{r+i} for 2 ≤ i ≤ n − r, where ϑ = (1, β_{r+2} γ_{r+2} , β_{r+3} γ_{r+3} , ..., β_n γ_n )^T , α = γ_l −β_l ∑ j∈V_p\{l} Clj β_j γ_j . Thus, we have that F_i(x) = ξ(1 − θ_l) nα for i = l,

F_i(x) = 1 n + ξ β_lC_{li} nα for any i ∈ V_f, and F_i(x) == 1 − θ_i nγ_i + ξ β_lC_{li}(1 − θ_i) nαγ_i for any i ∈ V_p \ {l}, where

ξ = 1 + ∑ j∈V_p \{l} β_j γ_j . Similarly, we only need to show that the equilibrium social power of system (4) satisfies all statements. Denote β^∗_i , γ^∗_i , α^∗ and ξ^∗ as β_i, γ_i, α and ξ corresponding to x^∗, respectively. Regarding (i), a) by Theorem 1, we have x^∗ ∈ int Δ_n. b) For i ∈ V_f, we have that x^∗_i = 1 n + ξ^∗ β^∗_l C_{li} nα^∗ . Then, if C_{li} = 0, x^∗_i = 1 n . Otherwise, x^∗_i > 1 n follows from that α^∗, ξ^∗ and β^∗_l are all positive. c) For i ∈ V_p \ {l}, if C_{li} = 0, we have that x^∗_i = 1 − θ_i n(1 − θ_ix^∗_i )

. Then, by the proof of Theorem

2 we have that x^∗_i = n − √ n^2 − 4nθ_i(1 − θ_i) 2nθ_i and is decreasing with respect to θ_i.

Regarding (ii), since C_{li} = 0 for any i ∈ V_p \ {l}, we have that α(s) = γ_l(s) and α^∗ = γ^∗_l . a) For i ∈ V_p \ {l}, since C_{li} = 0, by Theorem 2 x_i(s) globally converges to x^∗_i = 1 − θ_i n(1 − θ_ix^∗_i )

. b) Note that x^∗_l = ξ^∗(1 − θ_l) nγ^∗_l , then x^∗_l = n − √ n^2 − 4nθ_l(1 − θ_l)ξ^∗ 2nθ_l since x^∗_l < 1.

Moreover, for i ∈ V_p \ {l}, since C_{li} = 0, we have that nx^∗_i = 1 − θ_i γ^∗_i , which implies that β^∗_i γ^∗_i = 1 − 1 − θ_i γ^∗_i = 1 − nx^∗_i . Therefore, ξ^∗ = 1 + ∑ j∈V_p\{l} β ∗ j /γ^∗_j = 1 + ∑ j∈V_p\{l}(1 − nx ∗ i ) = n − r − n ∑ j∈V_p\{l} x ∗ j . Then, the uniqueness of x^∗_l follows from the uniqueness of ξ^∗. c) For i ∈ V_f, we have x^∗_i = 1 n + ξ^∗(γ^∗_l − (1 − θ_l)) nγ^∗_l C_{li}. Since x^∗_l = ξ^∗(1 − θ_l) nγ^∗_l , we have x^∗_i = 1 n +( ξ^∗ n −x^∗_l )C_{li}. Finally, the uniqueness of x^∗_i follows from the fact that ξ^∗ and x^∗_l are both unique.

APPENDIX G PROOF OF COROLLARY 3 First, we show that the equilibrium social power of system (4) satisfies all statements. Regarding (i), for any i, j ∈ V_f, since α^∗, ξ^∗ and β^∗_l are all positive, we have that x^∗_i = 1 n + ξ^∗ β^∗_l C_{li} nα^∗ > 1 n + ξ^∗ β^∗_l C_{lj} nα^∗ = x^∗_j if and only if C_{li} > C_{lj} .

Regarding (ii), For any i ∈ V_f and j ∈ V_p \ {l} with C_{li} = C_{lj} ,

x^∗_i − x^∗_j = 1 n (1 − 1 − θ_j γ^∗_j ) + ξ^∗β^∗_l C_{lj} nα^∗ (1 − 1 − θ_j γ^∗_j ) = 1 n (1 + ξ^∗β^∗_l C_{lj} nα^∗ )(1 − 1 − θ_j γ^∗_j ).

Since 1 + ξ^∗β^∗_l C_{lj} nα^∗ > 0 and 1 − 1 − θ_j γ^∗_j > 0, we obtain that x^∗_i − x^∗_j > 0.

Regarding (iii), for any i, j ∈ V_p \ {l} with C_{li} = C_{lj} ,

x^∗_i − x^∗_j = 1 n (1 + ξ^∗ β^∗_l C_{li} α^∗ )( 1 − θ_i γ^∗_i − 1 − θ_j γ^∗_j ) = 1 − θ_j n (1 + ξ^∗ β^∗_l C_{lj} α^∗ )( 1 γ^∗_i − 1 γ^∗_j ) − 1 nγ^∗_i (1 + ξ^∗ β^∗_l C_{li} α^∗ )(θ_i − θ_j ),

where the last equation follows from that C_{li} = C_{lj} and θ_i γ^∗_i − θ_j γ^∗_j = 1 γ^∗_i (θ_i − θ_j ) + θ_j ( 1 γ^∗_i − 1 γ^∗_j ). Note that

1 − θ_j n (1+ξ^∗ β^∗_l C_{lj} α^∗ ) = x^∗_j γ^∗_j and 1 nγ^∗_i (1+ξ^∗ β^∗_l C_{li} α^∗ ) = x^∗_i 1 − θ_i , thus, x^∗_i −x^∗_j = x^∗_j γ^∗_j ( 1 γ^∗_i − 1 γ^∗_j )− x^∗_i 1 − θ_i (θ_i−θ_j ).

That is, − x^∗_i γ^∗_i 1 − θ_i (θ_i − θ_j ) = γ^∗_i x^∗_i − γ^∗_j x^∗_j

=(x^∗_i − x^∗_j )(1 − θ_j (x^∗_i + x^∗_j )) − (x^∗_i )^2(θ_i − θ_j ). Therefore,

(x^∗_i −x^∗_j )(1 − θ_j (x^∗_i + x^∗_j ))=x^∗_i (x^∗_i − γ^∗_i 1 − θ_i )(θ_i − θ_j ).

Since x^∗ ∈ int Δ_n and θ_i, θ_j < 1, we have that 1 − θ_j (x^∗_i + x^∗_j ) > 0 and γ^∗_i /(1 − θ_i) > 1 > x^∗_i , which means that x^∗_i > x^∗_j if and only if θ_i < θ_j .

Regarding (iv), for any i, j ∈ V_p \ {l} with θ_i = θ_j , we have that

x^∗_i − x^∗_j = 1 − θ_i n (( 1 γ^∗_i − 1 γ^∗_j ) + ξ^∗β^∗_l α^∗ ( C_{li} γ^∗_i − C_{lj} γ^∗_j )) = x^∗_j γ^∗_j 1 γ^∗_i − x^∗_j +

(1 − θ_i)ξ^∗β^∗_l nα^∗γ^∗_i (C_{li} − C_{lj} ). Thus, it follows that

(x^∗_i − x^∗_j )(1 − θ_j (x^∗_i + x^∗_j ))=

(1 − θ_i)ξ^∗β^∗_l nα^∗ (C_{li} − C_{lj} ) with

(1 − θ_i)ξ^∗β^∗_l nα^∗ > 0, which means that x^∗_i > x^∗_j if and only if C_{li} > C_{lj} .

APPENDIX H PROOF OF THEOREM 5 The proof of (i) follows from Theorem 2. Regarding (ii), for i ∈ V_p \ {l}, Theorem 2 implies that x_i(s) converges to x^∗_i for any x(0) ∈ Δ_n. Since ξ(s) = 1 + ∑ j∈V_p\{l}(1 − 1 − θ_j γ_j (s)

) only depends on x_j (s), where j ∈ V_p \ {l}, thus, ξ(s) converges to ξ^∗ for any x(0) ∈ Δ_n. For i ∈ V_f, note that x_i(s + 1) = 1 n + ξ(s)β_l(s)C_{li} nγ_l(s) , which depends on ξ(s) and x_l(s).

Therefore, x_i(s) converges if x_l(s) converges for any x(0) ∈ Δ_n. Since F_i(x) ≥ 1/n for i ∈ V_f and F_i(x) ≥ (1 − θ_i)/n for i ∈ V_p, we have x(s) ∈ {x ∈ Δ_n | (1 − θ_i)/n ≤ x_i ≤ a_i, i ∈ V_p} for any s ≥ 1, where a_i = n − r n − ∑ j∈V_p\{i} 1 − θ_j n . Next, we show that F_l(x) = 1 − θ_l nγ_l ξ is contractive on {x ∈ Δ_n | (1 − θ_i)/n ≤ x_i ≤ a_i, i ∈ V_p}. Consider x^′ , x^{′′} ∈ {x ∈ Δ_n | (1 − θ_i)/n ≤ x_i ≤ a_i, i ∈ V_p}, we have that

| F_l(x^′ ) − F_l(x^{′′} ) |= 1−θ_l n | ξ^′ γ^′_l − ξ^{′′} γ^{′′}_l | ≤ 1 − θ_l nγ^′_l | ξ^′ − ξ^{′′} | +ξ^{′′} 1 − θ_l n | 1 γ^′_l − 1 γ^{′′}_l | .

On one hand, | ξ^′ − ξ^{′′} | =| ∑ j∈V_p\{l} ( 1 − θ_j γ^{′′}_j − 1 − θ_j γ^′_j ) | ≤ ∑ j∈V_p\{l} (1 − θ_j ) | 1 γ^′_j − 1 γ^{′′}_j | . Because a_j < 1 − r/n for j ∈ V_p \ {l}, by Theorem 1, we have that for any j ∈ V_p \ {l}, | 1 γ^′_j − 1 γ^{′′}_j |= θ_j γ^′_j γ^{′′}_j |x^′_j −x^{′′}_j |≤ θ_j |x^′_j −x^{′′}_j | (1−θ_j(1−r/n))^2 . Therefore, there holds | ξ^′ − ξ^{′′} | ≤ ∑ j∈V_p\{l} θ_j (1 − θ_j ) (1 − θ_j (1 − r/n))^2 | x^′_j − x^{′′}_j |

≤ max j∈V_p\{l} θ_j (1 − θ_j ) (1 − θ_j (1 − r/n))^2 ∑ j∈V_p\{l} | x^′_j − x^{′′}_j | . On the other hand, for the center node, | 1 γ^′_l − 1 γ^{′′}_l |= θ_l γ^′_l γ^{′′}_l | x^′_l −x^{′′}_l |≤ θ_l (1−θ_la_l)^2 | x^′_l −x^{′′}_l | . Thus, | F_l(x^′ ) − F_l(x^{′′} ) |≤ ξ^{′′} θ_l(1 − θ_l) n(1 − θ_la_l)^2 | x^′_l − x^{′′}_l | + 1−θ_l nγ^′_l max j∈V_p \{l} θ_j (1 − θ_j ) (1−θ_j (1 − r/n))^2 ∑ j∈V_p\{l} | x^′_j −x^{′′}_j | . Denote λ by

max{ 1−θ_l nγ^′_l max j∈V_p\{l} θ_j (1 − θ_j ) (1−θ_j (1−r/n))^2 , ξ^{′′} θ_l(1 − θ_l) n(1−θ_la_l)^2 }. Then, we have

| F_l(x^′ ) − F_l(x^{′′} ) | ≤λ ∑ j∈V_p | x^′_j − x^{′′}_j |≤ λ ‖ x^′ − x^{′′} ‖_1 . By the proof of Theorem 1, we have that θ_j (1 − θ_j ) (1−θ_j (1−r/n))^2 < n for any j ∈ V_p \ {l}, i.e., max_{j∈Vp\{l}} θ_j (1 − θ_j ) (1−θ_j (1−r/n))^2 < n. Moreover, since 1−θ_l γ^′_l < 1, we have that 1−θ_l nγ^′_l max_{j∈Vp\{l}} θ_j (1 − θ_j ) (1−θ_j(1−r/n))^2 < 1. Next,

we prove that ξ^{′′} θ_l(1 − θ_l) n(1−θ_la_l)^2

< 1 for any if ∑ j∈V_p\{l} θj ≤ 4n 5 − 1. Note that ξ^{′′} θ_l(1 − θ_l) n(1−θ_la_l)^2 < 1 means (na^2_l + ξ^{′′} )θ^2_l − (2na_l + ξ^{′′} )θ_l + n > 0. That is,

(2na_l +ξ^{′′} )^2 −4n(na^2_l +ξ^{′′} ) < 0, which is equivalent to that ξ^{′′} < 4n(1−a_l) = 4(n−1)−4 ∑ j∈V_p\{l} θj . Since ξ^{′′} < 1 + ∑ j∈V_p \{l} θj , and ∑ j∈V_p \{l} θj ≤ 4n 5 − 1, we have that ξ^{′′} < 4(n − 1) − 4 ∑ j∈V_p\{l} θj . In conclusion, for any x^′ , x^{′′} ∈ {x ∈ Δ_n | (1 − θ_i)/n ≤ x_i ≤ a_i, i ∈ V_p}, we have that | F_l(x^′ ) − F_l(x^{′′} ) |≤ λ ‖ x^′ − x^{′′} ‖_1<‖ x^′ − x^{′′} ‖_1, which means F_l(x) is contractive on {x ∈ Δ_n | (1 − θ_i)/n ≤ x_i ≤ a_i, i ∈ V_p}. By the Banach fixed point theorem, we have x_l(s) converges for any x(0) ∈ Δ_n, which implies that x(s) globally converges to x^∗ for any x(0) ∈ Δ_n exponentially fast.

APPENDIX I PROOF OF THEOREM 6 Since Ĝ(x) is an analytic function of x ∈ A, it is differentiable on int A and continuous on A. Let B = Θ(I_n − C)V and B^T_i be the i-th row of B. Then,

I_n ⊗ΘW (ω)x = ΘCV_1 ΘCV_2 . . ΘCV_n + diag(ω)Θ(I_n − C)V_1 diag(ω)Θ(I_n − C)V_2 . . diag(ω)Θ(I_n − C)V_n .

Furthermore, since ∂ω/∂V_i = e_i1^T_n /n, we obtain ∂(diag(ω)Θ(I_n −C)V_i) ∂V_i =diag(ω)Θ(I_n−C)+ B_{ii} n e_i1^T_n , and ∂(diag(ω)Θ(I_n −C)V_j ) ∂V_i = B_{ij} n e_i1^T_n

for any j ≠ i, where B_{ij} is the ij-th entry of B = Θ(I_n − C)V . Hence,

∂(I_n ⊗ ΘW (ω)x) ∂V_i =

0_{n×n} 0_{n×n} . . ΘC . . 0_{n×n}

+

B_{i1}e_i1^T_n /n B_{i2}e_i1^T_n /n . . B^′_{ii} +B_{ii}e_i1^T_n /n . . B_{in}e_i1^T_n /n

,

where B^′_{ii} = diag(ω)Θ(I_n − C). Consequently, ∂Ĝ/∂x = I_n ⊗ ΘW (ω) + H/n, where H = [B_1 ⊗ (e_11^T_n ) B_2 ⊗ (e_21^T_n ) ... B_n ⊗ (e_n1^T_n )]. Note that ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∂Ĝ ∂x ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_∞ ≤ ‖ΘW (x)‖_∞ + ‖H‖_∞ n =θ_{max} +max_{i,j} | B_{ij} | .

Since 0 ≤ V_{ij} ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ ∑_n k=1 C_{ik} V_{kj} ≤ 1, we have | V_{ij} − ∑_n k=1 C_{ik} V_{kj} |≤ V_{ij} ≤ 1 if V_{ij} ≥ ∑_n k=1 C_{ik} V_{kj} , and | V_{ij} − ∑_n k=1 C_{ik} V_{kj} |≤ ∑_n k=1 C_{ik} V_{kj} ≤ 1 if V_{ij} ≤ ∑_n k=1 C_{ik}V_{kj} . Thus, it follows that | B_{ij} |= θ_i | V_{ij} − ∑_n k=1 C_{ik}V_{kj} |≤ θ_{max}. Therefore, we obtain that ∂Ĝ/∂x ≤ 2θ_{max} < 1. Similar with the proof of Theorem 1, we obtain that Ĝ(x) is contracitve on A. Then, exponential convergence of system (8) follows from the Banach fixed point theorem.