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Abstract

We study a model of confident voters dynamics with bias, I.e. where a fraction of voters prefer a fixed opinion. We consider the model defined on both biased-
Independent and biased-dependent topologies. In the former case, we obtain analytical results for an all-to-all and an ER random network topologies which we confirm
through numerical simulations. In particular, we find that the consensus time scales logarithmically with effective bias, I.e. the value of bias multiplied by the number of
biased nodes. In the case of the biased-dependent topology, we consider as the defining parameter of the topology of the network the ratio of the density of connections
among only biased nodes (B) and among only unbiased nodes (U). Based on this, we present two models through which this ratio can be varied and through simulations
we identify the effect this has on the consensus time. We find that while varying the average degree among B-U voters (everything else constant) has no effect on the
consensus time, when the biased voters form a well-organized minority, the time to reach consensus is reduced significantly.
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All-to-all and ER random network topologies
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Conclusions

* Devised a model of biased voters as heterogeneity to a group of unbiased voters with confidence.
 Obtained analytical results for special cases of various observables for the biased-independent topologies scenarios.
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Consensus time scales logarithmically with effective bias YUN.

* Considered biased dependent topologies. 2 models to study exogamous to endogamous transition for biased communities.
Main result: The better connected the biased community Is, the faster consensus Is reached.
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