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Abstract

Bounded-confidence models in social dynamics describe multi-agent systems, where each individual
interacts only locally with others. Several models are written as systems of ordinary differential equations
with discontinuous right-hand side: this is a direct consequence of restricting interactions to a bounded
region with non-vanishing strength at the boundary. Various works in the literature analyzed properties of
solutions, such as barycenter invariance and clustering. On the other side, the problem of giving a precise
definition of solution, from an analytical point of view, was often overlooked. However, a rich literature
proposing different concepts of solution to discontinuous differential equations is available. Using several
concepts of solution, we show how existence is granted under general assumptions, while uniqueness may
fail even in dimension one, but holds for almost every initial conditions. Consequently, various properties
of solutions depend on the used definition and initial conditions.

1 Introduction

In the last decades, researchers from many different fields explored the behavior of large systems of active
particles or agents. The latter, also called self-propelled, intelligent or greedy, refers to entities with capability
of decision making and, usually, of altering the energy or other otherwise conserved quantities of the system.
Examples include dynamics of opinions in social networks, animal groups, networked robots, pedestrian dy-
namics and language evolution. The dynamics is written as an Ordinary Differential Equation (ODE in the
following) in large dimension and various mean-field, kinetic and hydrodynamic limit descriptions were studied
in the literature, see [IL [5 1], 12} 16} 17, 23] 27] and references therein.

One of the main phenomena is self-organization of the whole system, stemming from simple interaction rules
at particle level. Such interaction rules are often motivated by relationships among agents and thus referred
to as social dynamics |3, 29, B0]. The most common self-organized configurations are: consensus [26], i.e. all
agents reaching a common state; alignment, i.e. agents reach consensus on a subset of the state variables [10];
clustering, i.e. agents grouping in a small number of well-separated states [21], [25].

Our attention is focused on bounded-confidence models, where each agent interact only with agents located
within a bounded surrounding zone [9] [19], 24]. One of the most well-known of such model is the Hegselmann-
Krause with agents interacting is placed within a given distance, see [7, 20]. A general model can be written
as follows:
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where z; € R™ is the state of agent i (e.g. position, opinion, speed), N the number of agents. Functions
¢i; : [0,1] — RT represents the strength of interaction between agent ¢ and j, that are supposed to be
symmetric (i.e. ¢;; = ¢;;) from now on. The original model corresponds to ¢;; = 1 and was written in discrete
time. However, many extensions were considered in continuous time. As a consequence, we have the following
crucial observation: the right hand side of ({1 is a discontinuous function. For this reason, one needs to carefully
select a concept of solution to such discontinuous ODE. In our opinion, such aspect has been often overlooked
in the extensive literature about bounded-confidence models, with some notable exceptions, such as [6] [8] [13].

The study of ODEs with discontinuous right-hand side, dating back to Caratheodory, has played a crucial
role in mathematical analysis and in control theory. We refer to [I5] I8, [32] for an extensive overview of
the subject. In this article, we will make use of the main concepts of solutions that have been defined in



this context, and in particular we will discuss: classical, Caratheodory, Filippov, Krasovskii, Clarke-
Ledyaev-Sontag-Subbotin (briefly CLSS), and stratified solutions. We recall the precise definition of
such solutions in Section 2] below.

It is easy to prove that classical solutions may not exist, but that they enjoy uniqueness. Instead, the first
surprising result about solutions of the Hegselmann-Krause model will be the following.

Theorem 1 Consider with ¢;; Lipschitz continuous and ¢;; = ¢j;. Then, there exists a solution (global
in time) for every initial condition and for every definition of solution, except for classical.

Uniqueness of solutions does not hold for any of the definitions, except for classical (and for stratified for a
fized stratification). Nevertheless, uniqueness holds for almost every initial data for every definition.

The proof of the positive result can be found in Section ] Many examples, provided in the following sec-
tions, will show that the discontinuity can generate parameteric families of solutions. The latter may be of
combinatorial complexity in terms of the number of agents N and the dimension of the state space n.

After solving the questions about existence and uniqueness, we will focus on some properties of such solu-
tions. In the rich literature about social dynamics models, some crucial properties of solutions were explored.
Among them, we want to recall the following;:

P1) The barycenter z = % >, @i is invariant along trajectories.

P2) For every solution z(-), x(t) converges for t — oo to 2> = (z°,...,2%) € R"™N 22 € R", such that
for every 1 <i,j < N either x7° = x3° or [|z7° — 25°|| > 1. This property is called clustering and the
number of distinct agents among z{° is the number of clusters.

P3) The asymptotic state °° of P2) only depends on the initial data of the trajectory. In particular, the
number of clusters only depends on the initial condition.

As we will see, each of such properties may fail to hold, depending on the concept of solution used. Indeed,
our second main result is the following.

Theorem 2 Consider with ¢;; Lipschitz continuous, ¢;; = ¢;i, then the following holds.

Classical solutions satisfy P1-2-3).

Caratheodory, Filippov, Krasovskii and CLSS solutions satisfy P1-P2) but not P3), in general.
Stratified solutions satisfy P1-2-8) for a fized stratification, but = in P3) depends on the stratification.

The proof of Theorem [2]is given in Section [8]
It is remarkable to observe that both solutions and their properties drastically vary when replacing a;; in
even in a single point, e.g. by choosing a;;(1) = 1. Indeed, the following last main result holds.

Theorem 3 Consider with ¢;; Lipschitz continuous, ¢i; = ¢ji, and a;;(r) replaced by

o if relo 1],
ai;(r) = {o if e (1, +o00). )

The sets of Krasovskii and Filippov solutions coincide with the ones of .
The sets of classical, Caratheodory, CLSS and stratified solutions are different in the two cases.
All statements of Theorems[1] and[Q hold true in this case too.

This theorem shows that one cannot consider the right-hand side of an ODE as a L function, since the struc-
ture of the solution actually depends on the chosen representative. The proof of Theorem [3]is given in Section[§]

The structure of the article is the following. In Section [2| we provide notations and definitions, including the
various concepts of solution for discontinuous ODEs. Section [3] presents the generalized Hegselmann-Krause
model and various general properties, while Section [4 deals with the linear case in R, already providing various
examples of violating uniqueness and properties P1-2-3). Section || deals with the multidimensional case,
providing other counterexamples. In Section [6] we prove uniqueness for almost every initial datum, while
Section [7] focuses on the clustering property P2). Finally, Section [§ contains the proofs of the main Theorems.



2 Notations and definitions

In this article, we denote by A™ the Lebesgue measure on R™. For x € R™, B(x,r) is the ball of radius r > 0
centered at « and B(r) = B(0,r) is the ball centered at the origin. A cone K C R™ is a set with 0 € K and
such that ao- K = {az : x € K} C K for every a > 0. Given an embedded manifold M C R™, the symbol M
denotes the topological boundary. Given A C R™, we set

¢
co(A) = {Zaixi ;e N\ €0, 1],2)\1‘ =1,z; € A}

i=1 i

the convex hull of A, and denote by ¢o(A) its closure.
We denote by AC([0,T],R™) the space of absolutely continuous functions on a time interval [0,T]. Recall that
every absolutely continuous function is differentiable for almost every time, i.e. except for times on a set of
zero Lebesgue measure.

We also introduce the following:

Definition 2.1 A4 set I' C R™, T' = U M;, with mr € NU {+o00} and M; being C' embedded manifold of
dimension n; < m, is stratified if:

i) The family M; is locally finite: given a compact K, it holds K N M; # () only for finite many .
ii) for i # j it holds M; " M; =0, and if M; N OM; # O then M; C OM; and n; < n;.
We call max; n; the dimension of the stratified set T.

Remark 2.2 For simplicity we used the definition of topological stratification, even if the examples we consider
will admit Whithney or Boltianskii-Brunovsky stratification. We refer the reader to [23, 28, [31] for a discussion
of the different concepts and the role played for discontinuous ordinary differential equation and optimal feedback
control.

An autonomous Ordinary Differential Equation (briefly ODE) is written as:

(t) = f(z(t)) 3)

where z € R™ and f : R™ — R™ is a measurable and locally bounded function (defined at every point). The
different concepts of solution will be discussed in the next Section 2.1}

A multifunction on R™ is a function V' : R™ — P(R™), with P(R™) being the powerset of R™, i.e. the set
of subsets of R™. Given a multifunction V', one can consider the differential inclusion:

(t) € V(z(t)). (4)

A solution is an absolutely continuous function x(-) which satisfies for almost every t.

We define the Hausdorff distance dg on the powerset of R™ as follows: given x € R™ and A, B C R™ we
set d(z, A) = inf{d(z,y) : y € A} and dy(A, B) = sup{d(z,A),d(y,B) : « € B,y € A}. A multifunction V
is continuous if it is continuous for the Hausdorff distance, while V' is upper semicontinuous at z if for every
€ > 0 there exists § > 0 such that V(y) C V(x) + B(e) for every y with |z — y| < 4.

A continuous multifunction V is also upper semicontinuous. It is well known that if V' is upper semicontinuous
with compact convex values, then the corresponding differential inclusion admits solutions for every initial
condition, see [2]. More precisely, we have the following:

Proposition 2.3 Assume that the multifunction V in is upper semicontinuous and, for every x € R™,
V(x) is a nonempty, compact and convex subset of R™. Then for every initial condition xo there exists a
solution to ({l). Moreover, if V satisfies SUP,ev (z) [V] < C(1 + ||z]|) for some C > 0, then for every zo € R™
and T > 0, the set of solutions to with initial condition x(0) = xg is a nonempty, compact, connected subset
of AC([0,T],R™).



2.1 Solutions to discontinuous ordinary differential equations

Given the ODE with f discontinuous, it is convenient to define the associated Filippov multifunction as:

F@)=() [ @{fy):ye@+Bs\N)}. (5)

5>0 A (N)=0
We have the following proposition, see [2].

Proposition 2.4 Consider an ODE with f measurable and locally bounded. Then the corresponding Fil-
ippov multifunction F defined by s upper semicontinuous with nonempty, compact and convex values, thus
the differential inclusion & € F(x) admits solutions for every initial condition.

Similarly, the Krasovskii multifunction, associated to 7 is defined as:

K(z) = (@{f(y) : y € (v + Bs)}, (6)

6>0

and it shares the same regularity as the Filippov one; thus, solutions exist to the corresponding differential
inclusion for every initial condition.

Remark 2.5 We will mostly consider examples of ODFEs for which Filippov and Krasovsky multifuction coin-
cide, so we will mainly focus on the Filippov definition. However, the set of solutions may differ significantly
in the general case, as shown by Example[2.9 below.

To define a third concept of solution, we introduce the following:

Definition 2.6 A stratification S for the ODE is a quadruplet (T'; N1, No, ) with T' = R™ stratified,
NiUN; ={1,...,mr}, NNN Ny =0 and X : Ny — Ny such that the following holds:

o the manifolds M;, i € N1, are called type I cells and the manifolds M;, j € Na, are called type II cells.
o if M; is of type I, then f(x) € T, M; for every x € M; and [ restricted to M; is smooth.

o if M; is of type II, then for every x € Mj there exist € > 0 and a unique absolutely continuous curve
§e 1 [0,e[= R™ with £,(0) = x, £.(t) € Myxy;) fort €]0,¢[ and §.(t) = f(&x(t)) for every t €]0, €.

Many definitions of solutions for are then available, most of which coincide when f is sufficiently regular
(e.g. locally Lipschitz). We summarize in the following definition the concepts we are considering in the rest
of the paper.

Definition 2.7 Given the ODE and T > 0 we define the following:

1. A classical solution is a function x : [0,T] — R™, which is differentiable and satisfies at every time
t €[0,T] (with one-sided derivatives at 0 and T).

2. A Caratheodory solution is an absolutely continuous function x : [0,T] — R™ which satisfies at
almost every time t € [0,T).

3. A Filippov solution is an absolutely continuous function x : [0, T] — R™, which satisfies:
& € F(z(t))
for almost every time t € [0,T), with F given by (5)).
4. A Krasovskii solution is is an absolutely continuous function x : [0, T] — R™, which satisfies:
z € K(x(t))

for almost every time t € [0,T], with K given by (6).



5. A limit of sample-and-hold solution or Clarke-Ledyaev-Sontag-Subbotin (briefly CLSS) solu-
tion is a continuous function x : [0, T] — R™, which is uniform limit of continuous and piecewise smooth
functions z,,, v € N, for which there exist 0 = t9 < tL < ... <™ =T such that i,(t) = f(z,(t))) for
te[td, it , j=0,....,my — 1, and max; (LT —tJ) — 0 as v — oco.

6. If S = (T, Ny, N2, %) is a stratification for f, then a stratified solution generated by S is a continuous
and piecewise smooth function x : [0,T] — R™ for which there exist 0 =ty < t; <tg < -+ <ty =T
and i1,...,i0 € {1,...,mr} such that the following holds for k = 0,...,¢ — 1: if iy, € Ny then z(-) is a
classical solution on [ty, trr1| contained in M;, , while if i, € No then x(ty) € M;, and () is a classical
solution on |ty, ty11[ contained in My, ).

K

7. A solution x : [0,T] — R™ (in one of the previous senses) is said robust if there exists a neighborhood
N of 2(0) and, for every y € N, a solution x, with x,(0) =y such that the following holds: for each
Yy € N, with y, — 2(0) as v — +00, x,, converges to x uniformly on [0,T].

8. A solution x : [0,T] — R™ (in one of the previous senses) is said cone-robust if there exists a cone K
with nonempty interior, a neighborhood N of x(0) and, for every y € ((x + K)N N), a solution x, with
zy(0) = y such that the following holds: for each y, € (x + K) NN, with y, — z(0) as v — 400, z,
converges to x uniformly on [0,T)].

Remark 2.8 The concept of classical solution is not used for discontinuous ODEs, because of general lack of
existence. Instead, Caratheodory solutions are the one commonly used, as they are equivalent to solutions in
the integral form:

x(t) = z(0) + /0 f(z(s))ds.

The concepts of Filippov and Krasovskii solutions are commonly used to deal with general discontinuous ordi-
nary differential equations. They have the advantage of being based on the well-developed theory of differential
inclusions, see [Z, [1§].

CLSS solutions have been introduced to provide a suitable concept for discontinuous stabilizing feedbacks [T)].
Notice that the sample-and-hold approximations are indeed numerical solutions provided by the explicit Euler
scheme. Thus CLSS solutions represent solutions which may be generated by a numerical scheme in the theo-
retical limat.

The concept of stratification and stratified solution is particularly convenient in optimal control theory, espe-
cially to build optimal synthesis, see [28]. The concept of robust and cone-robust are useful to isolate solutions
in the same context [22).

M3

Figure 1: Graphical representation of f and stratifications for Example 2.9

The different concepts give rise to very different sets of solutions, as illustrated by next Example.



Example 2.9 Consider the ODE on R? with initial condition x(0) = (21(0),22(0)) and f given by:

(71,0) To > X1

flx)=9 (L1)  22=m (7)
1

1
(,0) To < X1

See also Figure for a graphical representation of f. Clearly for x2(0) # x1(0) there exists a unique solution
given by x2(t) = x22(0) and x1(t) = 21(0) £ ¢ if £1(0) = 22(0) (for all concepts). Therefore, we focus on the
initial condition for which x1(0) = z2(0) and without loss of generality we assume x1(0) = x2(0) = 0. We
notice that F((0,0)) = {(a,0) : a € [-1,1]} for F defined by and K(0,0) is the convex hull of the three
points (—1,0), (1,1) and (1,0) for K defined by (6). Then, the set of solutions is as follows:

o There exists a unique classical solution given by xz(t) = (t,t).

o There exist two one-parameter families of Caratheodory solutions: for fived t € [0,+oc| consider the
continuous function x* such that z*(t) = (t,t) on [0,] and zT(t) = (£ £ (t — 1),%) on ]t,+oo[.

o The set of Filippov solutions is given by two one-parameter families: for fived t € [0, +00], consider the
continuous function x such that z*(t) = (0,0) on [0,f] and x*(t) = (£(t — t),0) on |¢, +ool.

o The set of Krasovskii solutions includes Caratheodory and Filippov solutions, and is given by the following
infinite dimensional family. Given t € [0,400] and a Lipschitz continuous function ¢ : [0, 4+o0o[— R with
0 < ¢'(t) <1 for almost every t, define the continuous function xi;i such that :ci;i(t) = (p(t),¢(t)) on

[0, and a5*(t) = (p(F) £ (¢ — 1), (D)) on [F, +oo[.
o The only CLSS solution coincides with the classical one.

o There exists three possible stratifications: S;, i = 1,2,3 defined as follows. First set My = {(z1,22) :
2o > 11}, Mo = {(21,22) : w3 < 21}, M3 = {(x1,72) : 23 = 21}, [ = R? = U; M; and mr = 3.
The first stratification is S1 = {T',{1,2}, {3}, X1}, with £1(3) = 1. The only stratified solution for Sy is
x(t) = (—t,0).
The second is So = {T',{1,2}, {3}, 32}, with 35(3) = 2. The only stratified solution for Sy is x(t) = (¢,0).
Finally, the third is S5 = {T',{1,2,3},0,0} and the only stratified solution for S3 is z(t) = (¢,t).

e No solution is robust and the only cone robust are the stratified solutions for S1 and Ss.

3 The Hegselmann-Krause model

One of the most known examples of social dynamics is the celebrated Hegselmann-Krause (briefly HK) model:

d)ij(r) ifre [O, 1)

0 if r € [1,400). ®)

N
b= ag (e — x| (@ —xi)  with ai(r) = {
j=1

where z; € R", i = 1,...,N, ¢;; : [0,1] — R are Lipschitz continuous, and ¢;; = ¢;;. Each z; represents
the (possibly multidimensional) opinion of the i-th agent. To be precise, the original model was formulated
in discrete-time with ¢;; = 1, see [20]. Obviously, existence and uniqueness for the discrete time version is
granted, while is the natural extension to the continuous-time case with ¢;; arbitrary. We will provide
various examples of lack of uniqueness and some positive results. Many examples will be provided for the
special case ¢;; = 1, i.e. with linear dynamics for interacting agents, while results will be given for the general
case.

3.1 Relationships between concepts of solution

In this section, we will prove first results about the connection between different kinds of solutions. In particular,
we will prove the following result.



Proposition 3.1 The set of Filippov solutions to coincides with the set of Krasovskii solutions and contains
the set of Caratheodory solutions. The set of Caratheodory solutions includes classical, CLSS and stratified
solutions.

The system can be written in standard from by setting m = nN, v = (21,...,2y) € R™V, f =
(f1,..., fn) with f; : R™ — R™ given by . To prove some general properties of the system , we first need
to provide some definition.

Definition 3.2 Giveni,j € {1,..., N}, i # j, we define the subset of R™V:
Mij ={(z1,...,an) : [lwi — =] =1}, (9)

and the union of such subsets as:
Forx € M welet J(xz) = {J1,..., Jya)} be the unique partition of {1,...,N} (i.e. Jp C{1,..., N} are disjoint
and UpJy, = {1,...,N}) such that both ji1 € Ji, and jo € Ji for some k if and only if x;, = x;,.

We have:

Proposition 3.3 The map f = (f1,...,fn), with f; : R* = R™ given by , is locally Lipschitz continuous
at every x € R™™ \ M. Moreover, the set M is stratified.

PRrROOF. The locally Lipschitz continuity of f outside M follows directly from the definition of f;.

The set M is stratified by defining the strata as follows. Given any partition J = {J,...,Je} of {1,..., N},
we set My = {x : J(z) = J}. Notice that dim(M;) = £. Property i) of Definition follows from the
finiteness of partitions of {1,..., N}. For property ii), write J! < J? if the partition J is a strict refinement of
J?. Then it is easy to check that J! < J? if and only if M;, C OM,, and, in this case, dim(M,) < dim(My,). O

Proposition 3.4 Let F' be the Filippov multifunction defined as in for f=(f1,..., fn), with f; given by
the right hand side of . It holds F(z1,...,zn) = (F1, Fa, ..., Fy), where

Fi = Yo atu(Way—w) s age0,] o+ Y dy(llw— i)z —w). (11)

ji||lwi—ms||=1 J# ||z -z <1

There exists C > 0 such that sup,c gy [v| < C(1+||z|), thus for every zo € RN and T > 0, the set of Filippov
solutions to with initial condition x(0) = g is a nonempty, compact, connected subset of AC([0,T],R™).
Moreover, the Krasovskii multifunction K defined as in @ coincides with that defined by , thus the set of
Krasovskii solutions coincide with the set of Fillippov solutions.

Finally, the property P1) holds for Filippov and Krasovskii solutions.

PROOF. The explicit expression can be verified by computation. Set Cj; = sup,¢ ¢ij(r) < o0,
i,j = 1,...,N, and C' = max;; C;;. Given z € R"™, we have ||z; — x;| < ||zl + |lz;|| < v2||z|, thus
| fi(2)]| < Nv2C'||z|. Finally, || f(x)|| < NV2NC'||z| and the sublinear estimate holds for F'.

Now fix € M and consider J(x) = {Ji,..., Jyz)}. Define the open set

Alx) ={y: Yk e {1,...,l(z)}, Y i,j € Jg, i # j, wehave |ly; —y;| > 1}.

Then f(z) =lim,_; yea(s) f(y). Thus, the definition of K given by (€] coincides with F' given by (F).

Last statement was proved in [I3] for the case n = 1, and can be easily adapted to the case n > 1. Indeed,
observe that any vector field (vq,...,vy) € F(x) satisfies sz\; v; = 0, thus any (convex) combination of vector
fields in F(x) satisfies it too. The barycenter Z is a continuous function satisfying z = Zivzl v; = 0 for a.e.
time, then it is constant. o

Proposition 3.5 Consider the system with ¢;; Lipschitz continuous. Then, the set of Caratheodory solu-
tions is contained within the set of Filippov and Krasovskii solutions.



PROOF. Notice that f(x) is continuous outside M and, as in the proof of Proposition it holds f(z) =
limy ., yea() f(y). Therefore f(z) € F(x) for all z € R™Y, thus we conclude.

Since a solution z(-) in Caratheodory sense satisfies the equation for almost every time, one has z(t) = 0 for
almost every ¢, thus P1) holds true. )

We are now ready to prove the inclusions given in Proposition [3.1] above.
PROOF OF PROPOSITION [3.1I] We proved in Proposition [3.4] that Filippov and Krasovskii solutions coincide.
We proved in Proposition that Caratheodory solutions are included in the set of Filippov solutions. By
definition, stratified solutions are Krasovskii solutions and also satisfy the equation for almost every time, thus
they are also Caratheodory solutions. Since both CLSS and Caratheodory solutions are Lipschitz functions of
time (due to boundedness of the right hand side), one has that CLSS solutions are Caratheodory: indeed, they
can be seen as limits of Euler explicit schemes for Caratheodory solutions. Finally, it is also evident from the
Definition (and Remark that classical solutions are also Caratheodory ones. O

3.2 Existence of solutions

We now deal with existence of solutions. The existence of Fillippov (and Krasovskii) solutions are guaranteed
by the general theory of differential inclusions, as recalled in Proposition [3:4] Also, CLSS solutions exist, as
they are uniform limits of Lipschitz approximated trajectories. We now prove that, for every initial datum
there exists at least one Caratheodory solution defined for all times under the more general conditions of ¢;;
only continuous.

Proposition 3.6 Let us consider the general HK system and assume that ¢;; € C([0,1],]0,+00[). Then
for every initial datum T € R™ there exists at least one Caratheodory solution defined for all times t > 0.

PROOF. Given an initial condition z, if z € R™ \ M then is continuous and locally bounded, thus by
Peano Theorem there exists a local (in time) solution z(-). This solution can be extended until the first time
thy such that ' = z(t},) € M.

Given a (not directed) graph G = (V, E), with V = {v1,...,v,}, we consider the equation

di= > gl — gl — ), (12)

j{i.j}eE

Since has a continuous right-hand side, by Peano Theorem for a fixed G and an initial condition, there
always exist a solution to . Thus our strategy is to construct a G so that the solution to from z! is
also a Caratheodory solution to .

Define Z = {{i,5} : ||z} — leH = 1} and let Gy = (V1, E1) be the (not directed) graph with V4 = {v1,...,v,}
and {i,7} € E if and only if |z; — x}| < 1. We now build a new graph G = (V1, EY), with ) C E}. First we
order the elements of Z, then we proceed as follows by recursion on the elements of Z. If {i,j} € Z then set:

aij = (x; —xj)- | D awlep—x))— > aplah—aj) |,

(i,k)EEL (3,k)EE;

ajy = (z; —xj)- Z agk(z), — }) — Z aje(zy —x5) |,
(i,k)eE1U{{i,j}} (j,k)€E1U{{i,j}}

where, for simplicity, we dropped the arguments in a;; and a;,. We add the edge {7,j} to E; if and only if
a;; < ¢;;(1). Now, if a;; > ¢;;(1) > 0 then ||z; — x;| is increasing along the solution to for G = G;.
Otherwise, since oj; = ay; — 2¢;(1) and a;; < ¢;(1), then af; < —¢;;(1) < 0, thus [|z; — z;]| is decreasing
along the solution to for G obtained from G; by adding the edge {7,j}. In both cases the dynamics given
by the graph is compatible with .

Let G be the graph obtained at the end. We have that the solution to for G = G is also a Caratheodory
solution to (8) on some interval [th, th, + §1] with &; > 0.



Let now T' > 0 be the maximal time so that z(-) can be defined on [0,7]. Assume, by contradiction, T' < +o0.
Then by the boundedness of ¢;;, we have that x(-) is Lipschitz continuous, thus we can define (7). Applying
the same reasoning as for x(t}\,l) we can extend the solution beyond T, thus reaching a contradiction. O

As for stratified solutions, their existence is ensured by Definition [2.6] itself as proved in next Proposition.

Proposition 3.7 Let us consider the general HK system with ¢;; € C(]0,1],]0,+00[). Then for every
stratification and initial datum T € R™V, there exists a unique stratified solution defined for all times t > 0.

PROOF. Let M;, be the stratum so that € M;,. If M;, is of type I then a local solution x(-) exists since f is
smooth on M;,. Let t; = sup{t: z(t) € M;,}, then by boundedness of ¢;; there exists x1 = lim; ~, x(t).

If M;, is of type II, then by definition there exists a local solution £z belonging to My, for positive times. In
this case we define t; = sup{t : z(t) € M5, } and, by boundedness of ¢;;s, there exists x1 = lim; ~, x(t).

In both cases we let M;, be the stratum so that z; € M;, and proceed by recursion.

Again by boundedness of ¢;;, we can prolong the solution for every time. Moreover, such solution is unique by
definition of stratification for . O

3.3 Contractivity of the support

In this section, we prove that the support of solutions (in any of the sense given above) is weakly contractive.
This is a well-known property of Caratheodory solutions of HK models, see e.g. [8]. The proof of such property
for Krasovskii solutions on the real line can be found in [I3] Proposition 3.iii]. We will give a general proof for
Krasovskii solutions in any dimension, again in the more general case of ¢;; only continuous.

Proposition 3.8 Let z(t) = (z1(t), 22(t),...,zn(t)) be a solution to (§), with ¢;; € C([0,1],]0,+00[), in any
of the senses given in Deﬁnitz’on and 0 < T' < T?. It then holds

@ ({z1(T"), 22(T"), ..., an(TY)}) 2 ({x1(T?), 22(T?),...,an(T?)}). (13)

PROOF. Let z(-) be a given Krasovskii solution and define the set X (t) := co ({z1(t), z2(t),...,zn(t)}). Also
define the sets
A(T) :={T? € (T",400) st. X(T") 2 X(T?)}.

The statement can be reformulated as following: for all 7! > 0 the set A(T*) is empty. We prove it by
contradiction: assume that there exists A(T!) nonempty. Since it is bounded from below by T itself, it admits
an infimum 73 > T'. We now prove the following:

Claim a) It either holds inf(A(T!)) = T or inf(A(T?)) = T3.

The claim is proved as follows: if T3 = T7, the first statement holds by construction. Otherwise, it holds
X(T') 2 X(T?), since the condition is closed. Take a sequence T € A(T") with T7 \, T and observe that
X(TY) 2 X(T7) implies X (T3) 2 X(T?). Thus TZ € A(T?) for all k, hence T2 = inf(A(T?)).

Thanks to Claim a), by renaming 7% = 0 or T = 0, we assume inf(A4(0)) = 0 from now on. Take now
a sequence of times t; N\, 0 such that there exists ¢ = 1,..., N for which z;(¢tx) ¢ X(0). Since the number
of agents is finite, eventually passing to a subsequence, there exists a single agent (that we relabel as agent
1) satisfying z1(tx) ¢ X(0). By continuity of z;(¢), it holds z1(0) € 9X(0), that is the boundary of X (0).
Since X (0) is a n-dimensional convex polyhedron, there exists a small ball B(z1(0),¢) and a finite number of
hyperplanes passing through z;(0) identified by outer unitary vectors v4,...r; such that:

o for all x € X(0) it holds (x — x1(0)) -y <Oforalll=1,...,;
e for all x € B(z1(0),¢) \ X(0) it holds (x — 21(0)) - v, > 0 for at least one index I =1,...,7.

Since chosen unitary vectors are in finite number, eventually passing to a subsequence of ¢, one can select a
single unitary vector (denoted simply as v from now on) such that (x1(tx) — 21(0)) - v > 0 for all #.

We now define the functions f; := (z;(¢)—1(0))-v, that are absolutely continuous, and f(t) := max;=1,._n fi(),
that is the maximum of a finite number of absolutely continuous functions, hence absolutely continuous itself.
Since f(tx) > fi(tx) > 0, for any choice of ¢’ > 0 the set Ao := (f(t) > 0) N (0,¢’) is nonempty. For almost



every t € A/, one has that f, f1,..., fy are differentiable. Observe that, if z;(t) realizes f(t) = fi(t), then for
each j # 1 it holds

(2 () —2i(t)) - v = (2;(t) = 22(0)) - v + (22(0) — 2i(¥)) - v = f5(8) — fut) < f(¢) = f(£) = 0. (14)

We now compute f;(t) for ¢ such that f(t) = fi(t) > 0 and f;(t) is differentiable. Since the Krasovskii
multifunction satisfies (I1]), there exist a;; € [0, 1] such that
fiy=a:)-v=" > ay(Wa®) —z@) v+ Y bl — ) (@) — (1) - v <0.

J#u||zs—zj||=1 JFu|lzi—w;]|<1

Here we used and positivity of ¢;;. By Danskin Theorem [4], it holds f=max; ¢t FO=fi (1) fi(t), hence
f < 0 whenever f > 0 and it is differentiable. This implies that f is never strictly positive. This contradicts
f(tg) > 0. Thus, for the chosen Krasovskii solution, holds.

Since the proof holds for any Krasovskii solution, the statement holds for any definition of solution, by
recalling Proposition [3.1] above. 0

4 The linear Hegselmann-Krause model in R

Here we focus on the Hegselmann-Krause model with n =1, ¢;; = 1, i.e. on the linear case in dimension
one. Even in this simplified setting, the set of solutions is highly dependent on the choice of the definition.
Moreover, uniqueness and properties P1-2-3) may fail.

4.1 A toy example: two agents
The simplest non-trivial example of is given by the case n =1, N = 2 and ¢;; = 1, i.e. by the system:

T = X\wl—x2|<1(x2 - xl)a Tg = X\wl—w2\<1(xl - .’22), (15)
where x is the indicator function. We consider the initial condition:
2(0) = (21,0, 2,0)- (16)

For initial conditions such that |z1,0 — z2,0| # 1, the solution is unique (for all considered concepts): constant
for the case |x1,0 — 22,0| > 1 and verifying:

Il(t> — SCQ(t) = 672t(17170 - SC270), ,Il(t) + l‘g(t) = 1‘170 + xQ,O, (17)

for the case |x1,0 — z2,0] < 1.
To deal with the case |21 — x2,0] = 1, we first distinguish two possible stratifications, both based on the
stratified set:

I'= M, UM;UM; (18)

with My = {(;151,:1:2) : |1‘1 — .%‘2| < 1}, M, = {(1'17.%‘2) : |l‘1 — 1‘2‘ > 1} and M3 = {(,’El,xg) : |.”L'1 — 1‘2| = 1} The
first is given by Sy = (T, {1,2,3},0,0), and the second by S = (T, {1, 2}, {3}, %) with X(3) = 1. We have the
following:

Proposition 4.1 Consider the Cauchy problem — with |x1,0 — x2,0| = 1. Then, the following holds:
i) The only classical solution is the constant one x(t) = x(0).

ii) There is an infinite number of Caratheodory solutions parameterized by t: constant on the interval [0,1],
and for t >t given by

X1 (t) — l‘g(t) = 6_2(1"_{) (l‘170 — .Tg)o), X (t) + l‘g(t) =210+ T2,0-
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i11) Filippov (and Krasovsky) solutions coincide with Caratheodory solutions.

i) The unique CLSS solution is the constant one.

v) The only stratified solution for Sy is the constant solution, while the only one for Sy is (17)).
vi) There is no robust solution.

vii) The constant solution and are the only cone-robust solutions (for any definition for which they are
solutions).

In particular the only concept of solution for which is the unique solution is that of stratified solution for
the stratification Ss.

Remark 4.2 If we consider the variant model , then is the only classical, Caratheodory, CLSS and
stratified solution. This special situation of uniqueness does not occur for more than two agents, see Section

4.2

PROOF. Let us start with Filippov solutions. If z(-) is a solution, we have W(t) < 0 for almost every t,

thus we can define ¢ = inf{t : |x1(t) — z2(¢)| < 1}, possibly { = +oco. For t > t, z(-) is a solution to a linear
ODE, thus it is unique. This shows that Fillippov (and Krasovsky) solutions are those given by ii). Since they
satisfy for almost every time, they are also Caratheodory solutions. This proves ii) and iii).

The only Caratheodory solution satisfying for all times is the constant one, thus i) is proved. Similarly,
each sample-and-hold solution is constant, thus iv) is proved.

For S the cell M3 is of type I, thus the constant solution is the stratified one, while for Sy the cell Mj is of
type two and the solution must enter M7, thus it coincides with . This proves v).

Notice that, if we perturb the initial datum so that |10 — 22,0 > 1 then the only solution is the constant one,
while if perturb the initial datum so that |z1,9 — x2,0| < 1 then (17) is the only solution. This proves vi) and
vii). O

For what concerns the solution properties P1-2-3), it is interesting to notice that some properties hold true
for all solutions. More precisely, we have the following:

Proposition 4.3 Consider the Cauchy problem — , then the following holds. The properties P1) and
P2) hold for all solutions. Property P3) only holds for classical, CLSS and stratified solutions.

PROOF. The proof follows directly from Proposition [41] O

4.2 The case of 3 agents in R

The toy example of Section [4.1] is the minimal nontrivial example one can build. Uniqueness of solution is
already lost, however the set of solutions is given by a one-parameter family and some properties, such as
invariance of the barycenter, still hold true. In this section we consider three agents in R, still with linear
dynamics, showing more complexity and a complete loss of such properties.

We consider the dynamics forn =1, N =3 and ¢;; = 1. The system reads as

T1 = X|oy—wa|<1(T2 = T1) + Xz, —a5|<1(T3 — 1), 21(0) = x1,0,
T2 = X|oy—wa|<1(T1 = T2) + X|zy—as|<1(T3 — T2), 22(0) = z2, (19)
T3 = X|zy—as|<1(T1 = 23) + X|zp—as|<1 (T2 — 23), x3(0) = x3,0.

Notice that we can always change the order of the agents and apply a translation, thus we will assume
1,0 < 220 =0 < x30. We will distinguish the following Initial Conditions (IC for short) cases:

IC-A) 219 < —1and x50 > 1;
IC-B) 210> —1and 2309 < 1;
)

IC-C) z10= —1and z39 > 1 (or the symmetric case z1, < —1 and z3¢ = 1);
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IC-D) z1,0=—1and 0 < 3 < 1 (or the symmetric case —1 < z1, < 0 and x5 = 1);
IC-E) The most interesting case (IC-E|) is when initial distances are exactly 1, i.e.
r10 = —1, x2,0 =0, r30 = 1. (IC-E)

We have the following result for cases IC-A,B,C. See Figure 2]

Proposition 4.4 The unique solution to IC-A (for any concept of solution in Deﬁnition is the constant
one:

xl(t) = .731,0, .Tg(t) = .732,0, 333(25) = .733,0.

The unique solution to IC-B (for any concept of solution in Deﬁm’tion except for classical solution) is
the one in which all agents exponentially converge to the barycenter, that is invariant. Classical solutions for
23,0 — 21,0 > 1 do not exist.

The unique solution to IC-C (for any concept of solution in Definition is the one in which x1,x2
exponentially converge to Z1LotT20 g x3 is constant. For the symmetric case, x1 is constant and To, T3

exponentially converge to z”;rﬂ

PROOF. The proof is straightforward, by direct computation. Moreover, uniqueness of the Caratheodory so-
lution in the IC-B case with the additional constraint x3 ¢ — x1,0 > 1 ensures the non-existence of a classical
solution: indeed, if a classical solution exists, then it coincides with the Caratheodory one, that is not C* in

this case. O
Case IC-A Case IC-B Case IC-C
3 3 3
2.5 1 25¢ 25¢
2 2 2
Q (4] [
E15 E£15 E15
1 1r 1
0.5 1 05¢ 05¢
0 - - - - 0 - - 0 - - -
-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 -1.5 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
X X X

Figure 2: Solutions for Initial Condition A (left), B (center), C (right).

In the remainder we focus on case ([C-E|), as case IC-D and its symmetric are treatable as a sub-case. We
first define four special trajectories: %, x”,z7,2°. The first trajectory z® is the constant solution:

2L (t) = x10, 25(t) = @0, x5(t) = x30. (20)
The second trajectory z” is the one exponentially converging to the barycenter:
__—3(t—In(2)) —3(t—In(2))
—_ € _ e
x?(t) = —e "X, m@)[ + 5 X[In(2),+o0[s ﬂﬂg =0, ch(t) =e "X[om@) + 5 X[In(2),+00[ (21)
The third trajectory z” has the first two agents exponentially converging and the third constant:
1 + 67215 672t -1
)= A= A= (22)
2 2
Finally, the fourth trajectory z° has the second and third agents exponentially converging and the first constant:
1—e 2 1+4+e 2
) — é &
xl(t> = _L Ty = Ta .’133(2‘?) = T (23)
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4.2.1 Caratheodory and Filippov solutions
We now study the family of Caratheodory solutions with initial data . We have the following:
Proposition 4.5 Consider the Cauchy problem in case . Then the following holds:

i) The set of Caratheodory solutions is given by the union of three one-parameter families parameterized by

t €10,400]:

x*(t) fort € |0,1], (24)
it —1), withi=p,7,8 fort>*t.

it) For the modified model [2)), the set of Caratheodory solutions is given by {z'(t) : i = B,7,d}.

iit) All Caratheodory solutions satisfy P1-2), while P3) fails, even for the modified model . In particular
the final clusters’ number and positions depend on the solution: 3 clusters for x®, 1 cluster for 2 and 2
clusters for x¥ (in positions —% and 1) and x° (in positions —1 and % ).

See a representation of Caratheodory solutions in Figure

Solution 1 Solution 2 3 Solution 3 3 Solution 4
2.5 25¢ 1 2.5 25¢
2 2 2 2
Q [0 Q (0]
E15 EL15) E15 E15
1 1 1 1
0.5 0.5¢ 1 0.5 0.5r
0 0 0 0
-1 0 1 -1 0 1 -1 0 1 -1 0 1
X X X X

Figure 3: Caratheodory solutions for Initial Condition E.

PROOF. It is easy to prove that all trajectories given in are Caratheodory solutions of with initial
data (IC-E)). We now prove that there exists no other solution. With this goal, we first prove the following two
claims:

Claim a) If there exists ¢ such that |z(t) — 21(f)| < 1 then for all ¢ > ¢ we have |z2(¢) — z1(¢)| < 1. The same
result holds for x5 and 3.

We prove the claim by contradiction. Assume that |x2(f) — 21 (f)| < 1 and |2o(f) — 21 ()| > 1 for some £ > £.
Since z; and z; are differentiable almost everywhere there exists ¢ € (Z,f) such that |z2(t) — z1(¢)] € (3,1),
and |x1(-) — z2(+)] is differentiable at ¢ with strictly positive derivative. Then, it holds:

%(fﬁz(t) —z1(t)) = =2(22(t) — 21(t)) + Xjas(t) -2 (1)) <1 (T3(t) — 22(t)) < —2(22(t) —21(2)) +1 < —2% +1=0.

This leads to a contradiction. The claim is proved.

Claim b) If there exists ¢ such that |z2(f) — z1(f)| > 1 then for all ¢ > we have z1(t) = x1(¢) and similarly
for x9 and x3.
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The proof is easy: notice that 1 = 0 and &5 > 0 for almost every ¢ > ¢. This implies that |z2(t) — z1(?)] is
increasing, thus the claim is proved.
We now define the times:

t1o = ll’lf{t : |I1(t) — Ig(t)| < 1}, toz = mf{t : |l‘2(t) — Ig(t)‘ < 1},
possibly equal to +0o when sets are empty, and prove the following:

Claim C) If 0 < t19,t23 < +00 then t15 = to3.

Assume, by contradiction, that t15 < t33 (the other case being similar). On the interval [t12,t23] we have
|z2(t) — x5(t)| > 1 by definition of to3. Claim b) ensures that |zo(t) — x3(t)| = 1 for all ¢ € [t12, ta3], otherwise
we would have to3 = 400.

Take now the definition of ¢15 and apply Claim a), that ensures that |x2(t) — z1(t)] < 1 for all ¢ > tio.
Merging it with |z2(t) — 25(t)] = 1 on the interval [t12, t23], we have both #2(t) < 0, 43(¢t) = 0. This contradicts
|z2(t) — z5(t)| = 1 on the same interval. This proves the claim.

We are now ready to prove i). If t;2 = ta3 < +00 then by Claim a), the solution is constant on [0, ¢12], then
given by z?(t — t13) on [t12, +0o[. If t15 < to3 = +00, then the solution is constant on [0,#15] then given by
2V(t — t12) on [t12,+oo[. Similarly, if ¢o35 < t12 = +oo then the solution is constant on [0, to3] then given by
29(t — ta3) on [t12, +oo[. In the last case t15 = ta3 = +00, from Claims a) and b) we deduce &, = @y = i3 = 0,
thus the solution is the constant one z®. This proves i).

To prove ii), it is enough to notice that the constant solution is no more a Caratheodory solution. Finally,
ii) follows directly by i) and ii). O

Remark 4.6 One might expect that solutions to with ¢;;(r) = 1 exhibit uniform exponential convergence
to their limit, in the following sense: there exist C,k > 0 such that for any trajectory x(t) it holds

lz(®)]| < Ce™[|z(0)]- (25)

Indeed, beside the points in which x(t) crosses M, the dynamics is linear. Yet, exponential convergence does
not hold for Caratheodory solutions, as Proposz'tion shows. Indeed, given the initial condition (IC-E|), one
can wait an arbitrarily long time t before starting exponential convergence to 0. Thus, a global constant C in

does not exist.

This also shows that Filippov-Krasovskii solutions do not satisfy exponential convergence either, due to Propo-

sition [31l

4.2.2 Filippov solutions

We now study the family of Filippov solutions with initial data (IC-Ef). Besides Caratheodory solutions studied
above, we look for solutions z(-) such that zo(t) = x1(¢) + 1 and z3(t) > x3(¢t) — 1 for all times ¢ > 0. If such a
Filippov solution exists on an interval [0, 7], then z(-) must satisfy

#1(t) = a(t), #2(t) = —alt) + (23(t) — 22(t)), E3(t) = (w2(t) — 23(t)) (26)
for some measurable functions « : [0,7] — [0,1]. The condition x2(t) = z1(t) + 1 for all times implies

xg(t) — l‘g(t) )

t) = 2
a(t) 5 (27)
Defining y(t) = z3(t) — z2(t), we get §(t) = —3y(t), thus y(t) = e~ 3% and the solution is given by:
2 1 1 1 1 2
i) = -3 - ge_§t, ny(t) = 5 - 56_%t, x3(t) = 3 + ge_%t. (28)

We get the following;:
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Proposition 4.7 Consider the Cauchy problem with initial data . The set of Fillippov solutions
contains the set of Caratheodory solutions and the following two-parameters families.

Given 0 < t1 < tg < 400 define a solution z(-) as follows. On the interval [0,t1] the solution is constant, on the
interval [ty,to] the solution is given by z(t) = x(t — t) for z(-) given by (28), and on the interval [t2, 400 the
solution satisfies z1(t) = z1(t2), while 22(t) = 23(t) — 22(t) = —23(t). The solution z converge to an asymptotic
state with the first agent at T; € [—1, —%] and the other two at To = —%1.

Given 0 < t; < tg < 400 define a solution w(-) as follows. On the interval [0,t1] the solution is constant, on
the interval [t1,ts] the solution is given by w(t) = z(t — t1) for x(-) given by ([28), and on the interval [ts,400]
all agents interact converging to zero.

Similarly we can define other two-parameters families by symmetry exchanging the roles of agent 1 and 3.

PRrROOF. Claims a) and b) of Proposition hold true for Filippov solutions using the same proof. With no-
tations as in Claim c), assume that ¢15 < to3 then again we conclude |x2(t) — x3(t)| = 1 and |z1(¢) — z2(¢)| < 1
on [t12,t23]. Therefore the solution on the interval [t12, ta3] is given by x(t — t12), with z(-) given by . The
other claims easily follow. O

In Figure [4 we depict representatives for Filippov solutions described in Proposition [4.7]

Case z(+): t1 =08, =15 Case z(-) =w(-): t1 = 14, t» = +o0 Case w(+): t1 =0.2, t = 0.8
3 3

2.5 2.5 2.5
2 2 2
(0] (0] (0]
€15 £15 €15
1 1 1
0.5 0.5 0.5
0 - 0 . 0 .
4 05 0 05 1 4 05 0 05 1 4 05 0 05 1
X X X

Figure 4: Filippov solutions for Initial Condition E.

4.2.3 Stratified solutions

In this Section we focus on stratified solutions. The latter are unique for a given stratification, but the
stratification is not unique. In particular, the final number of clusters is dependent on the initial datum but
also on the chosen stratification. Here, we build a stratification ensuring the minimal number of clusters in the
final configuration for any initial datum.

The construction of the stratification is based on a careful analysis of singularities. Since stratified solutions
satisfy the equation for almost every time, then the barycenter Z is invariant. By eventually applying a
translation, we assume Z = 0 from now on. It thus holds

£C3(t) = —.’lﬁl(t) — .Z’z(t). (29)

The problem of finding a stratification can be solved on R?, as the stratification in R? can be obtained by using
(29)). Define the following lines for 4, j € {1,2,3}, ¢ # j:

I = {(21,22) 0 = ; £1}, (30)
where we used the equality (29): this means that 135, that are the sets x5 = w2 & 1, is given by x5 = — % ¥ 1.
Similarly, l?ﬁ are given by r; = — % F % These lines meet at 12 points, with 4 on the coordinate axes. See
Figure 5]
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The following points belong to the first orthant:

_ . - 11
l;1 Nig =(0,1), I Nigy =(1,0), IlypNly = (ga g) : (31)

Points in the third orthant are obtained by symmetry with respect to the origin.
The following points belong to the second orthant (two lie on axes, thus they are shared with other orthants):

_ _ 12 21 _
l2+1ml31 = (0,1), l2+1ml?f2 =(=1,0), lérlﬁ132 = (_57 g) ) l;rlﬂl;ﬁ = (_gﬂ g) ) 1320l§r1 =(-1,1). (32)
Points in the fourth orthant are obtained by symmetry with respect to the origin.
We are now ready to define the strata of our stratification.

Definition 4.8 The strata MY, ..., MY, of dimension 0 are given by the points , and their symmetric
with respect to the origin.

The strata MY, ..., M3, of dimension 1 are given by the connected components of the lines defined in after
removing the strata of dimension 0.

The strata M3,. .., MZ, are given by the connected components of R? after removing the strata of dimension 0
and 1.

The strata of dimension 0 and 1 are all of type II. Define S(M?) = Mj2, where sz is such that M C 8M]2
and M]2 is the stratum containing the point of least norm among those with such property. Similarly, define
S(M}) = M?, where M? is such that M} C OM? and M3 is the stratum containing the point of least norm
among those with such property.

We refer the reader to Figure [5] for a graphical illustration of the stratification and the dynamics in some of
the strata.

I3

Figure 5: Graphical representation of the stratification given in Definition 1.8

Proposition 4.9 Consider the Cauchy problem and the stratification defined in Definition . Then,
stratified solutions are unique and converge asymptotically to a configuration with the minimal number of
clusters.
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PROOF. Let us start by analyzing the dynamics on the strata of dimension two.
Case A) There are six unbounded regions where |z; — ;| > 1, for all pairs 4,5 = 1,...,3, 7 # j. See A in
Figure 5} The stratified solutions on these regions are constant.
Case B) There are other six unbounded regions where |z; — z;| < 1 for only one couple (4,7), ¢ # j. The
stratified solutions verify z;(t) — z;(¢) — 0, while the remaining agent remains fixed. For the region B in Figure
[ the dynamics satisfies:

S.C1+I'2:0, 1‘171"2:72(17171‘2),

thus all solutions tend to the dotted (red) line z1 = xs.
Case C) There are four bounded regions intersecting the coordinate axes but not containing the origin. For
the region marked as C' in Figure [5] the dynamics is given by:

T1 = —3w1, Tg=T1— Tz,

thus solutions exit towards the region marked E.
Case D) There are two bounded regions not intersecting the coordinate axis. For region D in Figure [5| the
dynamics is given by:

$1:—2$1—1‘2, .’i,'2:—21'2—$1,

and solutions exit towards the region marked FE.
Case E) Finally, there is a bounded region containing the origin, named E in Figure [5] where all agents are
interacting and trajectories converge to the origin.

The stratum of dimension one M} have trajectories exiting to the stratum X (M}). For instance, trajectories
from I, N OB enter the region B and the same for l;; N OB. Trajectories from I3, N OB enter region C.
Similarly, trajectories from from I3, N OD enter the region D and the same for i3, N dD. Trajectories from
15, N OD enter region E.

Finally, the stratum of dimension zero M have trajectories exiting to the stratum X(M}). For instance,
the trajectory from (0, 1) enters region C and the one from (—1,1) enters region D.

We are now ready to complete the proof. For two dimensional strata the analysis is as follows. For strata
as A there is uniqueness of trajectories and three final clusters. For strata as B, trajectories never exit the
region and converge to two clusters. For all other strata, trajectories converge to the origin, which corresponds
to a unique cluster.

For one dimensional strata there are two cases. If the stratum is at the boundary of a region of type A and
a region of type B, then trajectories enter the B region and converge to two clusters. For all other strata,
trajectories converge to the origin, which corresponds to a unique cluster.

Finally, trajectories from zero dimensional strata converge to the origin, thus a unique cluster.

We conclude that all stratified trajectories converge to a configuration with the minimum number of clusters. O

4.3 Many agents in R: Caratheodory solution

In this section, we briefly describe the combinatorial complexity of Caratheodory solutions for N agents in R
following the dynamics with ¢;; = 1. From Proposition we know that such solutions are also solutions
in the sense of Fililppov and Krasovskii.

Fix N € N\ 0 and consider an initial condition such that:

SL'Z‘+1—,’EZ‘:1, 221,7]\7—1 (33)

Such initial conditions form a one-dimensional manifold in RY. The results we state are valid for any permu-
tation of the agents numbering, so will hold for the union of N! one-dimensional manifolds.

To compute the combinatorics related to the number of solutions we need to introduce some notation. For
the fixed number N of agents, we define the sets:

Al(N):{(TLl,...,TLg)ITLkGN,an:N}, (34)
K

Ay(N) ={(n1,...,n4) 1 np GN,an =Nand np+ngt1 >3 fork=1,...,0—1}. (35)
k
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In other words, Ay (V) is formed by the ordered ¢-tuple of natural numbers summing up to N, while Ay(N)
has the further restriction that no two consecutive numbers are equal to 1.
Given (ni,...,ne) € Ay(N), i = 1,2, we define a partition P = {Py,..., P} of {1,..., N} as follows:

k—1 k
P={1,...,n1}, and Pk{lJanh,...,Znh}, fork=2,...¢
h=1 h=1

In other words, Pj41 are the ng4q numbers following those in Py U -+ - U Py.
The corresponding solutions are described in the next propositions. See also a representation in Figure [6]

Solution 1 Solution 2
3r T 3r T T
25¢ 1 251
2 2
[0 (0]
E15 E£15
1 1
0.5 1 ] 05l
0 0
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3
X X

Figure 6: Caratheodory solutions corresponding to (3,1,1,2) € A;(7) \ Az(7) (Left, see Proposition [4.10) and
(2,1,4) € Ay(7) (Right, see Proposition [4.11]).

Proposition 4.10 Consider the ODE withn =1, ¢;; = 1 and an initial condition satisfying , then the
following holds. For every (ny,...,ng) € A1(N) there exists an (-dimensional parametrized family of distinct
Caratheodory solutions converging to a limit x> such that x7° = x3° for every i,j € Py, k=1,... L.

PRrOOF. Fix (ny,...,ns) € A(N). Given ¢; € [0,+00[ we can define a dynamics for the first ny agents:
constant on [0,%;] and satisfying:

i1(t) = (w2 —21)(t), = (Tic1 —x)() + (i1 — @) (1), 1 =2,...,n1 =1, &, (t) = (Tn,—1 — Tn, ) (1),

for t > t1. Notice that the first n; agents eventually converge to their barycenter.

Similarly for every i, i = 2,...,4, given t; € [0,+0c[ we can define a dynamics for the n; agents following
ny+ ...+ n;_1: constant on [0,#;] and with all n; agents interacting on [f;, +oo[. All n; agents will converge
to their barycenter. We thus proved the statement. O

Proposition 4.11 Consider the variant model (2). Let n = 1, ¢;; = 1 and an initial condition satisfying
, then solutions are parametrized by Ao(N) as follows. For each (nq,...,ng) € Ag(N) there exists a single
Caratheodory solution converging to a limit x> such that z3° = x3° if and only i,j belong to the same Py,
k=1,...,¢. Moreover, there is no other Caratheodory solution.

PROOF. Given (n1,...,n¢) € Az(N), there exists a Caratheodory solution for (2) such that the first n, agents
interact for all times and converge to their barycenter and, in general, the n; agents following ni + ...+ n;_1
interact for all times and converge to their barycenter. This corresponds to solutions constructed in the proof
of Proposition for the case t; = 0, ¢ = 1,...,£. Moreover, for a group with more than one agent, no
Caratheodory solution to can be constant on a time interval [0,7], £ > 0, as in Proposition case ii), due
to a;;(1) = 1 forcing agents to attract each other if they keep their distance equal to 1. Similarly, we can not
have two consecutive groups consisting of only one agent.

This proves the statement.
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5 Hegselmann-Krause in higher dimensions

As we have seen in Section [ solutions may not be unique for all the concepts, except for classical, CLSS
and stratified solutions, already in dimension one. Here we show some additional complexity in the set of
Caratheodory solutions in higher dimension, as well as loss of uniqueness for CLSS solutions.

First consider with n =2, N =4, ¢;; = 1 with initial condition:

z1,0 = (0,0), z20=(1,0), 230 =(1,1), x40 =(0,1). (36)
o =) 14

— TN,

. V.

) N,

Figure 7: Representation of potential family of solutions for the initial data .

We have the following;:

Proposition 5.1 The set of Caratheodory solutions to , withn = 2, N =4, ¢;; = 1, and initial datum
, contains 12 parametric families of solutions as follows. We refer to Figure E)] where in each box agents
connected by edges converge to their barycenter:

i) Case 1: single constant solution;

ii) Cases 2-5 and 8-12: one-parameter family. Given t € [0,+oo| the solution is constant on [0,t] then
connected agents converge to their barycenter;

it) Cases 6,7: family parameterized by two two-parameter sets T = A1 U A, with Ay = {(t1,2) : 0 < t1,t2},
Ag = {(t1,t3) : 0 < ty,t3}. If (t1,t2) € Ay, then the solution is constant on [0, min{ty,t2}], then agents x;
and o for case 6 (respectively x1 and x4 for case 7) start converging to their barycenter (%, 0) (respectively
(0, %) for case 7) at time t1, while agents xs and x4 for case 6 (respectively xo and x5 for case 7) start
converging to their barycenter (%, 1) (respectively (1, %) for case 7) at time ty. If (t1,t3) € Ag, then the
solution is as for Ay with t1 = to up to time t1 + t3 = to + t3, then for t > t1 + t3 all agents interact and
converge to a unique cluster at (%, %)

In particular the number of asymptotic clusters can be 1, 2, 8 or 4. There is 1 asymptotic configuration
with 4 clusters, 4 asymptotic configurations with 3 clusters, 6 asymptotic configurations with 2 clusters, and 1
asymptotic configuration with 1 cluster.

PROOF. The proof follows the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition O
Following the logic of Proposition we obtain the following;:
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Proposition 5.2 Consider the variant system , withn = 2, N =4, ¢;;5 = 1. The set of Caratheodory
solutions for the initial datum has 5 elements, corresponding to cases 8-12 above.

As pointed out in Section [I.2] solutions from the same initial data may converge to different clusters.
Here we show that this effect becomes more dramatic in dimension two, with different solutions converging to
arbitrarily far away clusters.

Proposition 5.3 Consider the ODE with n = 2 and ¢;; = 1. Given R > 0, there exists a system of N
agents with an initial condition such that there exists two Caratheodory solutions x', x2 to the Cauchy Problem
with limy_, o, sup; |x1(t) — 22(t)| > R.

PROOF. The proof will be constructive, by recursion, by adding agents at distance 0, 1 or bigger than 1. The
solution z' is taken to be constant, while 22 is constructed recursively by making all agents at distance 1
interact. See a representation in Figure 3]

09

08

0.7

06

05

04

03

02

01

Figure 8: The first two steps in the proof of Proposition 1 agent (blue) starting at (0,0), N3 = 5 agents
(green) starting at (1,0), Na = 10 agents (black) starting at (.75,.998).

We start with a single agent 1 in position (0,0). Then we add Nj (to be chosen) agents with the following
initial condition:
x%O:(l?O)’ 222,,N1+]. (37)

The solution x2 has all agents converging to the barycenter:

,_( N O)
€Tl = N1+1’ )

which is close to (1, 0) for N; sufficiently big. Notice that, since the barycenter is invariant, at every time ¢ > 0,
there exists € = €(t), with 0 < e < N%, such that the agents are in the following position:

. Ny ) 7( Ny ) .
I17<N1+1 Nie€,0]), Tio = N1+1+€’0 ,1=2,...,Nq. (38)

The final distance between the asymptotic state of the first agent along x' and z2 is given by %, which is

close to 1.
We now add Ny > N; (to be chosen) agents in position:

(Y1,92) = M +621_N1,\/1— <M> ) (39)

Ny +1 2 2
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with e sufficiently small to be chosen. Then the first N7 + 1 agents reach distance 1 to the other Ny agents at
the same time ¢ such that €(t) = e3. We deduce that along the solution z2 all agents converges to:

Ny . Ny . 1-N; Ns 1 (62(N1+1))2
Ni+1 No+ N +12 2 "Nyt N, +1 2

which, for Ny sufficiently large, is close to (y1,y2) of . Therefore the final distance between the asymptotic
state of the first agent along 2! and 2 is close to the norm of , which is close to /2 for N < N, sufficiently
big and €5 sufficiently small.

Now, by recursion, we can add N3 > Ny agents in position (y; + 1 — €31, y2 — €3,2) choosing €31 and €3 2 so
that all 1 4+ Ny + N first agents will reach distance 1 at the same time to the other N3 agents. Reasoning as
before, we can choose N3 sufficiently big and €31, €3 2, sufficiently small so that the final distance between the
asymptotic state of the first agent along z! and z? is close to v/3.

By recursion, at each step we add a new group of agents at distance close to 1 to the previous group along
alternating directions (1,0) and (0,1). In this way, for every v we can choose 14+ Ny + ...+ N, agents in initial
positions so that the final distance between the asymptotic state of the first agent along 2! and 22 is arbitrarily
close to v/v. Taking v > R? we conclude. O

5.1 Non-uniqueness of CLSS solutions

In this section, we show that CLSS solutions may not be unique in dimension 2. We first study the easier case
of the variant model .

Proposition 5.4 Consider the ODE withn = 2, N = 2, ¢;; = 1 and initial condition x1(0) = (0,0),
22(0) = (1,0) and z3(0) = (,1). Then there exist two CLSS solutions to the associated Cauchy problem.
The ODE with the same initial data has a single CLSS solution.

PRrROOF. Consider an approximate solution x(-) having constant derivative on the intervals with endpoints
0=ty <ty < <tmym=T,T sufficiently big, as in the Definition of CLSS solution (Definition case 5.) If
x(t;) = % for some i, then at time ¢; the first agent is influenced by the third agent and the solution will tend
to a unique cluster. If x(¢;) # % for every 4, then the first agent will never interact with the third agent, so the
first two agents will converge to (%, 0) while the third will remain constant. Since both situations can occur
with arbitrarily close times t;, there are two CLSS solutions.

It is easy to prove that the ODE with the same initial data has a single CLSS solution, as the case

(t;) = % does not change the dynamics. O

We now prove non-uniqueness of a CLSS solution for the dynamics . The construction is more compli-
cated, as we study a system of 10 agents in R? for which two Caratheodory solutions exists. We then give
two sequences of approximated solutions, each uniformly converging to one of the two Caratheodory solutions.
Detailed computations are omitted, as they can be numerically checked.

We first define the two Caratheodory solutions. We start by fixing the following constant values:

127
e:=1/10, T :=1/100, B Tk

We also fix the initial data for the system:

21(0) = (0,B — (B — /1 — (1/2 — 2¢)2)e?T), 22(0) = (0, B+ (B — /1 — (1/2 — 2¢)2)e?*T),

r3456(0) = ((1/2—26)e¥,0),  2780.10(0) = (—(1/2 — 2¢)e*T,0).
We have two Caratheodory solutions in which the groups of agents {3,4,5,6} and {7,8,9,10} are kept

together. The first solution x(t) is given by keeping agents 1,2 not interacting with agents 3,...,10. Thus,
agents 1,2 exponentially converge to their barycenter (0, B), following the trajectories

z1(t) = (0, B — (B — /1 — (1/2—26)2)e?T 721 a4(t) = (0, B+ (B — /1 — (1/2 — 2¢)2)e*T72).  (40)
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The other agents exponentially converge to their barycenter (0,0) following the trajectories
w3456(t) = (1/2=26)e™7%,0),  ar50.0(t) = (—(1/2 — 22)e™ 7, 0). (41)

A direct computation shows that, for all ¢ € (0,+00) it holds ||z1(¢) — z2(t)|| < 1, ||x3(t) — 2z7(t)]] < 1 and
w2(t) —23(t)]| > [|o1(t) —23(t)|| = 1, with ||z (t) —25(t)|| = 1 for t = T only. This already shows that (40)- (41
is a classical and Caratheodory solution for .

We now define a second Caratheodory solution for denoted by y; as follows:

x;(t) fori=1,...,10 and t € [0,T],
b(t —T) fori=1,2andt € [T,Ty,
Y (t—T) fori=3,4,56andtc [T, T,
yi(t) = Y2t —T) fori="17,8,9,10 and t € [T, T3], (42)
Ye(t—T,) fori=1,2andt € [Ty, +00),
(t—Ty) fori=3,4,5,6 and t € [Ty, +00),
(t—Ty) fori=7,89,10 and t € [Ty, +00),

where Y Y¢ are the unique solutions of the 8D-linear systems

—91Idy 09 4 Idg 4 Ida -9 1ds Ids 4 Idg 4 Idg

b Ids —Id, 0, 0, b e Ids —91d, 4Ids 41ds .
Y=o e 51 41, )Y YTl 1, 14 61y 41, |V
Ids 0, 41dy  —51ds Ids Ids 41dy -6 1ds
(43)
starting at (z1, 2, 3, 27)(T) and (21, 2, 3, 7)(T}), respectively, where T} is the first time for which ||z2(¢) —
x3(t)|| = 1. Here, the notations Idy, 02 denote the identity and zero matrices of dimension 2, respectively. The
definition of matrices and time T} reflect the fact that y represents the case in which agent 1 starts interacting
with agents 3,...,10 at time 7. This ensures that agents move closer, up to time T; in which agent 2 also

starts interacting with all agents. It is easy to prove that y(t) is a Caratheodory solution to . Finally, one
can prove that there exist no other Caratheodory solutions to keeping together the agents in the groups
3,4,5,6 and 7,8,9,10.

We now build two sequence of sample-and-hold solutions for (§). First fix the finite time interval [0, 7] with
T € (T,T,) chosen to be of the form “ELT with r € N\ {0}. This allows us to focus on the simple case in which
agent 2 does not interact with agents 3, ..., 10. Define the parameter At := T /K for some K € r2(N\{0,1})2,
i.e. K being a positive multiple of 72 and a perfect square strictly larger than 3r2. This choice ensures that
K—-—VK,K+3VK, ™M K e Nand K + 3VK < #K; these properties will be useful in the following.

s
Consider now the sample-and-hold solution defined on the uniform sequence tj := kAt as

Yl (tegr) :yf((tk)+zaij(\\yf{(tk)—yf(fk)ll)(yf{(tk)—yf((tk)), (44)
i

starting from yX(0) = x;(0). Direct computations show that y*(t) converges to y(t), i.e. to the second
Caratheodory solution given above. Indeed, it is sufficient to check that, if y*(¢) converges to x(t) on [0,7],

then it holds o7
K K 2 1 _1
T) — mMFF=1- ——K K 1
() = (DI =1 — K+ oK) <

for K sufficiently large, i.e. agent 1 starts interacting with agents 3,...,10. This implies that y*(¢) starts
converging to the solution y(t) on [T,T], as it is the only Caratheodory solution keeping groups 3,4,5,6 and
7,8,9,10 coinciding and agent 1 interacting with them.

We now build a second sequence of sample-and-hold solutions, now converging to the Caratheodory solution
z(t). We use the standard sample-and-hold solution with uniform step At = T/K defined above, up to time
At(K — VK ). We then use a single time step of length 4v/ K At, then the necessary steps % of length
At to reach time 7. We denote such solution by z(¢). Direct computations show that ||z (¢) — z&(¢)| is
decreasing for t < (K — +/K)At and increasing for ¢ > (K + 3v/K)At. Moreover, it holds

36

I (K = V)AL = ok (K = VE)AD| = 14+ o Kl oK),
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3186

2K (K + 3VE)At) — 25 (K + 3VE)At)| = 1 + m[(‘l +o(K™Y).
This implies that, for K sufficiently large, the sequence =¥ defined above satisfies ||z (tx) — 2 (¢4)| > 1 for
each tx. As a consequence, for each K, there is no interaction between agent 1 and agents 3,...,10. The

sequence 2% then converges to the Caratheodory solution x(t).

6 Uniqueness results

In this section, we provide positive results for uniqueness. As shown in Sections [4] and [ uniqueness fails for
most concept of solutions. However, this can be guaranteed for almost every initial data for Filippov, thus also
for Krasovskii and Caratheodory solutions.

Recall Definition and observe that each M,; is a (smooth) manifold of codimension 1 in R™V, i.e.
dim(M;;) = nN — 1. This implies that M is a stratified set of codimension 1.

We first need the following auxiliary result about uniqueness of Filippov solutions. It shows that uniqueness
can be lost only after reaching M.

Proposition 6.1 Let x(-),y(-) be Filippov solutions to defined on the time interval [0, T), with T > 0, that
satisfy x(t),y(t) € M for allt € [0,T) and x(T) = y(T). It then holds x(t) = y(t) for all t € [0,T].
Similarly if x(t),y(t) € M for allt € (0,T] and z(0) = y(0), then it holds x(t) = y(t) for all t € [0,T].

PROOF. Recall that is uniformly Lipschitz continuous on the open set R*™ \ M. For the first statement,
since z(t),y(t) € M on [0,T'), then the functions z(-) and y(-) are differentiable and satisfy on [0,T). For
every € we can apply Gronwall Lemma backward in time on [0,T — €[, thus getting

lz(t) = y(®)|| < "T=a(T = €) = y(T = e)]|-
By letting ¢ — 0 we conclude.
The second statement follows similarly, by using Gronwall Lemma forward in time. O
We then prove the following result.

Proposition 6.2 Consider the system with ¢;; Lipschitz continuous. The set of initial data & € R™Y for
which there exist more than one Filippov solutions for has zero Lebesgue measure in R™Y .

PROOF. Given an initial condition Z, we define Xz to be the set of solutions z(-) to defined on some time
interval [0,T'(z(-))[, with 0 < T'(z(+)) < +00, and satisfying z(0) = z. We set:

ty = inf{t: (), y() € Xz, t <min{T(x(-)), T(y()} =(t) # y(1)}, (45)

thus lack of uniqueness occurs when t; < +o0o. Since M is a stratified set of codimension 1, it has zero
Lebesgue measure in R™V. Thus we only need to prove that the following set has zero Lebesgue measure:

A={z e R"™W\ M :ty < +o0}. (46)
For z € A, we define:
t=inf{t: 3z() € Xz, z(t) € M}. (47)

Since is Lipschitz continuous on R™™ \ M, all solutions x(-) in Xz coincide up to time #, and, since M

is closed, we have z(t) € M. Therefore & = x(t), with z(-) € Xz, depends only on Z and not on the chosen
solution z(-) € Xz. Now, given i, € {1,..., N}, i # j, consider the expression:

aij(@) = (zi — ) | D ainllos — zel) @ — ) — Y ajulllzy — zil) (@ — z5) (48)

k#i,j k#i,j

and define the following sets:

—

Mij = {1‘ S ./\/lij : Oéij(l‘) S {0,2}}. (49)
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Define the set of quadruplets of indexes I C {1,..., N}* by

Finally set:
Mg = My " My, M=, iz M UU(i,j,k,l)elMijkl- (50)

Notice that each set /\//Yij is of codimension two and the same is true for M\ijkl if (4,4, k,1) € I. Therefore M
is of codimension 2. We now state the following claim:

Claim a) If # € M \ M, then there exists € > 0 such that z(t) ¢ M for t €], +¢[, and x =y on [0, + €[ for
every z(-), y(-) € Xz.

We prove Claim a). By assumption there exists a unique (not ordered) couple {i,j}, ¢ # j, such that
Z € M;j. Define the function:

05(t) = lls(t) — x; (1)) (51)
Notice that §;; is twice continuously differentiable on [0, t[ with bounded derivatives, thus we can define é =
lim, ,;_ 6;;(t), i.e. the left limit of the first derivative of 6;; at 7.
Assume first € > 0. Then there exists ¢ > 0 such that 0;; is strictly increasing on |t — €, #[, thus 6,;(t) < 1 on
Jt — €,[. Moreover, since (t) ¢ M, possibly restricting €, we have that z(t) ¢ M on | — €, + €. Recalling
([@8), we deduce £ = a;;(Z) —2 > 0. Now, given z(-) € X; for almost every ¢ €]t,f+ €[ there exists 31, B2 € [0, 1]
such that:

Oi(t) = (2i(t) —2;(t)) -
D aik(@r(t) —zi(t) = Y ajr(@r(t) —z;(t) + Bi(w;(t) — wi(t)) — Bala; () — wi(t)) |,

k#i,j ki, j

where we omitted the arguments of a;; and ajj, for simplicity. Tt follows ;;(t) > auj(z(t)) —2 > 0 for €
sufficiently small. Thus 6;;(t) > 1 on ], + ¢ and x(t) ¢ M on the same interval. Proposition [6.1{implies that
all solutions coincide on the interval |, + €[ and we proved Claim a) for £ > 0.
The case §~ < 0 can be treated in an entirely similar way, concluding that 6;; < 1 on on Jt, T+ ¢[. Finally, notice
that the case £ = 0 is excluded since Z ¢ M. The proof of Claim a) is finished.

We now state the next claim: e

Claim b) Assume there exists z(-) € Xz such that z(t) ¢ M for t € [0,T], T > 0. Then, it either holds
x(T) € M or there exists £ > 0 such that all solutions in X coincide in [0,T +¢).

We now prove Claim b). Given z, we find ¢ such that x(t) fnM for all t € [0,%) and & = x(t) € M. If
& € M, then T = . Otherwise, define ¢}, = ¢ and, using Claim a), extend z(-) on the time interval (t},¢3,),
where the right extremum is given by

13 =inf{t: ¢t > ,32(-) € Xz, x(t) € M}. (52)

If z(t?vt) ¢ M\, then we can define t?\/t and so on. That is, as long as the trajectory from Z does not reach M\,
we can set:
thy =inf{t 1t > ", (") € Xz, 2(t) € M} (53)

Again by Claim a), observe that the trajectory starting from Z is unique on all intervals [0, t%{,]. Thus, if there
exists t'{, > T, there exists € > 0 such that all solutions in Xz coincide in [0,T" + ¢).

Otherwise, assume that ¢, ; < T for all v. Since this is an increasing and bounded function, it admits a limit
t:=lim, 4 t%,. We aim to prove ¢ = 1. Since pairs 7,j are in finite number, there exists ,j, ¢ # j, anda
subsequence, still indicated by t%,, such that z(t},) € M;; and thus 6;;(t,) = 1 (see (51)). From the proof
of Claim a), we deduce that ;; is continuously differentiable and not equal to 1 on every interval |t} , tﬂ 1,
and satisfies 0;;(t%,) = 0;;(t{') = 1. Thus there exists 7, €]t} tjj[l.[ such that 6;;(7,) = 0. From the proof
of Claim a), we have that for every v either 6,;(7,) = «;(x(7.)) or 0;;(7,) = ay;(x(7,)) — 2. Passing to the
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limit in v, we get z(f) € M. We thus have = T, that proves the claim.

We now use Claim b) to prove the main result. Define:

to = inf{t: 3a(-) € Xz, 2(t) € M)}, (54)
and recall the definition of ¢ in . Claim b) ensures that, for ty < 400, it holdstﬂ <ty.

This implies that A = {z € R™ \ M : t; < ty < +oo}. We denote by H" the Hausdorff measure of
dimension 7 in R™Y. Each x(-) € Xz, ¥ € A, is Lipschitz continuous and, by Proposition it coincides (at
least) up to ¢, thus H' < ({z(t) : t € [0,t55],2(-) € Xz}) = 0 for every € > 0. By Fubini Theorem, since M
is of codimension 2, for 0 < € < 1 we have:

H"W(A) < /A (H" ({z(t) s t € [0, 5], 2() € Xz})) dH™N 2F(z) = 0.
M

Since H™V coincides with the Lebesgue measure on R™, the set A has zero measure. ]

7 Property P2): clustering for general solutions

In this section, we discuss property P2), also called clustering, for solutions of . We prove that P2) holds
for Filippov solutions, even though the limit is not uniquely determined by the initial data. This implies that
P3) fails, as already shown in Section

First observe that can be written as a gradient flow as follows. Define

oo ij(s)sds  forr <1
Pulr) = {fol ¢ij(s)sds  forr>1

and observe that, if ||z; — ;|| # 1, for every i # j, then

==Y V(| — xj)).

i

This suggests to define the following candidate Lyapunov function:

Vie) =Y @y — )
i,

and observe that it holds V' (z(t)) < 0 for a.e. time, since VV (z) - v < 0 for each v € F(x). We now prove the
following result about clustering.

Proposition 7.1 Let z1(t),...,zn(t) be a Filippov solution of . The following clustering properties hold:
e cach agent satisfies limy_, o0 T;(t) = 5° for some x$° € R";
e the limits satisfy the following: for each i # j it either holds x3° = x3° or ||z3° — x7°[| > 1.
The same result holds for the variant model .

Remark 7.2 One might try to use a LaSalle principle to prove this result. Even though the proof below is
based on the same ideas, we need to observe that V is not proper, it is not differentiable, and that the largest
invariant set of VV =0 (for any reasonable definition of it) is never reduced to a point.

PROOF. The proof is identical in the two cases —. It is first necessary to observe that V' is not proper, i.e.
it does not satisfy V(z) — 400 when |z| — 400, as it depends on pairwise distances only. Nevertheless, recall
that the set Q(t) := co(x;(t)) is weakly contracting, see Proposition As a consequence, we have that x(t)
is a compact trajectory, hence it converges to its w-limit, that is bounded.
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Let now 2°° = (29°,..., 2% ) being a point in the w-limit and assume that it exists i, j such that [z7° —23°

‘ =
L € (0,1). By definition of w-limit, it exists an increasing sequence t* — +oo such that |z;(t*) — x;(tF)| €
(L —¢,L +¢) for any € > 0. By observing that velocities for are bounded, there exists a uniform § such

that |z;(t) — z;(t)| € (L — 2&, L+ 2¢) for all t € (t* — 6,tF + §). Choose € < 3 min(L,1 — L) and observe that
V(z(th +8)) — V(z(tF —8)) < =256 (L — 2¢).

By eventually taking a subsequence of t*, one can always assume t* + § < tF+1 — §. By recalling that V is
decreasing in time, it then holds V (t¥ +6) < V(z(0)) — 20¢;; (L — 2¢)k, hence limy_ o0 V(tF +6) = —oco. This
contradicts the fact that V' is bounded from below.

We have now proved that any #°° in the w-limit satisfies either 3¢ = z%° or [|§° — 25°|| > 1. We now need
to prove that the w-limit is reduced to a point. We first define the transitive relation

i~j when t_l}gnoo z;(t) —x;(t) = 0.

It is crucial to observe that either it holds ¢ ~ j or iminf, 4 o |z;(t)—x;(¢)| > 1. Indeed, if lim inf;_, | o |x;(¢)—
z;(t)| € (0,1), there exist times t* — 400 such that |z;(t*) — x;(t*)| € (L —e, L +¢) with L € (0,1) and £ > 0
sufficiently small, that in turn ensure limg_, 1 V(t’c + 0) = —oco as explained above. Contradiction.

It then makes sense to define clusters C', ..., C*, each being the class of equivalence of indexes i =1,... N
with respect to ~. By definition, given € > 0, there exists a time Ty such that all agents satisfy either
|zi(t) — x;(t)] < e or |z;(t) —z;(t)] > 1 — ¢ for all times ¢ > T. Eventually translating such time, we assume
To = 0 from now on.

We are now ready to prove that the center of each cluster converges. Let y!' be the center of cluster C!, i.e.
Y1 = N% S x; where N is the number of elements of C'. Since ¢' is defined for almost every time, one can
write ' by the following observation: for each index i € C*, the contribution to i; of each agent j satisfying
lz; — x;]| # 1 is uniquely determined, while for j such that ||z; — z;|| = 1 there exists «;; € [0, 1] such that the
contribution is a;ja;;(z; — ;). By choosing a;; = 1 for j & C* with ||z; — x;|| # 1, one has

T 1 (7
/0 [~ (t)] dt ﬁl/{) Z agj(xj — ;) + Z aj(t)aii(z; — x;)| <

i,jeC 1€Cl,jgCt

IN

el Xm0l g 3 o) (0 -

i€C1,jgCl 0,570
B 1 . V(0) - V(T)

where we first used antisymmetry for i,5 € C!, then we recalled that V(¢) is decreasing and bounded from
below. Since 7 is integrable, then y! () admits a limit for ¢ — +o00. Since z; —x; — 0 for all i,j € C! and the
center of the cluster admits a limit, then all z; converge to such limit. O

Remark 7.3 For the system final clusters may be at distance one as shown by next example with three
agents in dimension two. Consider the initial condition x19 = (0,¢), 2,0 = (0, —¢), and z309 = (1,0), with
€< % The unique Caratheodory solution is given by

1,0 = (0’56715)7 €2,0 = (Oa _geit)a 3,0 = (17O)a

thus converging to two clusters (0,0) and (1,0).

8 Proof of main Theorems

In this section, we prove the three theorems stated in the introduction. Proofs actually collect results given in
previous sections.
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ProoF oF THEOREM [I} Existence of solutions in the Filippov, Krasovskii, Caratheodory, CLSS and stratified
sense was shown in Section [3.2] Non-existence of classical solutions is well-known, as shown in the counterex-
ample in Proposition [£.4]

Uniqueness of classical solutions is standard, using Cauchy-Lipschitz argument of uniqueness. Non-uniqueness
of Filippov, Krasovskii, and Caratheodory solutions is proved by the counterexamples of Proposition
Non-uniqueness of CLSS solutions is proved in Proposition [5.4] Uniqueness of stratified solutions for a fixed
stratification is given by definition.

Uniqueness of Filippov solutions for almost every initial data was proved in Proposition [6.2] This induces the
same result for all other concepts of solutions, due to Proposition [3.1 O

PROOF OF THEOREM . Filippov and Krasovskii solutions coincide, and they do not satisfy P3) as shown in
Proposition They satisfy P1), as proved in Proposition They satisfy P2), as shown in Proposition
Classical, Caratheodory, CLSS, stratified solutions satisfy P1)-P2) due to the inclusion in Filippov solutions,
see Proposition |3.1

Caratheodory solutions do not satisfy P3), again by Proposition CLSS solutions do not satisfy P3), as
shown by the counterexample in Section

Classical solutions satisfy property P3), as a direct consequence of uniqueness of the solution. Similarly,
stratified solutions for a fixed stratification are unique, by definition, thus satisfy P3). However, the asymptotic
state depends on the stratification as shown in Proposition O

PROOF OF THEOREM . Krasovskii and Filippov multifunctions are insensitive to the value of a;;(1) by
definition, thus the structure of Krasovskii and Filippov solutions does not change.

As for classical solutions, consider the Cauchy problem —, as in Proposition If a;;(1) = 0, the
Proposition states that the only classical solution is the constant one. Instead, if a;;(1) = 1, it is easy to prove
that the unique classical solution is given by

xl(t) — wg(t) = G_Qt(wl’o — 1‘2’0), l‘l(t) + xg(t) =210+ T20-

Caratheodory solutions of the variant model are different than Caratheodory solutions of , as shown in
the examples of Poposition [5.2

CLSS solutions are distinct in the two cases, as shown in Proposition

For stratified solution, consider the Cauchy problem -, as in Proposition
cation S is not admissible, thus stratified solutions are different than those for (8).
Proof and counterexamples for Properties P1-2-3) are identical to the study of (8).

For the first stratifi-
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