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Abstract—This paper models information diffusion in a net-
work of Large Language Models (LLMs) that is designed to
answer queries from distributed datasets, where the LLMs can
hallucinate the answer. We introduce a two-time-scale dynamical
model for the centrally administered network, where opinions
evolve faster while the network’s degree distribution changes
more slowly. Using a mean-field approximation, we establish
conditions for a locally asymptotically stable equilibrium where
all LLMs remain truthful. We provide approximation guarantees
for the mean-field approximation and a singularly perturbed
approximation of the two-time-scale system. To mitigate hal-
lucination and improve the influence of truthful nodes, we
propose a reputation-based preferential attachment mechanism
that reconfigures the network based on LLMs’ evaluations
of their neighbors. Numerical experiments on an open-source
LLM (LLaMA-3.1-8B) validate the efficacy of our preferential
attachment mechanism and demonstrate the optimization of a
cost function for the two-time-scale system.

I. INTRODUCTION

Networks of large language models (LLMs) have gained
significant practical importance due to the increasing amount
of online content generated and analyzed by LLMs [4].
However, inaccuracies or absence of grounding in context
can lead LLMs to produce hallucinations or irrelevant com-
munication [15]. Motivated by these challenges, we consider
a network comprising N LLMs tasked with estimating an
underlying state from high-dimensional textual and visual
observations through mutual interactions. Specifically, we ad-
dress two fundamental questions:

1) How can the connectivity within an LLM network be
adjusted to enhance the influence of truthful nodes?

2) How can we optimize the descriptiveness of LLM com-
munications to minimize both unnecessary exchanges
and hallucinations?

To come up with an analytically tractable model, we first
characterize the information diffusion dynamics using a mean-
field approximation. We specifically study this problem in the
context of LLMs, which can interact with to make inferences
and extract relevant information. Further, we consider a two-
time-scale system where the LLMs’ latent state of the LLMs
(if the LLM is truthful, hallucinating, or does not know), ρ
evolves on a faster time scale, and the degree distribution of
the network q evolves on the faster time-scale. We provide
an analytical singularly perturbed approximation of the above
system, which can be helpful for future research. We propose
a preferential attachment mechanism to readjust the adjacency
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matrix dynamically on a slower time scale. Finally, we propose
optimizing for the control variable u so that an expectation
of a cost function c is minimized to increase communication
efficiency and convergence rate.

A. Motivation for Analyzing Network Of LLMs

Large Language Models1 are neural networks with 109 −
1012 parameters which are trained on a huge corpus of data
(∼ 1013 tokens) to process multimodal, especially textual
information and generate textual output. They are already
deployed in many practical applications, including code gener-
ation, customer service, and document analysis in healthcare,
finance, and academia. However, in spite of a lot of active
research, LLMs still have certain shortcomings; namely, they
struggle to reliably perform long-context tasks and often
hallucinate in the presence of ungrounded or misgrounded
information. Additionally, they often are used in sensitive
applications where maintaining privacy is important. We there-
fore motivate studying network dynamics of interacting LLMs
with the following,

Reliable Long-Context Understanding: Even trillion param-
eter LLMs demonstrate performance degradation as context
(input) length increases beyond certain thresholds [3], and this
is due to the inherent nature of the self-attention mechanism
and the training data. There are a few very long context win-
dow LLMs, but testing them exhaustively on their reliability
is a challenging task [12]. Therefore, we propose and analyze
a network of LLMs, each of which can reliably operate in a
different and smaller context and then communicate to perform
information processing.

Privacy: Centralized LLMs require complete data access,
violating privacy constraints in sensitive domains like health-
care and finance [17]. A network of LLMs enables information
processing without centralizing raw data. LLMs exchange only
derived insights rather than original documents, preserving
the sovereignty of the data. Further, the type of data shared
between LLMs can be defined.

Enhanced Robustness: Individual LLMs frequently halluci-
nate, i.e., generate convincing but factually incorrect informa-
tion, particularly beyond their training data or the information
available on the internet [15]. Using reputation scores and
trust-based reconfiguration, our proposed dynamic network
readjustment improves factual reliability without requiring
model retraining. Further, by incorporating LLMs trained on
specialized datasets, we can have a heterogeneous network
that can handle a diverse set of tasks. Finally, we offer a

1We use LLMs to refer to vision language models as well.
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theoretical framework for controlled information propagation,
which is absent in the current literature of interacting LLMs.
Additionally, the computational complexity for inference in the
context of length U is O(U2). Therefore, it is computationally
more efficient to chunk the content into N chunks and
process it reliably using a model with less (50×) number of
parameters [18].

B. Related Work

There has been significant recent work on practical orches-
tration of multi-LLM coordination across various domains,
including question answering systems and processing of long-
context documents using LLM chains [16], [19]. However, the
current literature lacks theoretical rigor and techniques for dy-
namically readjusting LLM networks, particularly at scale—a
gap this paper addresses. Network science has extensively
studied mechanisms for controlling information flow [13],
[2], [11], which we extend by investigating 3 latent states.
Researchers have examined consensus formation in two-time-
scale systems [9] and sparse input controllability within
Erdős–Rényi networks [5], but these studies focused primarily
on human networks or physical sensor systems. LLM networks
demand a fresh perspective given their unique combination
of cognitive abilities and steerability [1]. Additionally, in a
centrally controlled setting, one can also tweak the adjacency
matrix of the network of LLMs. In similar spirit [4] looked
at controlling Bayesian social learning in LLMs, where the
results were restricted to a sequential network of LLMs.

C. Main Contributions

1) We formulate the problem of distributed state estimation
in a network of large language models and analyze the
mean-field field approximation of the information prop-
agation dynamics. In Theorem 1, we provide sufficient
conditions for the state with all truthful LLMs to be in
a locally asymptotically stable equilibrium.

2) We analyze the complete system as a two-time-scale
system, where the information diffusion is on the faster
time scale, and the network reconfiguration is on the
slower time scale. We reduce the two-time-scale system
to a singularly perturbed system whose approximation
error is characterized in Theorem 3.

3) Using the analytic capabilities of the LLMs, we propose
a reputation score computed using grades provided by an
LLMs’ neighbors. We propose a preferential attachment
mechanism in Algorithm 1 to adaptively reconfigure the
network using the reputation score computed after phase
one. In Proposition 1 we show that our protocol ensures
truthful LLMs have more outgoing edges under reason-
able conditions on the computed reputation scores.

4) We show the efficacy of our proposed method on Llama
3.1 8B numerical experiments on synthetically generated
datasets for improved distributed inference to reduce
hallucination. We also show how a cost function for a
network of LLMs can be minimized.
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Fig. 1. System Model of a Single LLM: At each time step k, each LLM
receives a composite input consisting of a private observation from the true
state x, answers from the previous round of the LLM and its neighbors, and
the system prompt (which acts as the control). The LLM outputs either an
estimate of the state or “does not know”. If the private information is non-
informative, the LLM can either say it does not know or can make up a state
estimate.
Notation: We denote vectors by bold-face small case letters,
x, matrices by bold-face capital case letters, A and xT denotes
the transpose. xj denotes the j-th element of the vector.
P and E denote probability and expectation with respect to
the appropriate probability measure. [n] denotes the sequence
1, . . . , n.

II. NETWORK OF LLMS FOR DISTRIBUTED INFERENCE

This section develops mathematical abstraction for LLMs
communicating over a dynamic network. We first develop
a mean-field approximation for the dynamics of information
diffusion in LLMs performing state estimation. We provide
a singularly perturbed approximation for the two-time scale
system, which can be used to analyze the behavior of the
combined system tractably. Further, we propose an algorithm
that a central controller can implement to dynamically adjust
the network by evaluating the LLMs using their neighbors.

A. System Model

We consider a network of LLMs, each of which acts like a
dynamic sensor, and provide estimates of a state from a given
text observation as illustrated in Figure 1. There are N LLMs
which communicate with each other using a network where
the network adjacency matrix is denoted by A ∈ {0, 1}N×N .
In our setup, we consider asymmetric interactions where if
Ai,j = 1, there is an edge from i to j and the LLM i is influ-
enced by LLM j, i.e., it considers the previous observations of
LLM j while processing an output (explained next). We denote
the influencing neighbors of LLM i by N (i) = {j|Ai,j = 1}.
The LLMs interact over K rounds. At each time k, let denote
Gk ⊆ [N ] the set of LLMs which interact at time k ∈ 1, 2, . . . .
Each LLM i has a private observation yi ∈ Y , where Y is a
high-dimensional observation space like the space of all text
or images. Our framework does not assume a certain network
structure, e.g., sampled as a Erdős–Rényi or from a power-law
degree distribution, offering flexibility to the LLM network
designer.

The collective aim of the LLMs is to communicate and
estimate an underlying unknown state x ∈ X (e.g., the correct
answer to a question), where X is the state space. Each
LLM also has an unknown latent state zik ∈ Z = {−1 =
does not know (D), 0 = hallucinating (H), 1 =
correct (T )}. At time k, let yik ∈ Y denote an observation
sampled (e.g., LLM’s answer along with explanation) from



an LLM i in latent state zik as yik ∼ i|zik, where Y is
a high-dimensional text space. At each round, the LLM
is provided with the previous observations of its neighbors
{yjk−1 : j ∈ N (i)} and their previous observation yik. Each
LLM i is polled at the end of round k for their estimate of
the state, x̂ik ∈ X ∪ {−1 = ‘do not know’} (e.g., LLM’s
answer). The latent state is defined as zik(x̂

i
k, x) = 1(x̂ik =

x) − 1(x̂ik = −1). Further, the network controller can also
control the behavior of the LLMs through a control u ∈ U ,
where U is a finite set of controls. In practice, this would be
limited to how the LLMs generate content, specifically how
much computing is available for reasoning and communicating
their answer.

B. Mean Field Approximation of Network Dynamics

We model the spread of information in the network of
LLM, as a Markov process, where the latent state of each
LLM depends on its previous state, the previous state of its
neighbors, and the private observation. Note that we analyze
the spread of information in the latent space because we treat
the true state as unknown but fixed. Therefore, the conditional
probabilities are the same since, given the true state, the latent
variable is a deterministic map from the estimated state to the
latent state. We are interested in truthful latent state 1 and
specifically the quantity, ρ̂T = 1

N

∑N
1 1(zi = T ). We study

the case when number of agents and to get a tractable analysis
and present theoretical results, look at the quantity ρz , which
is the population average of latent state z.

Let ρl
k,z denote the relative density of latent state z in nodes

with in-degree l at time k, therefore
∑

z∈Z ρl
k,z = 1 for all

times k and out-degrees l ∈ [N ]. Let ρl
0 be the initial latent

distribution for LLMs with in-degree l. Let q denote the in-
degree distribution from the space of degree distributions Q .
Let θz be the probability of a randomly sampled link that starts
is directed to a node with latent state z. In general asymmetric
networks it is difficult to obtain deriving the expression for θz ,
it depends on the the out-degree distribution q and on the latent
state distribution with nodes with different out-degrees [14].
However note that if ρ = [1, 0, 0]T, then θT = 1 and θH = 0.
Gl

z1z2(q, u) is the average transition probability given by
the following expression,

Gl
z1z2(q, u) =

l∑
i=0

l−i∑
j=0

κz1,z2(u, l, i, j)

(
l

i, j

)
(θT (q))

i(θH(q))j(1− θT (q)− θH(q))l−i−j ,

(1)

where κz1,z2(u, l, i, j) denotes the probability of a LLM with
degree l transition from state z1 to state z2 given that it has i
truthful and j hallucinating neighbours.

Therefore, we can derive the evolution of the latent state
distribution for a fixed degree distribution q and control u,

d

dt
ρl(t) = Fl(q, u)ρl(t), (2)

where Fl is given by,

Fl
z1,z2(q, u) =

{
Gl

z1z2(q, u), z1 ̸= z2

−
∑

z′
2∈Z,z′

2 ̸=z1
Gl

z1z′
2
(q, u), z1 = z2

.

(A1) κTH(u, l, l, 0) = 0 and κTD(u, l, l, 0) = 0 for all l,
(A2) κHT (u, l, i, j) > 0 and κDT (u, l, i, j) > 0 for all i, j

with i ≥ l − δl, where δl is a small positive integer.
(A3) There exists small ϵ such that if ρl

H ,ρ
l
D < ϵ

2 ∀l, then
for all q ∈ Q, θT > 1− ϵ and θH < ϵ

2 .

Assumption A1 ensures that when all the neighbors are
truthful, then the LLMs will not change their latent state from
truthful to hateful or do not know. Assumption A2 ensures
that if there are enough truthful neighbors, then the proba-
bility of transitioning to truthful is non-zero. Next, we show
our first result, which shows that under these assumptions,
a locally asymptotically stable equilibrium exists with all
truthful LLMs. Assumption A3 ensures that if the proportion
of hallucinating or dont-know nodes of any out-degree is
very small, then the probability of sampling an edge to a
halluncinating and dont-know node will also be very small.

Theorem 1. Consider a network of large language models
(LLMs) with mean-field dynamics described by the system (2)
where ρl = [ρlT , ρ

l
H , ρ

l
D]T denotes the state distribution for

LLMs of degree l, with ρlT + ρlH + ρlD = 1, q is the degree
distribution of the network, and u ∈ U is a control parameter.
The equilibrium state ρl∗ = [1, 0, 0]T for all degrees l (i.e.,
ρlT = 1, ρlH = 0, ρlD = 0) is locally asymptotically stable if
there exists a control u ∈ U satisfying A1, A2 and A3.

Proof in Appendix.
The above theorem ensures the existence of a locally

stable equilibrium, given that the control u can control the
propagation. In the case of LLMs, where the control is either
controlling how much they are allowed to communicate or
how comprehensive their instruction prompt is, the above
theorem guarantees the existence of a stable equilibrium at
ρ = (1, 0, 0)T if the control can control the behavior of an
individual LLM. However, note that although such a control
may exist, it may be too costly to implement. Therefore, this
paper aims to optimize a cost function so that a reasonable
consensus can be reached efficiently.

In contrast to the result from [14], the above result only pro-
vides sufficient conditions, this is primarily because deriving
necessary conditions for a 3 state system is significantly more
challenging. Further condition A3 is satisfied automatically if
the network is symmetric.

We now present the following well-known result, the proof
of which can be found in [7], which shows how good a mean-
field approximation is to the true network dynamics.

Theorem 2 ([7]). (Approximation Result using Concentration
inequality) Let ρl

z(k) denote the proportion of LLMs with
degree l in state z at time k which evolves as (2) with the
initial state ρl

z(0). Further let ρ̂l
z(k) denote the empirical

proportion in a network with N LLMs. Then for any ϵ > 0



and time horizon L = O(N), there exists constants ξ1, ξ2 > 0
such that,

P
(

max
0≤k≤L

∥ρl
z(k)− ρ̂l

z(k)∥ ≥ ϵ

)
≤ ξ1 exp(−ξ2ϵ2L). (3)

Theorem 2 implies that for a large enough number of LLMs,
the mean-field approximation can be analyzed instead of the
true dynamics for a reasonably long horizon. This is especially
useful when the network dynamics evolve on a time scale,
which is much faster, as is the case in the two-time scale
system we discuss, where the slower time-scale readjusts the
network’s degree distribution.

The network dynamics are run on a faster time scale, and
the network is reconfigured on a slower time scale. Let the
dynamics of the degree distribution on the slower time-scale,

dq(t)

dt
= H(ρ)q(t), (4)

Therefore we have the following two-time-scale system which
combines the two dynamical systems of (2) and (4),

ε
dρ

dt
= F(q)ρ

dq

dt
= H(ρ)q,

(5)

where ε is the scaling factor across the time-scales.
As ε→ 0 the faster time-scale system can be approximated

by a algebraic equation, F(q)ρ = 0. Let ρ = Ψ(q) be the
solution of this algebraic equation along with the constraint
on ρ. Plugging the solution into the slower time-scale system
equation of (5), we obtain the following singularly perturbed
time-scale system [6],

dq

dt
= H(Ψ(q))q. (6)

This is a useful abstraction and can be used to analyze the
original system, where the approximation error can be bounded
under regularity conditions on the dynamic equations and
convergence to stable equilibria exponentially fast. This can be
formalized in the following result, which is a restated version
of [6, Theorem 8.1].

Theorem 3 ([6]). (Approximation of two-time-scale system as
a singularly perturbed system) Let the distributed inference
dynamics in a network of LLMs be governed by the two-time-
scale system (5). (A1) Let the real parts of all eigenvalues
of the Jacobian dF(q)ρ

dt |Ψ(q) are negative for all q ∈ Q.
(A2) Further, assume that the functions ψ and υ are Lipschitz
continuous and bounded in ρ. Let q∗(t) denote the solution to
the reduced system (6) and ρ∗(t) = Ψ(q∗(t)) the correspond-
ing quasi-steady state. Then for any t ∈ [t0,T] and initial
conditions satisfying ∥ρ(0)−Ψ(q(0))∥ = O(ε):

∥q(t)− q∗(t)∥ ≤ ξ1ε

∥ρ(t)− ρ∗(t)∥ ≤ ξ2ε

for appropriate constants ξ1, ξ2 > 0 independent of ε.

Theorem 3 simplifies the complex two-time-scale system
into a more analytically tractable singular perturbation ap-
proximation with error bounds. Unlike traditional networks,
LLMs have unique properties (hallucination tendencies, lin-
guistic reasoning capabilities) that create distinct dynamics
when connected. This framework provides analytical tools
to understand these emergent behaviors. Future research can
leverage this approximation to develop provable bounds on
hallucination propagation and design network topologies that
minimize false information spread while maximizing resource
efficiency.

C. Preferential Attachment for improved connectivity

Since this paper deals with a centrally controlled network
of LLMs, we propose periodically altering the network to
ensure that more reliable nodes are connected. The theoretical
results of the paper are useful for analysis but are often
difficult to use in practice. To complement our theory, we
propose a preferential attachment protocol that improves the
network of LLMs on a slower time-scale. Since the LLMs are
cognitive sensors, we use the ability to evaluate textual output
to grade their neighboring LLMs and use these grades to
reconfigure the network. In our numerical results, we demon-
strate how such an evaluation-based preferential attachment is
more useful than preferential attachment mechanisms based
on different centrality measures computed solely based on
network structure.

Algorithm 1 Preferential Attachment based Readjustment
1: Input: Adjacency Matrix A, Expected Grades
µT , µH , µD, Observations {yi}Ni=1

2: Output: Updated Adjacency Matrix A′

3: Initalize: ri = gi(yi) ∀i ∈ [N ], A′ = A
4: for m ∈ [log(N)] do
5: if {(i, j)|rj > µT+µD

2 ,Aij = 0, |N (j)| ≥
4 log(2N)
(µT−µD)2 } ≠ ∅ then

6: Sample (i′, j′) ∼ {(i, j)|rj > µT+µD

2 ,Aij =

0, |N (j)| ≥ 4 log(2N)
(µT−µD)2 } and set A′

i′,j′ = 1
7: end if
8: if {(i, j)|rj < µD−µH

2 ,Aij = 0, |N (j)| ≥
4 log(2N)
(µD−µH)2 } ≠ ∅ then

9: Sample (i′, j′) ∼ {(i, j)|rj < µH+µD

2 ,Aij =

1, |N (j)| ≥ 4 log(2N)
(µD−µH)2 } and set A′

i′,j′ = 0
10: end if
11: end for

Algorithm 1 implements a network readjustment mechanism
using a preferential attachment protocol to control information
propagation in LLM networks. It assigns reputation scores
or grade ri for each node i based on latent states zi using
the function ri. Then, at each of the logN iterations, we
sample one edge to add and one edge to delete. The sets
that the sampling is done on in Step 6 and Step 9 consist
of nodes with Ω(logN) neighbors to ensure that the grades
assigned to these LLMs nodes have confidence at least 1− 1

N .



Steps 5 and 8 ensure that sampling is done from a non-
empty set. We sample with replacement to show the theoretical
results, but one could develop a sample without replacement
version too. This approach modifies network connectivity
based on trust metrics. We next describe the grading function
ri. This preferential attachment protocol with an initial power
law distribution ensures the network remains sparse [8]. Our
main ingredient in the network readjustment is a peer-driven
evaluation mechanism.

We define a grading aggregation function which takes text
observation of yi and gives back an evaluation between interval
[0, 1], gi(yi) = 1

Ni

∑
j∈Ni

g(yi), where g : Y → [0, 1] is the
individual grading function. The grading interval is partitioned
into three disjoint intervals {GT ,GH ,GD} each of which corre-
sponds to one of the latent states. Let Vz = {i|zi = z}, z ∈ Z
denote the set of LLMs which are truthful. We make the
following assumptions:
(B1) The grading function g gives noisy evaluation where the

noise is independent of each other and is bounded by 1.
The expected grade µz = E[ri|zi = z] for latent state z
is such that µT > µD > µH .

(B2) The set {(i, j)|rj > µT+µD

2 ,Aij = 0, |N (j)| ≥
4 log(2N)
(µT−µD)2 } and the set {(i, j)|rj < µD+µH

2 ,Aij =

0, |N (j)| ≥ 4 log(2N)
(µD−µH)2 } are non-empty.

Assumption B1 ensures that the grades are informative of the
states. Assumption B2 ensures that the sets of candidate LLM
nodes being removed and added (whose evaluations are right
with probability 1− 1

N ) are non-empty.

Proposition 1. Let A denote the adjacency matrix of large
language model LLMs with the system model described in
Section II-A. And let A′ denote the readjusted adjacency
matrix after running Algorithm 1. Let Assumptions B1 and
B2 hold and let pz =

∑N−1

l≥ 4 log(2N)

|µz−µD|2
qlϱ

l
z , where q is the in-

degree distribution and ϱlz is the latent state distribution for
latent z and LLMs with in-degree l. Then after one run of
readjustment using Algorithm 1, the following bounds hold,

P

 ∑
i∈[N ]

∑
j∈VT

Aij <
∑
i∈[N ]

∑
j∈VT

A′
ij

 ≥ 1− δ1,

where δ1 = exp

(
− (1− 1

N )2 logN

2(max( 1
NpT

, 1
NpH

)−1)2

)
.

Proof Outline: We first analyze Step 6 and bound the
probability of error P(rj > µT+µD

2 | z = T,N−1 ≥ |N (i)| ≥
4 log(2N)
|µT−µD|2 }) ≥ 1 − 1

N using Hoeffding’s inequality. We then
bound the probability of Step 5 succeeding (the sampled edge
is from a truthful node), P(z = T |rj > µT+µD

2 , N − 1 ≥
|N (i)| ≥ 4 log(2N)

|µH−µD|2 ) ≥
(1− 1

N )pT
1−pT

N +pT

using Bayes’ rule. A similar
bound can be obtained for Step 9. A single iteration, therefore,
succeeds with probability (

(1− 1
N )pT

1−pT
N +pT

)
(1− 1

N )pH
1−pH

N +pH

. The final step
is applying Hoeffding’s inequality over the success of logN
rounds to bound the probability that more rounds succeed than
not.

The above proposition shows that the number of edges
from truthful nodes increases in a single algorithm run with
probability 1− δ1, where δ1 is especially small when the pT
and pH are away from 0 and 1. If the pH is close to 1, then
Step 9 does not run, and one can obtain a stronger bound.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS: EFFECT OF NETWORK
RECONFIGURATION AND CONTROL OPTIMIZATION

In this section, we present numerical experiments that
demonstrate how a network of LLMs reaches consensus by
information diffusion and adaptive network readjustment using
Algorithm 1. Then we present an example cost function that
can be minimized to control the reliability and efficiency of
the system. Lastly, we demonstrate how our proposed cost
functions can be minimized to reduce the communication
overhead and improve convergence.
A. Dataset and Task Description

We consider the task of answering a question given access
to a distributed dataset, where a single LLM analyzes the
associated data. The private dataset of the LLM could either
contain the information required to answer the question or not.
The dataset consists of 20 scenarios, each associated with a
question, its correct answer, and the document which contains
the answer. Each document is split into five paragraphs. Some
paragraphs contain the correct answer to the question, while
others do not, and each LLM receives a paragraph randomly
during initialization2. In our experiment, we consider a net-
work of 100 LLMs with the open-source LLM Llama 3.1 8B.
The network is represented by a directed adjacency matrix
that defines each LLM’s inbound and outbound neighborhood
connections. Each LLM is assigned a random paragraph,
with 30% of the LLMs receiving paragraphs that contain the
correct answer to a corresponding question. To demonstrate the
effectiveness of dynamically readjusting the network, LLMs
are prompted at each iteration to reconsider their answers
by incorporating the opinions of their neighbors. Every 200
iterations, LLMs evaluate the reliability of their neighbors
(without any private context, hence ensuring independent
evaluations and respecting assumption B1) and update the
adjacency matrix using Algorithm 1.

B. Benchmark against different preferential attachment net-
works initializations with our reconfiguration

Figure 2 illustrates the comparison across different pref-
erential attachment mechanisms with our Algorithm 1 on the
convergence. The average proportion of correct answers across
20 different questions, with five repeated experiments per
question to reduce variance. The network is initialized using
various centrality measures—namely, PageRank, closeness,
eigenvector, and degree centrality, which do not exploit the
evaluation capabilities of LLMs. The results demonstrate that
our method achieves more consistent and truthful convergence
across different questions. Although we are not able to achieve

2Our experimental setup, along with dataset, code, LLM prompts, and
supplementary results are available at github.com/yimingz1218/llm networks.



a locally asymptotically stable equilibrium at (1, 0, 0) guar-
anteed by Theorem 1 under the conditions A1 and A2, we
do achieve a stable equilibrium near it at (0.9, 0.1, 0), and
the values of κTH(u, l, l, 0) < 0.02 for all l, which motivate
studying generalizations of Theorem 1. The average grades
computed were µT = 6.65, µD = 5.50, µH = 4.98 validating
assumption B1.

Fig. 2. Algorithm 1 can readjust the network to ensure a faster convergence
to stable equilibrium near (1, 0, 0) compared to other static preferential
attachment-based network initializations.
C. Optimizing For Token Efficiency and Convergence

The control u which governs the dynamics of (2), in
practice, could be the token count that the LLMs used to
communicate or the tokens used to process private information.
Therefore, one could use the two-time scale abstraction to
control the system further to achieve the inference objective
while minimizing the token efficiency. If one could exactly
extract the coefficient parameters of the differential equations
governing the dynamics, they could use a model predictive
control approach to optimize for the cost function. However,
although the differential equations offer theoretical insights
into the convergence, often estimating the ODE parameters
for reliably such a system is computationally intensive; fu-
ture work can look at sample efficient ways of learning the
ODE. Instead, we show our numerical results using a simul-
taneous perturbation-based stochastic approximation (SPSA)
approach [10]. In practice, the control variable u is from
a finite set of integers. However, we relax the problem to
a continuous domain and perform a classical SPSA-based
optimization. We solve the following stochastic continuous
optimization problem, which optimizes for the control u ∈ U
to minimize the expected cost function c where the expectation
is over the network dynamics,

min
u∈U

E
{
c((ρk)L0 , (q

k)L0 , u)
}
,

where L is the time horizon. For our experimental results, we
consider the following cost function:

c((ρk)L0 , (q
k)L0 , u) =ξc

L∑
k=1

Eqk
[cc(l, u)]− ξa(1− ρL

T ) (7)

where ξc and ξa (we take ξc
ξa

= 10−6) are weighing constants
for the two different cost components. The first part deals

with the expected communication cost using the cost function
cc(l, u) for degree l and control u and the second term
penalizes hallucination.

In Figure 3, we report the average token cost, the proportion
of truthful LLMs (ρT ) and the proportion of hallucinating
LLMs (ρH ) for different values of our control u across 20
distinct questions, each evaluated over five repeated trials
to reduce variance. The control (u) we consider is a token
budget is enforced through a soft limit, wherein the prompt
encourages the LLM to produce responses within a specified
token range. In addition, a hard limit is imposed by con-
straining the output length of the LLM through parameter
settings in code, computed as a fixed overhead plus the soft
limit. Notably, increasing the token limit does not consistently
enhance performance. This observation motivates optimizing
the cost function defined in (7), aiming to achieve a more
effective trade-off between accuracy and token efficiency.

Fig. 3. Final value of ρT and token cost under varying the control u (soft
token thresholds) across 20 questions (5 trials each). ρT peaks around control
u = 20 and ρH peaks around control u = 35, then plateus, while token cost
rises steadily. This highlights the need for optimized control to balance cost
and hallucination reduction.

Fig. 4. Gradient descent can be used to optimize the cost function associated
with a network of LLMs. The blue line indicates the cost function being
optimized using a set of 10 question and answer (QA) pair set. The orange
line indicates the cost function on a separate 10 QA pair set. The cost
decreases and stabilizes, indicating effective convergence. This confirms that
the optimized u successfully optimizes the trade-off defined in (7).

To demonstrate the effectiveness of our control strategy
in improving token efficiency and convergence, we adjust



the token limit every 1000 iterations with a step size of 2.
The direction of adjustment is determined by recalculating
the average cost function over a set of 5 questions, guiding
whether to increase or decrease the token limit in the next
step. As shown in Figure 4, we use SPSA to optimize the cost
function defined in (7). Every 1000 iterations, the token limit
assigned to the LLMs is updated based on the finite gradient
approximation. We start with an initial control of u0 = 45
and converge to a control of u50 = 18. The plot illustrates
that the overall cost decreases over the optimization steps and
converges both on the dataset the optimization is performed
using and a separate inference dataset.

IV. CONCLUSION

This paper proposed a mean-field approximation for infor-
mation diffusion in a network of LLMs performing distributed
inference. A two-time scale abstraction for the system, which
can be studied using singular perturbation methods, is pro-
vided. Further, we propose a preferential attachment protocol
that uses a distributed evaluation framework to readjust the
network on a slower time scale. Finally, we numerically study
the efficacy of our proposed protocol and show how we can
control the parameters of the interaction of individual LLMs.
Future work could extend the theoretical results by studying
more general equilibria beyond the simple case where all
LLMs are truthful.
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APPENDIX

A. Proof of Theorem 1
Proof. To establish that the equilibrium ρl

∗ = [1, 0, 0]T for
all l is locally asymptotically stable, we employ the Lyapunov
stability theorem. This requires constructing a Lyapunov func-
tion V (ρ) that is positive definite near the equilibrium and
demonstrating that its time derivative d

dtρ(ρ) is negative
definite in a neighborhood of ρ for all l.

Step 1: Define the Lyapunov Function Consider the
candidate Lyapunov function for each degree l:

V l(ρl) = ρl
H + ρl

D

Since ρl
H ≥ 0 and ρl

D ≥ 0, we have V l(ρ) ≥ 0. Moreover,
V l(ρ) = 0 if and only if ρl

H and ρl
D = 0, which, given the

constraint
∑

ρl
z = 1, implies ρl

T = 1. Thus, V l(ρl) = 0 at
the equilibrium ρl∗. For the entire system, define:

V (ρ) =
∑
l

qlV
l(ρl).

Clearly, V (ρ) ≥ 0, and V (ρ) = 0 if and only if ρl
H = 0 and

ρl
D = 0 for all l, i.e., ρ = ρ∗. Hence, V (ρ) is positive definite

around the equilibrium.
Step 2: Compute the Time Derivative Next, compute the

time derivative of the Lyapunov function:
d

dt
V (ρ) =

∑
l

ql

(
d

dt
ρl
H +

d

dt
ρl
D

)
.

The specific dynamics are given as:
d

dt
ρl
H = Gl

THρl
T +Gl

DHρl
D − (Gl

HT +Gl
HD)ρl

H ,

d

dt
ρl
D = Gl

TDρl
T +Gl

HDρl
H − (Gl

DT +Gl
DH)ρl

D.

Summing these and plugging ρl
T = 1− ρl

H − ρl
D:

d

dt
(ρl

H + ρl
D) = Gl

TH(1− ρl
H − ρl

D) +Gl
DHρl

D

− (Gl
HT +Gl

HD)ρl
H +Gl

TD(1− ρl
H − ρl

D)

+Gl
HDρl

H − (Gl
DT +Gl

DH)ρl
D



And we can write the change in the Lyuponov function as,
d

dt
V (ρ) =

∑
l

ql

[
(Gl

TH +Gl
TD)(1− ρl

H − ρl
D)

−Gl
HTρ

l
H −Gl

DTρ
l
D

]
.

Step 3: Analyze Near the Equilibrium Evaluate the behavior
near ρ∗, where ρlT = 1, ρlH = 0, ρlD = 0, so θT = 1, θH = 0,
θD = 0. The transition rate is given by (1).

At the Equilibrium: When θT = 1, θH = 0, θD = 0, only
the term with i = l, j = 0 contributes (since (θT )

l = 1, and
1− θT − θH = 0):

Gl
z1z2 = κz1z2(u, l, l, 0).

By (A1), κTH(u, l, l, 0) = 0, κTD(u, l, l, 0) = 0, so Gl
TH = 0,

Gl
TD = 0. By (A2), κHT (u, l, l, 0) > 0, κDT (u, l, l, 0) > 0,

so define:

αl
HT = κHT (u, l, l, 0) > 0, αl

DT = κDT (u, l, l, 0) > 0,

thus Gl
HT = αl

HT , Gl
DT = αl

DT .
Near the Equilibrium: Consider small perturbations: ρlH =

ϵlH , ρlD = ϵlD, where ϵlH , ϵ
l
D ≥ 0 are small, so ρlT = 1− ϵlH −

ϵlD.
Let ϵ

2 = minl max(ϵH , ϵD) According to A3,

θT = 1− ϵH − ϵD, θH = ϵH , θD = ϵD,

where ϵH , ϵD are small constants < ϵ. We now calculate the
different transition probabilities.

Gl
TH =

l∑
i=0

l−i∑
j=0

κTH(u, l, i, j)

(
l

i, j

)
(1− ϵH − ϵD)iϵjHϵ

l−i−j
D .

Since κTH(u, l, l, 0) = 0, the i = l, j = 0 term is zero.
Significant terms are: i = l − 1, j = 1:(

l

l − 1, 0

)
(1− ϵH − ϵD)l−1ϵD = l(1− ϵH − ϵD)l−1ϵD,

i = l − 1, j = 1(
l

l − 1, 1

)
(1− ϵH − ϵD)l−1ϵH = l(1− ϵH − ϵD)l−1ϵH .

Next we calculate Gl
TH , Gl

TD, Gl
HT and Gl

DT : Define
βl
TH = lκTH(u, l, l − 1, 0), γlTH = lκTH(u, l, l − 1, 1),
βl
TD = lκTD(u, l, l − 1, 0), γlTD = lκTD(u, l, l − 1, 1), and

let ϵT = 1− ϵD − ϵT so:

Gl
TH = βl

TH(ϵT )
l−1ϵD + γlTH(ϵT )

l−1ϵH +Rl
TH ,

Gl
TD = βl

TD(ϵT )
l−1ϵD + γlTD(ϵT )

l−1ϵH +Rl
TD,

where Rl
TH includes higher-order terms (e.g., i ≤ l − 2)

bounded by Cl
TH(ϵH + ϵD)2 for some constant Cl

TH and
Rl

TD ≤ Cl
TD(ϵH + ϵD)2.

Gl
HT = αl

HT (ϵT )
l + lκHT (u, l, l − 1, 0)(ϵT )

l−1ϵD

+ lκHT (u, l, l − 1, 1)(ϵT )
l−1ϵH +Rl

HT ,

Gl
DT = αl

DT (ϵT )
l + lκDT (u, l, l − 1, 0)(ϵT )

l−1ϵD

+ lκDT (u, l, l − 1, 1)(ϵT )
l−1ϵH +Rl

DT ,

where Rl
HT ≤ Cl

HT (ϵH + ϵD)2 and Rl
DT ≤ Cl

DT (ϵH + ϵD)2.
All these terms are needed in our computation of the next step.

Derivative Near the Equilibrium: when ρlT = 1− ϵlH − ϵlD,
we need to compute the following terms,

(Gl
TH +Gl

TD)(1− ϵlH − ϵlD) =
[
(βl

TH + βl
TD)ϵD

+(γlTH + γlTD)ϵH +Rl
TH +Rl

TD

]
(1− ϵlH − ϵlD)(ϵT )

l−1,

−Gl
HT ρ

l
H = −αl

HT (ϵT )
lϵlH

− lκHT (u, l, l − 1, 0)(ϵT )
l−1ϵDϵ

l
H

− lκHT (u, l, l − 1, 1)(ϵT )
l−1ϵHϵ

l
H −Rl

HT ϵ
l
H ,

−Gl
DT ρ

l
D = −αl

DT (ϵT )
lϵlD

− lκDT (u, l, l − 1, 0)(ϵT )
l−1ϵDϵ

l
D

− lκDT (u, l, l − 1, 1)(ϵT )
l−1ϵHϵ

l
D −Rl

DT ϵ
l
D.

Assume Gl
DH , G

l
HD are bounded by M , |Gl

DH | ≤ M ,
|Gl

HD| ≤ M , so: |Gl
DHρ

l
D − Gl

HDρ
l
H | ≤ M(ϵlD + ϵlH).

Combining and plugging ϵT we obtain,

d

dt
V (ρ) =

∑
l

ql

[
−αl

HT (1− ϵH − ϵD)lϵlH

−αl
DT (1− ϵH − ϵD)lϵlD + Pl

]
,

where Pl includes positive and negative terms:

Pl = (Gl
TH +Gl

TD)(1− ϵlH − ϵlD)

− lκHT (u, l, l − 1, 0)(1− ϵH − ϵD)l−1ϵDϵ
l
H

− lκHT (u, l, l − 1, 1)(1− ϵH − ϵD)l−1ϵHϵ
l
H

−Rl
HT ϵ

l
H − lκDT (u, l, l − 1, 0)(1− ϵH − ϵD)l−1ϵDϵ

l
D

− lκDT (u, l, l − 1, 1)(1− ϵH − ϵD)l−1ϵHϵ
l
D

−Rl
DT ϵ

l
D + (Gl

DHρ
l
D −Gl

HDρ
l
H).

Since ϵH , ϵD, ϵlH , ϵ
l
D are small, and from the previous step

Gl
z1z2 for z2 ̸= T are O(ϵ), Pl is of order O(ϵ2) (products

of small terms), while the leading terms −αl
HT (1 − ϵH −

ϵD)lϵlH −αl
DT (1− ϵH − ϵD)lϵlD are of order O(ϵ). For small

perturbations (ϵH + ϵD < 1), (1 − ϵH − ϵD)l > 0, and
since αl

HT > 0, αl
DT > 0, the negative terms dominate

when ϵlH > 0 or ϵlD > 0. Define m = minl{αl
HT , α

l
DT },

MP = maxl{|Pl|/(ϵlH + ϵlD)}. Then:

d

dt
V (ρ) ≤

∑
l

ql

[
−m(ϵT )

l(ϵlH + ϵlD) +MP (ϵ
l
H + ϵlD)

]
.

For ϵH + ϵD < δ < 1, ϵlT = (1 − ϵH − ϵD)l ≥ (1 − δ)l,
and MP → 0 as ϵH , ϵD → 0. Choose δ small enough that
m(1− δ)l > MP , ensuring for a small region around ρ∗:

d

dt
V (ρ) < 0 for ρ ̸= ρ∗.

The Lyapunov function V (ρ) =
∑

l ql(ρ
l
H + ρl

D) is positive
near ρl

∗, and its derivative d
dtV (ρ) < 0 for ρ ̸= ρ∗ in a neigh-

borhood of the equilibrium, under the given conditions. By the
Lyapunov stability theorem, the equilibrium ρ∗ = [1, 0, 0]T for
all l is locally asymptotically stable.
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