
Mean First Passage Time of the Symmetric Noisy Voter Model with

Arbitrary Initial and Boundary Conditions

Rytis Kazakevičius, Aleksejus Kononovicius

Institute of Theoretical Physics and Astronomy, Vilnius University

Abstract

Models of imitation and herding behavior often underestimate the role of individualistic actions and
assume symmetric boundary conditions. However, real-world systems (e.g., electoral processes) frequently
involve asymmetric boundaries. In this study, we explore how arbitrarily placed boundary conditions in-
fluence the mean first passage time in the symmetric noisy voter model, and how individualistic behavior
amplifies this asymmetry. We derive exact analytical expressions for mean first passage time that accommo-
date any initial condition and two types of boundary configurations: (i) both boundaries absorbing, and (ii)
one absorbing and one reflective. In both scenarios, mean first passage time exhibits a clear asymmetry with
respect to the initial condition, shaped by the boundary placement and the rate of independent transitions.
Symmetry in mean first passage time emerges only when absorbing boundaries are equidistant from the mid-
point. Additionally, we show that Kramers’ law holds in both configurations when the rate of independent
transitions is large. Our analytical results are in excellent agreement with numerical simulations, reinforcing
the robustness of our findings.

1 Introduction

The mean first passage time (abbr. MFPT) is a tool widely used in various fields such as quantum statistical
mechanics [1–7], laser physics [8, 9], chemistry [10–12], biology [13–15]. It is particularly prominent in the
research on stochastic processes and random walks [16, 17], and most recently in the context of target search
problems [18]. The MFPT, also known as the first hitting time or first detection time, refers to the average time
it takes for a system initially in one specific state (or states) to reach a different specific state (or states) for the
first time. The MFPT can be directly calculated from the first passage time distribution (abbr. FPTD) [18–20];
however, for many stochastic processes, the FPTD is known only in the form of an infinite series [21]. In certain
cases, e.g., for birth–death processes [22], MFPT can be a used to obtain a reasonable approximation for the
FPTD. In sociophysics, which applies physics-based methods to social phenomena, MFPT is increasingly used
to study aspects of human behavior, such as polarization and segregation in voting dynamics [23], and how
the trading strategies affect the financial markets [24]. Voter models, in particular, are employed to simulate
social networks and the influence of mass media on opinion formation [25], statistical voting patterns [26–29],
polarization, and consensus formation [30, 31]. Comparing voter model predictions against empirical social
network data analysis is also a promising research direction [32–36]. While there are many other opinion
dynamics models [37–39], only voter models have been as well-suited for the MFPT analysis [40]. In this
context, the investigation of MFPT within the framework of voter models constitutes a compelling direction for
future research, with the theoretical and applied potential.

An extensive body of work exists that either analytically derives, or explores numerically, the MFPT for a range
of modified and extended versions of the voter model [31, 40–43]. Most of these works focus on evaluating the
consensus time, which refers to the average time for a polarized system to reach a consensus state for the first
time [40–43]. It has also been applied to quantify other characteristic times, such as the opinion switching
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time [44] and opinion polarization time [31]. Therefore, the analysis of MFPT in voter models helps researchers
understand how fast a population can change, how this the pace of change depends on system characteristics [31]
and variety of opinion formation mechanisms [40]. By providing a quantitative framework for the expected
timing of transitions between the states, MFPT enables the exploration of communication patterns, influence,
and collective decision-making in networks [25, 32, 45]. This exploration could have potential applications for
financial risk management [24], as the noisy voter model (often under the name of Kirman model [46]) has been
shown to be a good model for opinion dynamics in the financial markets as well [47–49].

Despite the growing interest in first passage time statistics for various modifications of the voter models, most
studies have mainly relied on numerical simulations [41–43, 50]. Furthermore, many of the earlier works have
set out to explore how the MFPT scales with the system size [40, 42, 51] but have neglected scaling based on
other parameters, such as independent transition rates, introduced in other common modifications of the voter
model. Notably [31, 44] have recently explored MFPT dependence on the independent transition rates. Even
in these works analytical approximations for MFPT have been obtained only in limited cases, such as for low
independent transition rates [44] or for fixed boundary conditions [31]. Therefore, a general framework that
analyzes MFPT dependence on transition rates and boundary conditions can still be developed further.

To simplify the analytical derivation, the MFPT dependence on the initial condition can be made symmetric by
choosing symmetric boundary conditions [52]. Yet this assumption is highly restrictive, as real-life problems may
have inherent asymmetry. For example, in many multi-party proportional representation systems, a political
party must surpass a minimum vote threshold, often 4% or 5%, to gain representation in the parliament [53].
On the other hand, a party would be considered successful (and likely to win a multi-party election) if it received
more than 30% of the votes. Thus, a natural asymmetry in the political expectations arises. Consequently, in
this work, we focus on asymmetry in the MFPT, as it better captures the non-uniform nature of threshold-
based systems and decision-making processes in social systems. The primary aim of this study is to explore how
asymmetry in boundary conditions influence asymmetry observed in MFPT and how asymmetric MFPT scales
as independent transition rates grow larger. To facilitate the present analysis, we instead assume symmetry in
the independent transition rates, an assumption we anticipate relaxing in the future.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we describe our definition and approach to the numerical
simulation of the noisy voter model. In Section 3, we present the main analytical results and compare them
against the numerical simulations. In Section 4, we discuss we obtained results with a focus on their validation
and possible applications. Conclusions and future outlook follow in Section 5. In the main body of the text,
to keep it more approachable and concise, we have skipped some of the derivation steps, these are discussed
in detail in the A (derivation of the ordinary differential equation for MFPT), B (solution of the ordinary
differential equation for MFPT) and C (analysis of a few selected special cases).

2 Noisy voter model

The original formulation of the voter model [54] involved spatial competition between two species. In the original
model, during every simulation step, a random site on rectangular grid was selected, and then its contents (a
single individual) were replaced by a copy of an individual from a neighboring site. This copying mechanism was
well received by the opinion dynamics community [37,55], as with a slight change in terminology, it can be seen
to be equivalent to conformist behavior in social response theory [56,57]. Here, we will consider a generalization
of the voter model, which incorporates not only peer copying behavior but also spontaneous transitions without
interaction with a peer. Because spontaneous transitions are similar to noise, this generalization is often
referred to as the noisy voter model. This generalization of the voter model was originally introduced in [58],
but a remarkably similar model was independently proposed in [46] with economic modeling in mind. Thus,
some works refer to this model as Kirman’s model or the herding model [47, 48, 59], though the microscopic
foundation of both models is mostly the same. The noisy voter model is one of the most prevalent models
in sociophysics [37]. It exhibits rich phenomenology and has successfully been used to replicate electoral data
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across different countries [26–29].

Let us formulate the noisy voter model as follows. Let there be a fixed number N of particles (also agents or
voters) in the simulated system. Any particle can occupy any of the two available states. Let us label the states
as “0” and “1”. Transitions between the states occur either independently (at rate ri, where the index i would
match the destination state label) or due to the interaction with other particles in the destination state (let the
interaction rate between any two particles be h). If X denotes the number of particles in state “1”, then a single
transition will change the X by at most one step (up or down). Under these assumptions and with the selected
notation, the transition rates with respect to X are given by:

λ (X → X + 1) = λ+ = (N −X) (r1 + hX) , λ (X → X − 1) = λ− = X (r0 + h [N −X]) . (1)

Because the transition rates encode a one-step process, we employ the birth–death process formalism [60] to
derive a stochastic differential equation (abbr. SDE) that approximates the discrete noisy voter model:

dx =
λ+ − λ−

N
dt+

√
λ+ + λ−

N2
dW ≈ h [ε1(1− x)− ε0x] dt+

√
2hx(1− x) +

hε1
N

(1− x) +
hε0
N

xdW. (2)

Here, N denotes the number of agents. The equation above is suitable for analyzing finite-size effects and
related phenomena. However, in this study, we focus on the large-N regime. Taking the limit N → ∞ and
assuming that the transition rates are much smaller than N , the SDE governing the fraction of agents in state
“1”, i.e., x = X

N , simplifies to

dx = h [ε1(1− x)− ε0x] dt+
√

2hx(1− x)dW. (3)

We interpret the SDE above in the Itô sense, where W denotes the standard Wiener process. In this formulation,
we introduce a dimensionless notation for the independent transition rates, εi = ri

h . This choice decouples the
overall timescale of the process (controlled by h) from the shape of its dynamics (determined by εi). Thus,
without loss of generality, let us set h = 1 and consider only the impact of independent transition rates εi. For
h ̸= 1, the obtained mean first-passage times would need to be trivially multiplied by h.

Obtaining the steady-state distribution of the process described by Eq. (3) is trivial [20]. It can easily be shown
to be the Beta distribution with respective shape parameters equal to εi. The probability density function of
the steady-state distribution is given by:

P∞ (x) =
Γ (ε0 + ε1)

Γ (ε0) Γ (ε1)
xε1−1 (1− x)

ε0−1
. (4)

Notably, steady-state distribution can also be derived for the discrete noisy voter model with finite N . It
follows a Beta-binomial distribution with the number of trials equal to N and the shape parameters given by
εi (see Appendix B in [61]). The independent transition rates, ε0 and ε1, literally control the shape of the Beta
distribution. If both are less than 1, P∞ (x) is bimodal (i.e., the distribution has a U-shape). If both are greater
than 1, P∞ (x) is unimodal (i.e., the distribution has a bell-shape). If ε0 = ε1 = 1, then the Beta distribution
reduces to the uniform distribution. If the values of the independent transition rates differ, P∞ (x) will become
skewed to the right (if ε1 > ε0) or to the left (if ε1 < ε0). In this work, we focus on a symmetric noisy voter
model, i.e., ε0 = ε1 = ε.

We numerically solve Eq. (3), with h = 1 and ε0 = ε1 = ε, using Euler–Maruyama method [62]. Starting from
the initial condition x0, we iterate the following difference equation (in it ∆t is the constant time step, and ξi

are standard normal random variables),

xi+1 = xi + ε (1− 2xi)∆t+
√

2xi (1− xi)∆tξi, (5)

until either lower boundary L or higher boundary H is passed (we require that L ≤ x0 ≤ H). If that boundary
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is absorbing, we record the time, T = (i+ 1)∆t, as a new sample of the first passage time and restart the
simulation. If the boundary condition is reflective, then the new xi+1 value is clipped to the range of valid
values (e.g., if after iterating the difference equation we would have xi+1 ≤ L, we instead set xi+1 = L). To
constrain the simulation, we require that any first passage time would be at most Tmax. If (i+ 1)∆t > Tmax

without reaching an absorbing boundary condition, we ignore the current run and restart the simulation. Unless
noted otherwise, the numerical results reported here have been obtained with ∆t = 10−5, Tmax = 106 and by
taking 105 samples. Alternatively, a variable time step method [63] or higher-order methods [62] (e.g., the
Milstein approximation method) could be used; however, these methods would require more computational
resources without producing a qualitative impact on the obtained results.

The code implementing the described approach to sampling the MFPT from the symmetric noisy voter model,
along with the relevant scripts reproducing all the figures presented in the later sections, is available on
GitHub [64].

3 The mean first passage time

3.1 General solution

If first-passage time distribution (abbr. FPTD), pT (T ), of the stochastic process has a closed-form expression,
mean first-passage time (abbr. MFPT) can be calculated directly

T =

∫ ∞

0

TpT (T ) dT. (6)

However, for many stochastic processes, the FPTD can be expressed analytically only as an infinite sum, rather
than as a closed-form expression [21]. Even when the FPTD can be expressed in terms of elementary or special
functions, the integral above often remains analytically intractable and must be evaluated numerically [19].
Therefore, a more commonly employed approach in physics to obtain the MFPT is to use the time-backward
Fokker–Planck equation.

For the symmetric noisy voter model described by Eq. (3), with h = 1 and ε0 = ε1 = ε, the corresponding
Fokker–Planck is

∂

∂t
P
(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)
= −ε

∂

∂x

[
(1− 2x)P

(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)]
+

∂2

∂x2

[
x (1− x)P

(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)]
. (7)

It can be shown that the time-backward Fokker–Planck equation [20] associated with the Fokker–Planck equation
above is

∂

∂t
P
(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)
= ε (1− 2x0)

∂

∂x0
P
(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)
+ x0 (1− x0)

∂2

∂x2
0

P
(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)
. (8)

In the A, Eqs. (40)–(45), we have shown that the time-backward Fokker–Planck equation above leads to the
following ordinary differential equation (abbr. ODE) for the MFPT:

x0 (1− x0)
d2

dx2
0

T + ε (1− 2x0)
d

dx0
T = −1. (9)

To derive the ODE above from the Fokker–Planck equation, we assumed that the parameter ε is time-independent.
This is a common assumption in the literature [37, 39, 58]. Although, some recent works have shown that for
certain problems it is convenient to treat ε as being time-dependent [65]. Consequently, ODE (9) is not appli-
cable to scenarios involving time-dependent transition rates. For a general framework to derive ODEs for the
MFPT see Refs. [19, 20]. The obtained equation for the MFPT is a second-order ODE and must be supple-
mented by two boundary conditions. Therefore, the MFPT problem is well-poised only as an escape from a
bounded domain problem [52]. This approach cannot be applied to problems with only one absorbing boundary
condition. In such cases, alternative approaches can be taken, such as perturbation techniques [66–69], Laplace
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transforms [70], or a direct solution of backward Fokker–Planck equation [17]. In this paper, we obtain a general
solution of the Eq. (9) (see B for more details), which specifies the MFPT for the symmetric noisy voter model.

Let the symmetric noisy voter model process start at x0. Let the boundary conditions be placed at L and H, so
that 0 ≤ L ≤ x0 ≤ H ≤ 1. These boundary conditions confine the process to a clipped interval [L,H] instead
of the natural interval [0, 1]. Then in case of two absorbing boundary conditions, we obtain the MFPT (see B
for derivation)

TLH =
T p (H)β1−L − T p (L)β1−H

β1−H − β1−L
+

T p (L)− T p (H)

β1−H − β1−L
β1−x0 + T p (x0) . (10)

In the above βz = βz (1− ε, 1− ε) is the incomplete beta function (the frequently repeated arguments have
been omitted for brevity), and T p (z) is a particular solution of Eq. (9), which is given by

T p (z) =
1

Γ (2ε) Γ (1− ε)
G2,3

3,3

(
z

∣∣∣∣∣ 1, 1, 2 (1− ε)

1, 1− ε, 0

)
. (11)

Here Γ (ε) is the gamma function, and Gm,n
p,q

(
z

∣∣∣∣∣ a1, a2, .., ap

b1, b2, .., bq

)
is Meijer G-function.

If the boundary condition at L is reflective instead (this choice, in the context of the voter model, could
be interpreted as representing an inflexible voter base [71–74]), while the boundary condition at H remains
absorbing, the MFPT is given by (see B for derivation)

T r =

[
Γ (ε) Γ (ε)

Γ (2ε)
− βL (ε, ε)

]
[β1−x0

(1− ε, 1− ε)− β1−H (1− ε, 1− ε)] + T p (x0)− T p (H) . (12)

If boundary condition at H would be reflective (this choice, in the context of the voter model, could be interpreted
as representing an inflexible opposition [71–74]), and boundary condition at L would be absorbing, the above
solution would still apply with just swapping of the L and H symbols.

3.2 Obtaining reduced mean first passage time expressions for certain ε

Eqs. (10) and (12) constitute the main analytical results of this paper. At first glance, these MFPT expressions
may appear problematic to evaluate due to the presence of special functions. However, for certain values of the
independent transition rate, these special functions may be reduced to expressions involving basic functions.
In particular, significant simplification occurs when ε = n

2 with n ∈ N, due to the mathematical properties
of the special functions involved. Notably, special attention should be given to the cases with integer ε, as in
these cases the standard relation between the incomplete beta function and the hyper-geometric function breaks
down. For the integer ε, β1−z (1− ε, 1− ε), βz (ε, ε) and T p (z) must be evaluated directly from Eqs. (83) and
(86). Thus, let us consider the first few values, i.e., ε = 0, 1

2 , 1, 3
2 , 2 and 5

2 .

For the considered ε values, one of the parametrizations of the incomplete beta function can be reduced to

β1−z (1− ε, 1− ε) =



1− z, for ε = 0,

2 arcsin
(√

1− z
)
, for ε = 1

2 ,

ln (1− z) for ε = 1,

2(1−2z)√
z(1−z)

, for ε = 3
2 ,

1−2z
z(1−z) + 2 (ln (z)− ln (1− z)) , for ε = 2,
2(16z3−24z2+6z+1)

3z3/2(1−z)3/2
, for ε = 5

2 .

(13)
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Figure 1: The mean first passage time T dependence on the initial condition x0 with various values of indepen-
dent transition rate ε for the case with absorbing boundary conditions at L and H. The black curves correspond
to Eq. (10), while the red squares represent estimates obtained by numerical simulation of Eq. (3) with h = 1
and ε0 = ε1 = ε. Boundary conditions were placed at L = 0.03 and H = 0.63.

Similarly, the other parametrization can be reduced to

βz (ε, ε) =



ln (z) , for ε = 0,

2 arcsin (
√
z) , for ε = 1

2 ,

z, for ε = 1,

1
4

(
(2z − 1)

√
z (1− z) + arcsin (

√
z)
)
, for ε = 3

2 ,

1
6 (3− 2z) z2, for ε = 2,

1
64

((
16z3 − 24z2 + 2z + 3

)√
z (1− z) + 3 arcsin (

√
z)
)
. for ε = 5

2 .

(14)

Likewise, the particular solution can be reduced to

T p (z) =



(z − 1) ln (1− z)− z ln (z) , for ε = 0,

1
2

(
π2 + (2 arccosh (

√
z))

2
)
, for ε = 1

2 ,

ln (z)− ln (1− z) for ε = 1,

1
2

(
(2z−1) arccos(

√
z)√

z(1−z)
− 1

)
, for ε = 3

2 ,

1
6

(
z

z−1 + 2 ln (1− z)
)
, for ε = 2,

(20z2−20z−3)
√

z(1−z)−3(16z3−24z2+6z+1) arccos(
√
z)

96z3/2(1−z)3/2
, for ε = 5

2 .

(15)

Relevant derivations for a few of these special cases are provided in C. The reduced expressions enable a more
transparent analytical treatment of the MFPT dependence on the initial condition. These expressions also
facilitate a comparison between analytical expressions and results of the numerical simulation (see Figs. 1 and
2).

Figures 1 and 2 show an excellent agreement between the obtained MFPT expressions and numerical simulation
results for the two distinct boundary problems. For the both considered boundary problems, the dependence
of MFPT on the independent transition rate is highly asymmetric. For the case with two absorbing boundaries
(see Fig. 1), the degree of asymmetry increases with ε as the MFPT peak shifts away from the middle of the
allowed x value range towards the boundary condition which lies closer to the natural boundary. Also, the
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Figure 2: The mean first passage time T dependence on the initial condition x0 with various values of indepen-
dent transition rate ε for the case with reflective boundary condition at L and absorbing boundary condition at
H. The black curves correspond to Eq. (12), while the red squares represent estimates obtained by numerical
simulation of Eq. (3) with h = 1 and ε0 = ε1 = ε. In all instances boundary conditions were placed at L = 0.03
and H = 0.63.

maximum MFPT grows larger with ε. For the case with one reflective and one absorbing boundary (see Fig. 2),
the maximum MFPT always lies at the reflective boundary, but the maximum T decreases with ε. Though,
as will be shown in Section 3.5, the dependence of T on ε in both considered cases is not as trivial as can be
observed from Figs. 1 and 2.

3.3 Detailed analysis of the ε = 0 case

Here, let us consider ε = 0 case in more detail. This case yields the most compact and tractable expressions for
the MFPT within our framework. This case also proves particularly interesting as it coincides with the original
voter model on a complete graph (i.e., if any particle may interact with any other particle).

Let us insert appropriate replacements for the incomplete beta function, taken from Eqs. (13) and (14), and the
particular solution, Eq. (15), into Eq. (10). Then Eq. (10) simplifies to

TLH

(
x0

∣∣ε = 0
)
=

Lf (H)−Hf (L)

H − L
+

f (L)− f (H)

H − L
x0 + f (x0) . (16)

Here we have introduced a placeholder function

f (z) = (z − 1) ln (1− z)− z ln (z) , (17)

which allows us to greatly simplify the MFPT expression above. Notably, it can be shown that MFPT depen-
dence on the initial condition reaches maximum value at

x0,max = max
[
TLH

(
x0

∣∣ε = 0
)]

=
1

2

(
1− tanh

[
f (H)− f (L)

2 (H − L)

])
. (18)

The meaning of the placeholder function might not be immediately obvious, but if we let the absorbing bound-
aries coincide with the natural boundaries, i.e., L = 0 and H = 1, MFPT becomes

T 01

(
x0

∣∣ε = 0
)
= (x0 − 1) ln (1− x0)− x0 ln (x0) = f (x0) . (19)
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In the literature, MFPT to the natural boundaries of the voter model is commonly referred to as the mean
consensus time [52]. It represents the average time required for all particles to end up in the same state (either
“0” or “1”), thereby achieving consensus. Notably, the expression for the mean consensus time is identical to
f (x0); hence, the placeholder function above represents this quantity. The analytical expression for the mean
consensus time has been derived in numerous previous studies and is well known to involve logarithmic terms
across various extensions of the voter model [52,75–78]. Although, to the best of our knowledge, the generalized
MFPT expression, Eq. (16), has not yet been studied in detail. Therefore, we continue with the analysis of the
generalized MFPT expression, which reveals how the symmetry or asymmetry of the MFPT can be controlled
through the choice of boundary conditions.

The meaning of the first term in Eq. (16) becomes obvious by inserting x0 = L or x0 = H into the equation.
Namely, the first term ensures that MFPT will be zero at the boundary conditions L and H.

The meaning of the second term in Eq. (16) is revealed by choosing symmetric boundary conditions, i.e.,
L = 1

2 −d and H = 1
2 +d (with 0 < d ≤ 1

2 ). With these boundary conditions, the second term disappears, which
allows us to conclude that this term is responsible for the asymmetry in the MFPT. The term disappears because
the placeholder (consensus time) function is symmetric in respect to the midpoint, i.e., f

(
1
2 − z

)
= f

(
1
2 + z

)
(with 0 ≤ z ≤ 1

2 ) or, alternatively, f (z) = f (1− z) (with 0 ≤ z ≤ 1). Thus, if the boundary conditions are
placed symmetrically to the midpoint, MFPT will also be symmetric in respect to the midpoint,

TLH

(
x0

∣∣ε = 0
)
= TLH

(
1− x0

∣∣ε = 0
)
, if L =

1

2
− d and H =

1

2
+ d. (20)

The asymmetry in the MFPT arises from the nonlinear, position-dependent diffusion coefficient in the Fokker–
Planck equation, Eq. (7). Specifically, the diffusion term x (1− x) increases from zero at x = 0, reaches its
maximum at x = 1

2 , and then goes back to zero at x = 1. This means that the rate of diffusion is not uniform
across the interval. If one boundary is placed near a region of slower diffusion (close to 0 or 1) and the other
near a region of greater diffusion (closer to 1

2 ), the particle is more likely to reach the latter boundary first. For
instance, if L is close to 0 and H = 1

2 , and the initial condition x0 lies between them, the particle tends to reach
H faster because the diffusion coefficient is significantly larger close to H than near L. This contrasts with the
standard Wiener process, where the diffusion coefficient is constant. In that case, when the process is bounded
in the interval [L,H], the MFPT is symmetric with respect to the midpoint H+L

2 , regardless of the absolute
placement of the boundaries.

However, in real-life applications, especially for social processes, symmetric boundary problems are quite rare.
For example, in many proportional representation systems, a political party must surpass a minimum vote
threshold, often 4% or 5% , to gain representation in parliament [53]. Though, to win an election a party
does not need to gain 95% or 96% of the votes, as usually top parties in democratic multi-party elections
gain roughly 30% to 40% of votes. Thus, some important real-life problems involves asymmetric boundaries.
Moreover, sociopolitical dynamics, such as incumbency advantage [79], media influence and strategic voting [80],
further skew the outcome distribution. Thus, we analyze a more general asymmetric problem instead.

For the reflective lower boundary, given L > 0, we have

T r

(
x0

∣∣ε = 0
)
= (H − x0) g (L)− f (H) + f (x0) , (21)

where g (z) is a placeholder function given by

g (z) = ln (1− z)− ln (z) = 2 arctan (1− 2z) . (22)

It effectively encodes the attraction towards the reflective boundary (i.e., it accounts for the time wasted moving
towards the reflective boundary). Due to this attraction, the maximum MFPT, for the case with reflective
boundary at L, is located at the reflective boundary L.

Note that the discussion surrounding the case with reflective boundary at L above applies only when L > 0.
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Similarly, if the reflective boundary condition would be placed at H instead, then the discussion would apply
only for H < 1. This is because a reflective boundary at L = 0 (or H = 1) would not work as intended. Given
that ε = 0, it is obvious that the drift term disappears from the Fokker–Planck equation, Eq. (7), while the
diffusion term goes to zero at the natural boundaries, x = 0 and x = 1. Consequently, at the natural boundaries
there would be no force (deterministic or stochastic) to push the process away from it, and the process would
get stuck (or, in other words, absorbed) at the natural boundary instead of the being reflected.

3.4 Analysis of the ε = 1
2

case

This case also yields compact and tractable MFPT expressions within our approach. Let us insert appropriate
replacements for the incomplete beta function, taken from Eqs. (13) and (14), and the particular solution,
Eq. (15), into Eq. (10). Then for two absorbing boundaries, we have that

TLH

(
x0

∣∣ε = 1

2

)
=

1

2
[arcsin (2H − 1)− arcsin (2x0 − 1)] · [arcsin (2x0 − 1)− arcsin (2L− 1)] . (23)

It can be shown that the MFPT maximum, in the case with two absorbing boundaries, is located at

x0,max = max

[
TLH

(
x0

∣∣ε = 1

2

)]
=

1

2

[
1 + sin

(
arcsin (2H − 1) + arcsin (2L− 1)

2

)]
. (24)

From the above it is trivial to see that with symmetric absorbing boundaries, L = 1
2 − d and H = 1

2 + d (with
0 < d ≤ 1

2 ), the MFPT maximum would be located at the midpoint.

By inserting the appropriate replacements from Eqs. (13) – (15) into Eq. (12), we obtain the MFPT dependence
with reflective lower boundary, L > 0,

T r

(
x0

∣∣ε = 1

2

)
=

1

2
[arcsin (2H − 1)− arcsin (2x0 − 1)]

· [arcsin (2H − 1)− 2 arcsin (2L− 1) + arcsin (2x0 − 1)] . (25)

Once again the MFPT maximum when one reflective boundary would be located at the reflective boundary.

Using similar reasoning as in the previous subsection, one can show that

TLH

(
x0

∣∣ε = 1

2

)
= TLH

(
1− x0

∣∣ε = 1

2

)
, if L =

1

2
− d and H =

1

2
+ d. (26)

The condition necessary to obtain MFPT symmetry is the same as in the ε = 0 case. As shown in C, when
ε = 1 or ε = 3

2 , choosing symmetric boundaries also yields symmetric MFPT. In principle, the same approach
can be applied to any ε = n

2 , with n ∈ N, since the MFPT expressions involve trigonometric, logarithmic,
and polynomial functions, all of which exhibit inherent symmetries. We therefore speculate that this symmetry
might hold for arbitrary values of ε. While we haven’t been able to prove this analytically, analysis by numerical
simulation supports our intuition (see Fig. 3 (a)).

Conducting the same numerical analysis with asymmetric boundary conditions (see Fig. 3 (b)) seems to indicate
that x0,max tends towards boundary condition, which is closest to the natural boundary condition. In Fig. 3 (b),
the lower boundary condition is closer to the natural boundary condition (0.1 is closer to 0, than 0.7 to 1), thus
we observe that the MFPT maximum shifts to the lower values as ε increases. This behavior can be examined
in more detail by fixing L and exploring how x0,max depends on the location of the higher boundary condition,
H. Results of the additional numerical analysis, shown in Fig. 4, quantitatively confirm the qualitative intuition
obtained from inspecting Fig. 3 (b). In other words, x0,max indeed tends towards the boundary condition closer
to the natural boundary condition (all colored curves are below the dashed midpoint line for H < 0.95, and
are above the dashed midpoint line for H > 0.95), while the deviation from the midpoint grows larger as ε

increases.
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Figure 3: The mean first passage time dependence T on the initial condition x0 with symmetric absorbing
boundaries (a), and with asymmetric absorbing boundaries (b). Colored curves show the MFPT dependence
obtained by numerical simulation with different rates: ε = 0 (red curves), 0.8 (green), 1.6 (blue), 2.4 (cyan),
3.2 (yellow), 4.0 (magenta). Boundary conditions for the symmetric case (subfigure (a)) were placed at L = 0.2
and H = 0.8, for the asymmetric case (subfigure (b)) they were placed at L = 0.1 and H = 0.7.

Figure 4: Numerically simulated dependence of x0,max on the placement of the asymmetric absorbing boundary
conditions. Lower boundary is fixed at L = 0.05, while the higher boundary H is treated as an independent
variable. Dashed black line highlights the midpoint between the boundary conditions, H+L

2 . Colored symbols
show numerical simulation results obtained with different rates: ε = 0 (red squares), 1.6 (green circles), 3.2
(blue diamonds).

3.5 Mean first passage time scaling dependence on ε

MFPT scaling behavior can also be reduced to a simpler expression by considering the dependence on ε in the
large ε limit. In A, Eqs. (73) – (79), we have be shown that Eq. (12) can be approximated by

T (ε) ≃ 2
√
π

22εε3/2
· H

(1−H)
ε
Hε

=
2
√
πH

ε3/2
eε ln[

1
4H(1−H) ]. (27)

In A, we demonstrate that Eq. (12) can be approximated by the expression above. This result is obtained by
performing a series expansion of Euler beta and incomplete beta functions, specifically in the large-ε limit. The
expansion assumes that the influence of the lower boundary is negligible. In the above, the symbol ≃ implies
functional dependence of T on ε. As this is functional dependence, it is not normalized in respect to L and x0

(only terms involving ε are present).

Large ε limit implies that the drift term in the Fokker–Planck equation, Eq. 7, dominates the diffusion term.
Stiff potential rendering the effects of a random force negligible. Consequently, in this limit, the nonlinearity of
the diffusion coefficient can be safely ignored in the MFPT analysis. The functional dependence above, in its
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Figure 5: The mean first passage time T dependence on the independent transition rate ε: (a) the case with
absorbing boundary conditions at L and H, (b) the case with reflective boundary condition at L and absorbing
boundary condition at H. The black curves correspond to Eq. (10) (for subfigure (a)) and Eq. (12) (for
subfigure (b)), the gray curves follow Kramers’ law, Eq. (28). The red squares represent estimates obtained by
numerical simulation of Eq. (3) with h = 1 and ε0 = ε1 = ε. The insets show a more detailed dependence in the
range of smaller ε. The boundary and initial conditions were set as follows L = 0.03, H = 0.63 and x0 = 0.23.

purer form, i.e.,
T ∼ ε−3/2eε, (28)

matches Kramers’ law for the MFPT in a stiff harmonic potential [81].

A comparison between the numerical simulations and analytical predictions in Fig. 5 confirms that the Kramers’
law (gray curves) holds for both cases: with two absorbing boundary conditions (subfigure (a)) and with one
reflective and one absorbing boundary condition (subfigure (b)). For small values of ε, the dependence of T on
ε is accurately described by Eq. (10) (black curve in subfigure (a)) and Eq. (12) (black curve in subfigure (b)).
The insets in Fig. 5 provide a closer view of the dependence in the small ε value range.

4 Discussion

4.1 Numerical validation of analytical results and relation to other noisy voter
models

We have derived exact analytical expressions for the mean first passage time (abbr. MFPT), T , in the symmetric
noisy voter model (i.e., with identical independent transition rates, ε0 = ε1 = ε). Eq. (10) corresponds to the
case where both boundary conditions (located at L and H) are absorbing, while Eq. (10) applies when one of
the boundaries is reflective (without loss of generality, we assume L is reflective). Unlike previous works, our
expressions accommodate arbitrary placements of the initial (denoted by x0) and boundary conditions, provided
they satisfy a reasonable constraint 0 ≤ L ≤ x0 ≤ H ≤ 1. We have verified that the analytical results are in
excellent quantitative agreement with numerical simulations.

In models involving imitation or herding behavior, the role of individualistic behavior is frequently underesti-
mated [44]. Nevertheless, our research reveals that arbitrarily placed boundary conditions make T dependence
on x0 asymmetric, and the presence of individualistic behavior can significantly exaggerate this asymmetry.
When both boundaries are absorbing, asymmetry increases with ε (see Figs. 1, 3 (b) and 4): the location of
T maximum shifts toward the absorbing boundary that lies closer to the natural boundary, and the value of
the maximum MFPT rises. In contrast, when one boundary is reflective, the qualitative asymmetry remains
largely unchanged (see Fig. 2), while the overall MFPT decreases with increasing ε. Though, T dependence on
ε for fixed x0 suggests that the behavior across a broader range of ε is more complex than it appears from the
analysis of moderate ε (see Fig. 5). For extremely large ε, MFPT scales according to the Kramers’ law for stiff
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harmonic potential [81]. This contrasts with the asymptotic MFPT behavior found for the preferential voter
model, which exhibits exponential decay [45].

We have also conducted a detailed analysis of the case with ε = 0, i.e., when the noisy voter model reduces to
the original voter model on complete graph. We showed that the MFPT is symmetric only when the boundaries
are placed symmetrically around the point where the diffusion is highest—at x = 1

2 (see Fig. 3 (a)). This
symmetry breaks down when the boundaries are not evenly placed around this point, leading to a directional
bias in the MFPT due to the spatial variation in diffusivity (see Fig. 3 (b)). There are numerous previous
works, which have considered mean consensus or mean polarization times for the original voter model and its
minor modifications [52, 75–78]. Mean consensus times often correspond to the average transition time from
a polarized state (e.g., x = 1

2 ) to a complete consensus state (i.e., x = 0 or x = 1). Mean polarization times
solve the opposite problem, i.e., finding the average time from consensus state to the polarized state. We show
that these are just special cases of our more general MFPT expression, Eq. (16). Previous studies [52, 75–78]
have established that these MFPTs exhibit a logarithmic dependence on the initial condition. Consistently, our
expression reduces to a logarithmic dependence in the limiting case of ε = 0. However, in the general case, for
ε > 0, general expressions involve special functions, which often are not as trivial to evaluate. We show that,
for ε = n

2 with n ∈ N, the MFPT can still be expressed in terms of trigonometric, logarithmic functions and
polynomials. Previous work by Bhat and Redner [31] established this result for values up to n = 4. Our analysis
extends these findings by revealing that such expressions arise from more general special functions, which we
have carefully incorporated into our study.

4.2 Future Real-World Applications in Social and Physical Systems

In real-world social and political systems, boundary conditions are rarely symmetric. For example, proportional
representation systems impose a lower vote threshold of about 4–5% for parliamentary entry [53], while a party
is already considered successful with roughly 30–40% of the vote (far from the 95% upper bound assumed in
symmetric models). Additional sociopolitical forces such as incumbency advantage [79], media influence, and
strategic voting [80] further introduce asymmetry. Consequently, we focus on asymmetric boundary conditions
when analyzing MFPT, as this better reflects threshold-based decision processes in social systems.

A key theoretical contribution of this work is the exact analytical solution of the ordinary differential equa-
tion (9), expressed in terms of the incomplete beta function and the Meijer G-function, as presented in B
(Eq. (66)). To the best of our knowledge, this solution is both unique and previously undocumented in the
physical or social science literature. Additionally, Eqs. (10) and Eqs. (12), which incorporate arbitrary boundary
placements, represent a novel generalization of earlier models. These expressions extend prior studies by ac-
commodating non-symmetric and mixed boundary conditions, offering a more flexible and realistic framework
for analyzing MFPT in noisy voter dynamics. Prior studies often impose symmetric boundaries to simplify
analysis [37–40], but this assumption is overly restrictive given the inherently uneven expectations in systems
with thresholds. The noisy voter model is well suited for social applications such as opinion dynamics. For
example, a party’s stable core support may be modeled by a reflective boundary at low x, while a funding
threshold is represented by an absorbing boundary. Thus, our analytical MFPT result is directly actionable for
quantifying how long a new political party is expected to take to reach viability under stochastic dynamics.

Beyond social systems, the model also has relevance in physical contexts. It has been shown that the stochastic
differential equation (3) can be approximated by heterogeneous diffusion processes (abbr. HDPs) [82], which
describe particle diffusion in systems with temperature gradients [83, 84] and external potentials [85]. These
connections suggest potential applications in anomalous diffusion [83,85], power-law statistics [84,86] , and 1/f

noise [63, 87]. Conversely, HDPs can also be approximated by voter models, allowing the MFPT expressions
derived here to serve as useful estimates in physical systems. Anomalous diffusion has also been observed in
social dynamics, such as human movement intermittency [88] and parliamentary presence [28, 89]. Nonlinear
transformations of the noisy voter model can mimic statistical properties of fractional Brownian motion [82,90],
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a standard model for persistent and anti-persistent diffusion and long-range memory [91]. This research may
therefore be useful for studying persistence and anti-persistence in various time-series data. In the case of
time-dependent herding, approximate formulas for the first-passage time distribution have been obtained under
restrictive conditions, such as small signal intensity and neglecting one boundary [78]. Thus the chosen direction,
toward more realistic and flexible modeling of asymmetry and time dependence, appears especially promising,
as it builds directly on the analytical foundations established in this work and opens pathways for broader
applications.

Looking ahead, we plan to extend this framework to asymmetric noisy voter models, particularly in regimes
with asymmetric transition rates. These models are analytically challenging but offer rich dynamics that merit
further exploration. We also recognize the potential for incorporating time-dependent parameters and boundary
conditions to model adaptive or externally driven systems. While exact solutions may not be feasible in such
cases, approximate methods and numerical simulations could provide valuable insights.

5 Conclusions

We derived exact analytical expressions for the mean first passage time (abbr. MFPT) in the symmetric noisy
voter model with identical transition rates. These results apply to both absorbing and mixed boundary con-
ditions and allow for arbitrary placements of the initial and boundary states within the interval [0, 1]. Our
analytical predictions show excellent agreement with numerical simulations. Our analysis highlights how indi-
vidualistic behavior and asymmetric boundary placement significantly influence MFPT. These factors introduce
directional bias and shift the location of the maximum MFPT. For large noise levels (ε), the MFPT scales ac-
cording to Kramers’ law, in contrast to the exponential decay observed in preferential voter models.

In absence of individualistic behaviour (ε = 0), the model reduces to the classical voter model, where MFPT
exhibits a logarithmic dependence on the initial condition. Symmetry in MFPT is preserved only when bound-
aries are placed evenly around x = 1

2 , the point of highest diffusivity. Otherwise, asymmetry emerges due to
spatial variation in diffusion. Consensus and polarization times, widely studied in earlier works, emerge as
special cases of our more general MFPT formulation. For specific values of ε = n

2 , MFPTs can be expressed
using elementary functions, extending previous results to broader parameter ranges. These expressions offer
practical tools for analyzing MFPTs in heterogeneous diffusion processes, which can be approximated by voter
models and vice versa.

A central novelty of our study is the general solution to ordinary differential equation (9), presented in B
(Eq. (66)), which involves the incomplete beta function and the Meijer G-function. To the best of our knowledge,
this solution is both unique and previously undocumented in physical or social science literature. Additionally,
the MFPT results in Eqs. (10) and Eqs. (12), which explicitly incorporate boundary conditions, represent a
significant generalization of earlier models and introduce new analytical structures to the study of stochastic
dynamics.

Finally, we acknowledge that model simplifications (such as symmetric transition rates and fixed boundaries)
affect the generality of the results. However, these choices are necessary to obtain tractable analytical solu-
tions. Future work may explore more complex scenarios, including asymmetric time-dependent transition rates,
external perturbations, and dynamic boundary conditions.
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A Derivation of the ordinary differential equation for the mean first
passage time

Here, we derive an ordinary differential equation for calculating the mean first-passage time from the Fokker–Planck
equation in the single-variable case. For the multivariable case, a general framework for deriving MFPT ODEs can be
found in Refs. [19,20,66].
The survival probability—the probability that a particle remains within the interval x ∈ [a, b] up to time t (smaller or
equal to first passage time), without having reached the interval boundary—is given by:

Prob (T ≥ t) = G (x0, t) =

∫ b

a

P
(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)
dx, (29)

where, P (x, t | x0, 0) is the transition probability density, i.e., the conditional probability that a particle starting at
position x0 at time zero is found at position x at time t. The probability that the particle has exited the domain
x ∈ [a, b] by time t is given by:

Prob (T ≤ t) = 1− Prob (T ≥ t) = 1−G (x0, t) . (30)

The FPTD, denoted pT (T ), describes the probability that the particle crosses either boundary a or b for the first time
within the infinitesimal interval (t, t+ dt). It is given by the negative time derivative of the survival probability:

pT (t) =
∂

∂t
Prob (T ≤ t) =

∂

∂t
(1−G (x0, t)) = − ∂

∂t
G (x0, t) . (31)

The MFPT is defined as the expected value of the first-passage time:

T (x0) =

∫ ∞

0

tpT (t) dt = −
∫ ∞

0

t
∂

∂t
G (x0, t) dt. (32)

To evaluate the MFPT, we consider the integral:

I = −
∫ ∞

0

t
∂

∂t
G (x0, t) dt. (33)

Let us apply the integration by parts using the standard formula:∫
udv = uv −

∫
vdu. (34)

Here, let us choose

u = t ⇒ du = dt, dv =
∂

∂t
G (x0, t) dt ⇒ v = G (x0, t) . (35)

Substituting Eqs. (34) and (35) into the formula (33), we obtain:

I = −
∫ ∞

0

tdG (x0, t) = −
[
tG (x0, t)

∣∣∣∞
0

−
∫ ∞

0

G (x0, t) dt

]
. (36)

By definition, G (x0, 0) = 1 for all x0 ∈ [a, b]. This immediately implies that tG (x0, t) → 0 as t → 0 , since the factor
of t vanishes. To ensure that the boundary term in an integration by parts vanishes at the upper limit, we require
limt→∞ tG (x0, t) = 0. This condition holds if G (x0, t) decays faster than 1

t
as t → ∞. For instance, this is satisfied

when G (x0, t) ∼ e−t or G (x0, t) ∼ 1
tγ

with γ > 1. Assuming such decay, the boundary term tG (x0, t)
∣∣∣∞
0

vanishes, and
we are left with:

I = −
∫ ∞

0

t
∂

∂t
G (x0, t) dt =

∫ ∞

0

G (x0, t) dt. (37)

Comparing formulas (32) and (37), we find the relationship between the MFPT and the survival probability:

T (x0) = −
∫ ∞

0

t
∂

∂t
G (x0, t) dt =

∫ ∞

0

G (x0, t) dt. (38)

If the system is governed by the Fokker–Planck equation

∂

∂t
P
(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)
= − ∂

∂x
A (x)P

(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)
+

1

2

∂2

∂x2
B (x)P

(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)
, (39)

and the process is time-homogeneous—that is, P
(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)
= P

(
x, 0
∣∣x0,−t

)
, then the corresponding time-backward

Fokker–Planck equation takes the form

∂

∂t
P
(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)
= A (x0)

∂

∂x0
P
(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)
+

1

2
B (x0)

∂2

∂x2
0

P
(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)
. (40)
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To relate this to the survival probability, we integrate both sides of the time-backward equation (40) over x ∈ [a, b]:

∂

∂t

∫ b

a

P
(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)
dx = A (x0)

∂

∂x0

∫ b

a

P
(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)
dx+

1

2
B (x0)

∂2

∂x2
0

∫ b

a

P
(
x, t
∣∣x0, 0

)
dx. (41)

Recognizing that the integral on the left-hand side corresponds to the survival probability G (x0, t), as defined in Eq. (29),
we can rewrite the equation as:

∂

∂t
G (x0, t) = A (x0)

∂

∂x0
G (x0, t) +

1

2
B (x0)

∂2

∂x2
0

G (x0, t) . (42)

This shows that the survival probability G (x0, t) satisfies the time-backward Fokker–Planck equation and can be obtained
by directly solving it. Next, we integrate both sides of this equation with respect to t from 0 to ∞∫ ∞

0

∂

∂t
G (x0, t) dt = A (x0)

∂

∂x0

∫ ∞

0

G (x0, t) dt+
1

2
B (x0)

∂2

∂x2
0

∫ ∞

0

G (x0, t) dt, (43)

Recalling the previously obtained relation between the MFPT and the survival probability, Eq. (29), we see that the
equation above is

G (x0,∞)−G (x0, 0) = A (x0)
d

dx0
T (x0) +

1

2
B (x0)

d2

dx2
0

T (x0) . (44)

We assume that G (x,∞) = 0, since any particle is eventually absorbed. From the initial condition p
(
x, 0
∣∣x0, 0

)
=

δ (x0 − x), it follows that G (x, 0) = 1 for x ∈ [a, b]. Substituting these values into the Eq. (44) yields:

1

2
B (x0)

d2

dx2
0

T (x0) +A (x0)
d

dx0
T (x0) = −1, (45)

which is the ODE that arises from the time-backward Fokker–Planck equation for the MFPT, Eq. (40).

B Solution of the ordinary differential equation governing the mean
first-passage time

We now solve the ODE that determines the MFPT. The symmetric noisy voter model is governed by the time-backward
Fokker–Planck equation, Eq. (8). Combining this with the previously established relation given by Eq. (45) yields the
following ODE for the MFPT:

d
2

dx2
0

T (x0) + ε
1− 2x0

x0 (1− x0)

d

dx0
T (x0) = − 1

x0 (1− x0)
. (46)

First, we find the general solution. Next, we incorporate the effects of the boundary conditions. The complementary
(homogeneous) ODE corresponding to the equation above is:

d2

dx2
0

T c (x0) + ε
1− 2x0

x0 (1− x0)

d

dx0
T c (x0) = 0. (47)

The subscript c on T c indicates that this is the complementary solution. By introducing a new variable

ν (x0) =
dTc

dx0
, (48)

we can reduce the second-order ODE mentioned above to a first-order ODE

1

ν (x0)
dν (x0) = −ε

1− 2x0

x0 (1− x0)
dx0, (49)

by integrating both sides of Eq. (49), we obtain the following equality:

ln (ν (x0)) = −ε (ln (1− x0) + ln (x0)) + ln (c1) . (50)

By the exponentiation of the both sides of the above equality to eliminate the logarithm, we express the variable ν (x0)
as:

ν (x0) =
c1

xε
0 (1− x0)

ε . (51)

By integrating Eq. (48) with respect to x0, we find that the complementary solution can be expressed in terms of ν (x0):

T c (x0) = c2 − c1

∫
ν (x0) dx0. (52)
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The integral on the right-hand side of T c can be expressed by using incomplete beta function

βz (a, b) =

∫ z

0

ra−1 (1− r)b−1 dr, (53)

using this, the solution of the complementary ODE (46) is:

T c (x0) = c2 − c1β1−x0 (1− ε, 1− ε) . (54)

Here, β1−x0 (1− ε, 1− ε) denotes the incomplete beta function. While this function has singularities at integer values of
ε, as we will demonstrate later, the integral in Eq. (52) can still be evaluated even when ε takes integer values.
To find a particular solution T p based on the complementary solution T c, we apply the variation of parameters method.
According to this method, if the complementary solution of the ODE is given by:

T c (x0) = c1s1 (x0) + c2s2 (x0) , (55)

The particular solution can then be written as:

T p (x0) = s2 (x0)

∫
s1 (x0)

r (x0)

w (x0)
dx0 − s1 (x0)

∫
s2 (x0)

r (x0)

w (x0)
dx0. (56)

Here, w (x0) denotes

w (x0) = s1 (x0)
d

dx0
s2 (x0)− s2 (x0)

d

dx0
s1 (x0) , (57)

where r (x0) represents the inhomogeneous part of the ODE. From ODE (46), it follows that in our case:

r (x0) = − 1

x0 (1− x0)
. (58)

By comparing Eq. (54) with Eq. (55), we observe that

s1 (x0) = −β1−x0 (1− ε, 1− ε) , (59)

and
s2 (x0) = 1. (60)

By substituting Eqs.. (58), (59), and (60) into Eq. (56), we obtain the particular solution:

T p (x0) = −β1−x0 (1− ε, 1− ε)β1−x0 (ε, ε)−
∫

((1− x0)x0)
ε−1 β1−x0 (1− ε, 1− ε) dx0, (61)

in the integral form. The integral on the right-hand side of Eq. (61) can be evaluated using the relation between the
incomplete beta function Bz (a, b) and the hypergeometric function, defined as:

βz (a, b) =

(
za

a

)
2F1 (a, 1− b; a+ 1; z) , (62)

The function 2F1 (a, 1− b; a+ 1; z) is a Gauss hypergeometric function, defined by the series:

2F1 (a, 1− b; a+ 1; z) =

∞∑
k=0

(a)k (1− b)k
(a+ 1)k

zk

k!
. (63)

Here, (a)k is a Pochhammer symbol. By substituting Eq. (54) into Eq.. (61), we obtain the particular solution:

T p (x0) =
1

Γ (2ε) Γ (1− ε)
G2,3

3,3

(
x0

∣∣∣∣∣ 1, 1, 2 (1− ε)
1, 1− ε, 0

)
, (64)

where, Γ (ε) denotes the complete gamma function, and Gm,n
p,q

(
z

∣∣∣∣∣ a1, a2, .., ap

b1, b2, .., bq

)
is the Meijer G-function.

The general solution of ODE (46) is given by
T g = T c + T p, (65)

which is the sum of the complementary solution, Eq. (62), and the particular solution, Eq. (62), and can be expressed
as:

T g (x0) = c2 − c1β1−x0 (1− ε, 1− ε) +
1

Γ (2ε) Γ (1− ε)
G2,3

3,3

(
x0

∣∣∣∣∣ 1, 1, 2 (1− ε)
1, 1− ε, 0

)
. (66)

Using the boundary conditions, we determine the normalization constants c1 andc2. We then derive an expression for
the MFPT, TLH , which explicitly incorporates the effects of the absorbing boundaries. Recall that the noisy voter model
is defined on the interval x ∈ [0, 1]. We begin by setting absorbing boundaries at points L and H, with 0 ≤ L < H ≤ 1.
As before, L represents the lower boundary and H the upper boundary. The absorbing boundary conditions require that
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the general solution of the ODE (46) satisfies the following constraints:

T g (L) = 0, (67)

and
T g (H) = 0. (68)

Combining Eqs. (66), (67), and (68), we find that the MFPT with absorbing boundaries at both ends is given by

TLH =
T p (H)β1−L − T p (L)β1−H

β1−H − β1−L
+

T p (L)− T p (H)

β1−H − β1−L
β1−x0 + T p (x0) . (69)

In the above βz = βz (1− ε, 1− ε) is the incomplete beta function (the frequently repeated arguments have been omitted
for brevity), and T p (z) is a particular solution of Eq. (46), which is given by is given by Eq. (64).
If we place a reflective boundary at L at instead of using Eq (67), the general solution T g (x0) must satisfy:

d

dx0
T g

∣∣∣
x0=L

= 0. (70)

By substituting Eq. (66) into Eq. (70) and differentiating with respect to x0, we determine the first normalization
constant:

c1 (L) = βL (ε, ε)− Γ (ε) Γ (ε)

Γ (2ε)
. (71)

Next, inserting Eqs. (66) into Eq. (68) gives the second normalization constant:

c2 = c1 (L)β1−H (1− ε, 1− ε)− T p (H) . (72)

Inserting Eqs. (71) and (72) into Eq. (66), we obtain the MFPT for the scenario with a reflective boundary at boundary
at L and absorbing boundary at H:

T r =

(
Γ (ε) Γ (ε)

Γ (2ε)
− βL (ε, ε)

)
(β1−x0 − β1−H) + T p (x0)− T p (H) . (73)

For simplicity, we define T r = TLrHa (x0). From this point on,T r will always denote the MFPT with a reflective
boundary at the lower limit L and an absorbing boundary at the upper limit H.
The expressions for MFPT given in Eqs. (69) and (73) are rather complex; however, we can derive simpler approximations
for large values of ε. When the rate ε is large, the influence of x0 and L in Eq (73) becomes negligible, allowing the
MFPT to be approximated by:

T r = −Γ (ε) Γ (ε)

Γ (2ε)
β1−H (1− ε, 1− ε) . (74)

To simplify Eq (74), we use the following identity:

Γ (ε) Γ (ε)

Γ (2ε)
= β (ε, ε) , (75)

where is β (a, b) is the Euler beta function, defined by the integral

β (a, b) =

∫ 1

0

ra−1 (1− r)b−1 dr. (76)

By applying the series expansion for large ε, the Euler beta function can be approximated as

β (ε, ε) =
2
√
π

22ε
√
ε
+ ..., (77)

and the incomplete beta function as

β1−H (1− ε, 1− ε) ≃ −1

ε

H

(1−H)−ε H−ε
. (78)

Substituting Eqs. (77) and (78) into Eq. (74), we obtain:

T r ≃ 2
√
π

22εε3/2
· H

(1−H)ε Hε
=

2
√
πH

ε3/2
e
−ε ln

[
1

4H(1−H)

]
. (79)

From Eq. (79), it follows that the MFPT with a reflective boundary at L grows exponentially as the transition rate ε
increases, i.e. T r ∼ eε. A similar exponential growth can be demonstrated for the case with two absorbing boundaries,
where TLH ∼ eε.
Here, we derived an approximation for the MFPT with a reflective boundary at L and an absorbing boundary at H.
This problem is equivalent to the case where the reflection is at H and absorption at L. The results for this case could
be obtained simply by swapping L → H and H → L.
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Mean first passage time for integer ε values

In the context of the noisy voter model, ε represents the independent transition rate and must be a non-negative real
number. Thus, the range of possible ε values includes natural numbers (non-negative integers). The general solutions
for the noisy voter model we have obtained in this work involve quite a few instances of the incomplete beta function
βz (a, b), which is indeterminate when a or b is a negative integer. This is an issue, as we often have that a = b = 1− ε.
Hence, for a certain integer ε values, the general solution we have obtained would be indeterminate. However, these
cases can be treated independently by finding the solution directly from the ODE (46).
Let us return to the general form of the complementary solution (see Eq. (52))

T c = c2 + c1

∫
1

xn
0 (1− x)n0

dx0. (80)

Here, we set ε = n. When n is a natural number, integrating the function

I (x) =
1

xn (1− x)n
, (81)

requires breaking it down into partial fractions. To begin, we express the decomposition as:

I (x) =
1

xn (1− x)n
=

n∑
i=1

[
Ai (n)

xi
+

Bi (n)

(1− x)i

]
, (82)

where Ai and Bi are constants to be determined. These coefficients are typically obtained by multiplying both sides of
the equation by xn (1− x)n and matching coefficients of like powers. Alternatively, one can evaluate suitable derivatives
at at x = 0 and x = 1. In practice, solving for the values of Ai (n) and Bi (n) becomes increasingly complex as n grows,
because it involves solving a coupled system of linear equations that scales with n. No simple closed-form expressions
exist for Ai (n) and Bi (n), and the values vary across n; for example, A1 (1) ̸= A1 (2) ̸= . . . ̸= A1 (n). Therefore, the
coefficients must be computed case by case for each specific integer value of n.
By substituting Eqs. (80) and (61) (in place of Eqs. (54) and (64)) into Eq. (69), we obtain an expression for the MFPT
that is valid for integer values of the transition rate.
For the scenario where both L and H are absorbing boundaries, the corresponding MFPT is given by:

TLH =
Mn (H)Qn (L)−Mn (L)Qn (H)

Qn (H)−Qn (L)
+

Mn (L)−Mn (H)

Qn (H)−Qn (L)
Qn (x0) +Mn (x0) , (83)

where the auxiliary functions are defined as:

Mn (z) =

∫ z

(r (1− r))n−1

∫ r 1

qn (1− q)n
dqdr −

∫ z 1

rn (1− r)n
dr

∫ z

rn−1 (1− r)n−1 dr, (84)

and
Qn (z) =

∫ z 1

rn (1− r)n
dr. (85)

The MFPT for the case with a reflective boundary at L and an absorbing boundary at H is given by:

T r = (β (n, n)−Qn (L)) (Qn (x0)−Qn (H)) +Mn (x0)−Mn (H) , with n ≥ 1, (86)

the functions Mn (z) and Qn (z) are the same as in TLH , Eq. (83).

C Special cases

The general formulas for the MFPT, given in Eqs. (69) and (73), may at first seem difficult to evaluate due to the presence
of special functions. However, for certain values of the transition rate ε, these expressions simplify significantly. In
particular, when ε = n

2
with n ∈ N, the MFPT can be written in terms of elementary functions—specifically, trigonometric

and logarithmic functions, along with polynomials. For illustration, we present the special cases ε ∈
{
0, 1

2
, 1, 3

2

}
. With

straightforward but careful algebra, similar formulas can be derived for larger values of n.

Detailed derivation for the ε = 0 case

In the limiting case ε = 0, the MFPT could be obtained by substituting this value into Eqs. (83) and (86). While the
general-case derivation of the MFPT is quite involved—as detailed in A—here we provide a step-by-step derivation for
the simplest case to aid readers interested in understanding the calculation. Specifically, when individualistic behavior
is absent (i.e., ε = 0), the ODE (46) reduces to:

d
2

dx2
0

T
(
x0

∣∣ε = 0
)
= − 1

x0 (1− x0)
. (87)
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The ODE (87) can be solved by direct integration, and the solution is

T
(
x0

∣∣ε = 0
)
= c1 + c2x0 + (x0 − 1) ln (1− x0) + x0 lnx0. (88)

The absorbing boundary conditions require that the general solution of the ODE (88) satisfies the following constraints:

T
(
L
∣∣ε = 0

)
= 0, (89)

and
T
(
H
∣∣ε = 0

)
= 0. (90)

The normalization constants c1 and c2 can be determined using the boundary conditions introduced above. Substituting
Eq. (88) into Eqs. (89) and (90) yield the following system of equations:{

c1 + c2L+ (L− 1) ln (1− L) + L ln (L) = 0,
c1 + c2H + (H − 1) ln (1−H) +H ln (H) = 0.

(91)

By solving the system of equations above, we obtain the normalization constants:

c1 =
Lf (H)−Hf (L)

H − L
, and c2 =

f (L)− f (H)

H − L
. (92)

Here, we introduce a placeholder function

f (z) = (z − 1) ln (1− z)− z ln (z) , (93)

which allows us to greatly simplify the expressions for c1 and c2 expressions above. By substituting Eq. (92) into Eq. (88),
we obtain the MFPT for the case with two absorbing boundaries:

TLH

(
x0

∣∣ε = 0
)
=

Lf (L)−Hf (H)

H − L
+

f (L)− f (H)

H − L
x0 + f (x0) . (94)

Let us set a reflective boundary at L > 0, since from the Fokker–Planck equation, Eq. (7), it is evident that the diffusion
coefficient becomes zero at the end points of the interval [0, 1]. In this special case, there is no drift, so even if a reflective
boundary is placed at the edge of the interval, there is no noise or drift to alter the value of x. As a result, reflective
boundaries at the endpoints effectively behave as absorbing boundaries.
Therefore, to properly study the effect of a reflective boundary on the MFPT, we must ensure that the reflective boundary
is placed strictly within the interval—that is, L > 0. If we assume a reflective boundary at point L, then instead of
imposing T (L) = 0 , the condition from Eq. (92) becomes:

d

dx0
T
(
x0

∣∣ε = 0
) ∣∣∣∣∣

x0=L

= 0. (95)

By substituting Eq. (88) into Eq. (95), we obtain the normalization constant c2:

c2 = ln (L)− ln (1− L) , (96)

Then, by substituting Eq. (96) into the second equation (concerning boundary H) from Eq. (91), we find the other
constant:

c1 = H (lnL− ln (1− L))− f (H) . (97)

Here f (z) is the same function as in the previous case (see Eq. (93)). By substituting Eqs. (96) and (97) into Eq. (88),
we obtain MFPT for the case of reflective boundary at L

T r

(
x0

∣∣ε = 0
)
= (H − x0) g (L)− f (H) + f (x0) . (98)

Here, we have introduce a new placeholder function, which is defined as

g (z) = ln (1− z)− ln (z) = 2 arctan (1− 2z) . (99)

Detailed derivation for the ε = 1
2

case

This case is particularly intriguing because it can be derived in two distinct ways: either through our proposed approach
or by applying a nonlinear transformation to the Fokker–Planck equation, effectively reducing it to a diffusion equation.
We examine both methods in more detail below.
The nonlinear transformation is especially useful for analyzing the symmetry of the MFPT. However, for other values of
ε, it introduces a nonlinear drift term, leaving the transformed Fokker–Planck equation just as complex as the original.
Still, alternative transformations may exist that simplify the voter model by mapping it onto well-known stochastic
processes—similar to techniques used in certain birth-death models [92]. This strategy has been successfully applied to
the scaled voter model to approximate the FPTD [93].
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In this case, we can use the relationship between the incomplete beta function β1−z (a, b) inverse trigonometric functions:

β1−z (1− ε, 1− ε)
∣∣∣
ε=1/2

= β1−z (1/2, 1/2) = 2 arcsin
(√

1− z
)
. (100)

The Meijer G-function can also be expressed in terms of inverse trigonometric functions:

G2,3
3,3

(
z

∣∣∣∣∣ 1, 1, 1
1, 1/2, 0

)
=

√
π

2

(
π2 +

(
2 arccosh

(√
z
))2)

. (101)

By substituting Eq. (101) into Eq. (64), we obtain the corresponding particular solution.

T p

(
z
∣∣ε =

1

2

)
=

1

2

(
π2 +

(
2 arccosh

(√
z
))2) (102)

Here we used the identity Γ (1) Γ
(
1
2

)
=

√
π.

By inserting Eqs. (100) and (102) back into Eq. (69), and applying properties of inverse trigonometric and inverse
hyperbolic functions, we obtain the MFPT for absorbing boundaries:

TLH

(
x0

∣∣ε =
1

2

)
=

1

2
(arcsin (2x0 − 1)− arcsin (2Lx − 1)) (arcsin (2Hx − 1)− arcsin (2x0 − 1)) . (103)

In the case of a reflective boundary at L, the formula for the MFPT includes a special function—the Euler beta function.
One important identity to keep in mind is

β

(
1

2
,
1

2

)
= π. (104)

To compute the MFPT, we substitute Eqs. (100), (102) and (104) into Eq. (73). Then, by applying properties of inverse
hyperbolic functions, we arrive at the final expression for the MFPT under this boundary condition:

T r

(
x0

∣∣ε =
1

2

)
=

1

2
· (arcsin (2H − 1)− arcsin (2x0 − 1))

· (arcsin (2H − 1)− 2 arcsin (2L− 1) + arcsin (2x0 − 1)) . (105)

An alternative approach to deriving the MFPT involves applying a variable transformation to the Fokker–Planck equation
or its corresponding SDE. In the special case where ε = 1

2
, we can use a nonlinear transformation of the form y =

arcsin (2x− 1). By first applying this change of variables, the original Fokker–Planck equation (7) transforms into a new
equation expressed in terms of the variable y:

∂P
(
y, t
∣∣y0, 0)

∂t
=

∂P
(
y, t
∣∣y0, 0)

∂y2
, (106)

and the corresponding time-backward equation has identical form

∂P
(
y, t
∣∣y0, 0)

∂t
=

∂P
(
y, t
∣∣y0, 0)

∂y2
0

. (107)

By comparing the equation above with the time-backward Fokker–Planck equation, Eq. (40), and using the previously
established relation given in Fokker–Planck equation, Eq. (45), we arrive at the following ODE for the MFPT:

d2

dy2
0

T (y0) = −1. (108)

The ODE above can be solved by simple integration

T (y0) = c1 + c2y0 −
y2
0

2
(109)

The constants c1 and c2 can be determined by applying the absorbing boundary conditions at the points Ly and Hy.
These boundaries are introduced by enforcing that the MFPT satisfies T (Ly) = 0 and T (Hy) = 0. From these conditions,
it follows that: {

T (Ly) = c1 + c2Ly − L2
y

2
= 0,

T (Hy) = c1 + c2Hy − H2
y

2
= 0.

(110)

From the system of equations above, we find that:

c1 =
1

2
HyLy, and c2 =

1

2
(Hy + Ly) . (111)

Substituting the values of c1 and c2 into Eq. (109), we obtain the MFPT in the y-space corresponding to the boundaries
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Ly and Hy:

TLH (y0) =
1

2
(y0 − Ly) (Hy − y0) . (112)

Recalling the relationship between the variables y and x, given by:

y = arcsin (2x− 1) , (113)

and substituting it into Eq. (112), we obtain the MFPT in terms of x:

TLH (x0) =
1

2
(arcsin (2x0 − 1)− arcsin (2L− 1)) (arcsin (2H − 1)− arcsin (2x0 − 1)) (114)

We now turn to the symmetry properties of the MFPT in the presence of absorbing boundaries. Our goal is to determine
the location and nature of the function’s maximum, and to identify the conditions under which the MFPT is symmetric
about this point.
The MFPT in y-space, given in Eq. (112), is a quadratic function of the initial position y0, and therefore describes a
parabola. Since parabolic functions are symmetric about their vertex, we first identify the vertex location:

y0,max =
Hy + Ly

2
. (115)

To obtain the corresponding value of x0, we invert the original transformation:

x0 = 1
2
(1 + sin (y0)) . (116)

Substituting the vertex location from Eq. (115) into Eq. (116), we find that the maximum of the MFPT occurs at:

x0,max = 1
2

(
1 + sin

(
Hy+Ly

2

))
. (117)

We now examine whether the function is symmetric about this point. That is, whether

TLH

(
x0

∣∣ε =
1

2

)
= TLH

(
1− x0

∣∣ε =
1

2

)
(118)

holds. Since the transformation x0 = 1
2
[1 + sin (y0)] is both monotonic and smooth, any symmetry in y0 directly

translates to symmetry in x0. In particular, symmetry about the vertex occurs when the quadratic is centered at y0 = 0,
which leads to the condition:

Hy = −Ly ⇒ arcsin (2H − 1) = − arcsin (2L− 1) . (119)

Applying the identity arcsin (−z) = − arcsin (z), we obtain the symmetry condition:

2H − 1 = − (2L− 1) , (120)

which simplifies to:
H = 1− L. (121)

This means the interval [L,H] is centered at 1
2
. Any pointx0 within this interval has a mirror point 1−x0 that is equally

distant from the midpoint. Because the boundaries are placed symmetrically, the behavior of the stochastic process is
also symmetric, and so is the MFPT. This condition can be expressed more explicitly by setting:

L =
1

2
− d, H =

1

2
+ d, with 0 < d ≤ 1

2
. (122)

Therefore, we conclude that the same symmetry condition holds for the case ε = 1
2

as for the case ε = 0.
In the case of a reflecting boundary at y0 = Ly and an absorbing boundary at y0 = Hy, the constants c1 and c2 can be
determined by applying the boundary conditions:

d

dy0
T (Ly) = 0, if T (Hy) = 0. (123)

From the absorbing boundary condition, we have:

T (Hy) = c1 + c2Hy −
H2

y

2
= 0. (124)

This allows us to obtain the expression for the first constant:

c1 =
1

2
Hy (Hy − 2c2) (125)
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Substituting c1 back into Eq. (109), we obtain:

TH (y0) =
1

2
Hy (Hy − 2c2) + c2y0 −

y2
0

2
. (126)

Applying the reflecting boundary condition:

d

dy0
TH

∣∣∣
y0=Ly

= c2 − Ly = 0, ⇒ c2 = Ly. (127)

Substituting c2 back into Eq. (109) , we arrive at the final expression:

T r (y0) =
1

2
(Hy − y0) (Hy − 2Ly + y0) . (128)

Recalling the relationship between the variables y and x, given in Eq. (113) , we obtain the MFPT in x-space

T r (x0) =
1

2
· (arcsin (2H − 1)− arcsin (2x0 − 1))

· (arcsin (2H − 1)− 2 arcsin (2L− 1) + arcsin (2x0 − 1)) . (129)

The obtained MFPT expressions, Eqs. (128) and (129), are identical to the expressions obtained from the general solution,
Eqs. (103) and (105).

Detailed derivation for the ε = 1 case

Let us derive the MFPT for the case where the transition rate parameter is set to ε = 1. For the case with two absorbing
boundaries, we demonstrate that the boundary values proposed in previous sections—namely L = 1

2
−d and H = 1

2
+d—

result in an MFPT that remains symmetric concerning the midpoint of the interval [L,H]. We also consider the case
when at L we have reflective boundary instead.
If we set ε = 1, the integral in in Eq. (80) involves the kernel ν (x0). Partial fraction decomposition of the said kernel,
according to to Eq. (82) , is given by

1

x0 (1− x0)
=

1

x0
+

1

x0 (1− x0)
. (130)

Thus the complementary solution is
T c = c2 − c1 (ln (x0)− ln (1− x0)) . (131)

Using the complementary solution T c and applying the method of variation of parameters, we obtain the particular
solution

T p = ln (1− x0) (132)

The general solution is given by T g = T c + T p, which is the sum of the complementary solution, Eq. (131), and the
particular solution, Eq. (132), and can be expressed as:

T g = c2 − c1 ln

(
x0

1− x0

)
+ ln (1− x0) . (133)

The presence of absorbing boundaries requires that Tg (L) = 0 and Tg (H) = 0. Therefore, the MFPT for two absorbing
boundaries is given by:

TLH

(
x0

∣∣ε = 1
)
=

ln (H) ln
(

1−L
1−x0

)
+ ln (L) ln

(
1−x0
1−H

)
+ ln (x0) ln

(
1−H
1−L

)
ln
(

H
1−H

)
+ ln

(
L

1−L

) . (134)

We can rewrite the MFPT in a more compact form:

TLH

(
x0

∣∣ε = 1
)
=

1

cLH
(K (H,L, x0) +K (L, x0, H) +K (x0, H, L)) (135)

Here, we define K (a, b, c) = ln (a) ln
(

1−b
1−c

)
, and introduce the normalization factor as follows:

cLH = ln

(
H

1−H

)
+ ln

(
L

1− L

)
= 2 (arctan (1− 2H)− arctan (1− 2L)) . (136)

The formula for the MFPT, given by Eq. (134), can be significantly simplified if we choose absorbing boundaries that
are symmetric concerning the the midpoint 1

2
of the domain. This symmetry means that the MFPT is invariant under

the transformation x0 → 1− x0 when ε = 1, i.e.,

TLH

(
x0

∣∣ε = 1
)
= TLH

(
1− x0

∣∣ε = 1
)
. (137)
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To make the notation more compact, we introduce the following logarithmic variables:

A = ln (H) , B = ln (L) , C = ln (x0) ,

D = ln (1−H) , E = ln (1− L) , F = ln (1− x0) .
(138)

With these definitions, Eq. (134) becomes

TLH

(
x0

∣∣ε = 1
)
= A (E − F ) +B (F −D) + C (D − E) (139)

The symmetry condition can be enforced by requiring

TLH

(
x0

∣∣ε = 1
)
− TLH

(
1− x0

∣∣ε = 1
)
= 0, (140)

Substituting the Eq. (134) into Eq. (140) and simplifying leads to:

(A−B +D − E) (C − F ) = 0, (141)

This equation admits two possible solutions:

C − F = 0 ⇒ x =
1

2
, (142)

and
A−B +D − E = 0 ⇒ H (1−H)

L (1− L)
= 1 ⇒ H = 1− L. (143)

To express the symmetric-boundary case more explicitly, let us introduce a small positive parameter d ≤ 1
2

that measures
the distance of the boundaries from the midpoint. Let us set that L = 1

2
−d. Thus, form H = 1−L. follows the absorbing

boundaries must satisfy:

L =
1

2
− d, ⇒ H =

1

2
+ d. (144)

By inserting this parametrization into Eq. (134), we obtain a simplified closed-form expression for the MFPT under
symmetric absorbing boundaries.

T 1
2
−d, 1

2
+d

(
x0

∣∣ε = 1
)
=

1

c 1
2
−d, 1

2
+d

[
ln

(
1

2
+ d

){
ln

(
1

2
+ d

)
− ln (x0 (1− x0))

}

+ ln

(
1

2
− d

){
ln (x0 (1− x0)) + ln

(
1

2
− d

)}]
. (145)

The MFPT with a reflective boundary at L, as given in Eq. (135), can also be derived from Eq. (86) by setting n = 2:

T r = − (1− L) ln (1−H)− L ln (H) + L (ln (x0)− ln (1− x0)) + ln (1− x0) . (146)

Detailed derivation for the ε = 3
2

case

In this section, we derive the MFPT for a system with a transition rate parameter set to ε = 3
2
. We consider two

configurations: one with absorbing boundaries and another with a reflective boundary at the point L. For the case with
two absorbing boundaries, we demonstrate that the boundary values proposed in previous sections—namely L = 1

2
− d

and H = 1
2
+d—result in an MFPT that remains symmetric concerning the midpoint of the interval [L,H]. In this case,

we can use the relationship between the incomplete beta function β1−z (a, b) inverse trigonometric functions:

β1−z

(
−1

2
,−1

2

)
=

2 (1− 2z)√
z (1− z)

. (147)

The Meijer G-function can also be expressed in terms of inverse trigonometric functions:

G2,3
3,3

(
z

∣∣∣∣∣ −1, 1, 1
− 1

2
, 1, 0

)
= 2

√
π

(
1 +

(1− 2z) arccos (
√
z)√

z (1− z)

)
. (148)

By substituting Eq. (148) into Eq. (64), we obtain the corresponding particular solution:

T p

(
x0

∣∣ε =
3

2

)
= − 1

4
√
π
G2,3

3,3

(
z

∣∣∣∣∣ −1, 1, 1
− 1

2
, 1, 0

)
=

1

2

(
(2x0 − 1) arccos (

√
x0)√

x0 (1− x0)
− 1

)
, (149)

Here we used the gamma Γ (z) function property:

1

Γ (3) Γ
(
− 1

2

) = − 1

4
√
π

(150)
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By inserting Eqs. (147), (149) back into Eq. (69), and applying properties of inverse trigonometric and inverse hyperbolic
functions, we obtain the MFPT for absorbing boundaries:

TLH

(
x0

∣∣ε =
3

2

)
=

1

2

(
1−2H√
(1−H)H

− 1−2L√
(1−L)L

){ 1− 2H√
(1−H)H

1 +
(1− 2L) arccos

(√
L
)

√
(1− L)L



− 1− 2L√
(1− L)L

1 +
(1− 2H) arccos

(√
H
)

√
(1−H)H


+

1− 2x0√
(1− x0)x0

 (1− 2H) arccos
(√

H
)

√
(1−H)H

−
(1− 2L) arccos

(√
L
)

√
(1− L)L

}

− 1

2

(
1 +

(1− 2x0) arccos (
√
x0)√

(1− x0)x0

)
. (151)

In the case of a reflective boundary at L, the formula for the MFPT includes a special function—the Euler beta function.
One important identity to keep in mind is

β

(
1

2
,
1

2

)
=

π

8
. (152)

To compute the MFPT, we substitute Eqs. (152), (147) and (149) into Eq. (73). Then, by applying properties of inverse
hyperbolic functions, we arrive at the final expression for the MFPT under this boundary condition:

T r

(
x0

∣∣ε =
3

2

)
=

1

2

1 +
(1− 2H) arccos

(√
H
)

√
(1−H)H


+

1

8

(
2 (1− 2x0)√
(1− x0)x0

− 2 (1− 2H)√
(1−H)H

)(
2 (1− 2L) (1− L)L√

(1− L)L
+ 2arccos

(√
L
))

− 1

2

(
1 +

(1− 2x0) arccos (
√
x0)√

(1− x0)x0

)
. (153)

However, the expressions for TLH and T r retain the same functional form as in Eq. (69). They remain quite complex,
and little simplification is possible unless additional constraints are introduced. Let us assume that the boundaries are
placed symmetrically around the midpoint

L =
1

2
− d, H =

1

2
+ d, with 0 < d ≤ 1

2
. (154)

By making this assumption, we arrive at a useful relationship:

T p

(
1

2
+ d
∣∣ε =

3

2

)
− T p

(
1

2
− d
∣∣ε =

3

2

)
=

πd√
1− 4d

, (155)

To obtain the relation above, we applied the identity:

arccos

(√
π

2
+ d

)
+ arccos

(√
π

2
− d

)
=

π

2
. (156)

By substituting Eqs. (154) and (155) into Eq. (69), we derive the MFPT

T 1
2
−d, 1

2
+d

(
x0

∣∣ε =
3

2

)
=

d√
1− 4d2

(
arccos

(√
1

2
− d

)
− arccos

(√
1

2
+ d

))

+
1− 2x0

2
√

(1− x0)x0

(π
4
− arccos (

√
x0)
)
. (157)

The first term ensures that T 1
2
−d, 1

2
+d

(
x0

∣∣ε = 3
2

)
vanishes at the selected absorbing boundaries, while the second term

corresponds to the mean consensus time, T 01

(
x0

∣∣ε = 3
2

)
. Comparing this expression to the earlier Eq. (151), we see

that all terms responsible for the asymmetry have disappeared. In principle, the same approach can be applied to any
ε = n

2
, with n ∈ N, since the MFPT expressions involve trigonometric, logarithmic, and polynomial functions—all of

which possess inherent symmetries.

28


	Introduction
	Noisy voter model
	The mean first passage time
	General solution
	Obtaining reduced mean first passage time expressions for certain epsilon
	Detailed analysis of the epsilon=0 case
	Analysis of the epsilon=1/2 case
	Mean first passage time scaling dependence on

	Discussion
	Numerical validation of analytical results and relation to other noisy voter models
	Future Real-World Applications in Social and Physical Systems

	Conclusions
	Derivation of the ordinary differential equation for the mean first passage time
	Solution of the ordinary differential equation governing the mean first-passage time
	Special cases

