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Abstract

Math anxiety is ubiquitous. It not only affects student performance and confidence, but also
can lead to avoidance of further math/STEM classes and careers. Cooperative learning (i.e.,
group work) is a proven strategy that can reduce math anxiety and has additional social and
pedagogical benefits. However, depending on the individuals involved, some peer interactions
may mitigate anxiety while others exacerbate it. Mathematical modeling is one approach to
help untangle this complex dynamic. In this work we introduce a bounded confidence model
to evaluate how math anxiety levels are affected by student group work. Although the model
is quite simple, it captures non-obvious phenomena including how varying group sizes and
frequency of switching groups can affect anxiety levels. The model is easily adaptable to
incorporate additional personal and societal factors making it ripe for future research.

1 Introduction

Instructors who have used cooperative learning strategies in class understand the practical chal-
lenges of how to best form students groups, how frequently to switch group members (if at all),
and how to structure assignments so that groups are both productive and on task. However, de-
spite similar implementations from class to class, sometimes cooperative groups seem to “work”
while other times they fall flat. Of course, this is not tremendously surprising: social interactions
are complex, and expecting students to collaborate on challenging or frustrating material relies on
many personal and environmental factors aligning. One of the factors that can affect productive
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group work is anxiety caused by the subject matter itself. Perhaps the most ubiquitous in class-
rooms is math anxiety, the severity of which can affect the benefits of group work for a student.

In this work we introduce a mathematical model to study the dynamics of students’ math anx-
ieties in a classroom. While very simple, the model captures interesting dynamics and non-trivial
effects resulting from group work, and allows us to investigate how peer-to-peer interactions can
either mitigate or aggravate anxiety. The paper is structured as follows. We begin with a review
of relevant literature in Section 2. We briefly highlight pertinent educational research on math
anxiety and the use of cooperative learning. After reviewing the existing dynamical systems mod-
els of math anxiety, we introduce the bounded confidence model in Section 3, inspired by the
Hegselmann-Krause model of opinion dynamics. Section 4 contains the numerical findings of our
research: using Monte Carlo simulations we study how model parameters affect math anxiety lev-
els and how various ways of forming (and shuffling) groups in the classroom affect anxiety. We
conclude with some summarizing thoughts and future directions of research in Section 5.

2 Background

2.1 Math anxiety

Students combat anxieties linked to the learning and doing of specific subject matter. Perhaps the
most commonly studied and reported example is math anxiety, which is defined as the “feeling
of tension, apprehension, or fear that interferes with math performance” [5]. Math anxiety is
commonly identified through self-reported questionnaires, e.g. the Mathematics Anxiety Rating
Scale (MARS) [74] or its related successors [2, 41]. To give a sense of its prevalence, some studies
report 93% of people in the United States experience some level of math anxiety [15], with an
estimated 25% of 4-year college students and 80% of community college students experiencing
moderate to high levels of math anxiety [19]. Below we very briefly highlight a few contributing
factors, consequences, and prevention methods for math anxiety. However, for a more thorough
introduction we refer the reader to [27, 7, 65, 38, 72, 81].

Math-anxious individuals tend to have negative attitudes about both math itself and their own
abilities to learn and do it [5]. Unsurprisingly, math anxiety leads to lower performance on as-
sessments, higher levels of academic procrastination, and avoidance of math/STEM courses and
careers [65, 72, 11]. It is important, however, to emphasize that math anxiety is independent from
both intellect and ability [6, 24]. While it is correlated with other forms of anxiety, such as test
anxiety or general anxiety, it is distinct [27, 49, 67].

Math anxiety has many contributing factors, which are complex and nuanced. Broadly speak-
ing, it stems from a combination of negative experiences in and out of the classroom, along with
some genetic risk factors (e.g., it is associated to cognition and general anxiety) [27]. Studies show
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that math anxiety is more common in girls [90], perhaps due to stereotype threat [76]. Similarly, a
female teacher’s anxiety can disproportionately affect girls’ anxieties in the classroom [13]. When
considered along with the avoidance behaviors described above, math anxiety is a contributing
factor to under-representation of women in STEM fields [4, 43].

Social and environmental factors such as home and classroom experiences play a large role in
both the development and reduction of math anxiety. Parents’ and teachers’ own attitudes or neg-
ative comments about math can shape student views [17, 29, 85]. Teaching styles and classroom
practices have a strong impact on students’ anxieties. For example, overemphasis on correctness,
memorization, and speed, rather than on process, understanding, and autonomous discovery re-
sults in higher levels of anxiety [30]. Accordingly, best teaching practices to reduce math anxiety
include active learning opportunities where students can explore, make mistakes, and discuss con-
cepts. Common strategies include use of technology, games, or cooperative learning with peers
[15].

2.2 Cooperative learning

Cooperative learning consists of partitioning students into small groups so that they can work
together on a shared task or tasks. There is ample evidence showing that such group work can help
students better achieve learning goals and improve both communication and critical thinking skills
[46, 47, 91, 78].

Whether it is best to implement mixed-ability grouping (wherein low-achieving students are
grouped with high-achieving students) or homogeneous grouping (by achievement level) is con-
tested within educational literature [32]. For example, some studies show that mixed-ability group-
ing can result in higher learning outcomes of low-achieving students when compared to homoge-
neous grouping [60, 40, 89, 18]. Others describe settings where homogeneous groupings had better
outcomes [44, 8].

From elementary school onward, student experiences in cooperative groups can also depend
on a myriad of variables such as group members’ genders, personalities, friendships, cultures, and
personal motivations [52, 61, 50, 35, 53]. This brings us to the main question of our study: how
do cooperative groups affect students’ math anxieties? Several works have shown that cooperative
learning can improve student anxiety, particularly for female students [55, 9, 12, 25]. On the other
hand, it is possible that some students’ anxieties are not affected or even increase when asked
to work with peers [86, 71, 87, 28]. Factors that can lead to an increase in a student’s anxiety
include fear of negative evaluation by group members and comparison with peers who seem more
competent. On the other hand, comfort or familiarity with group members, hearing diverse ways
of thinking, and interacting with peers who similarly struggled with material are all factors that
decrease anxiety levels [21].
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2.3 Previous models of math anxiety

Understandably, the vast majority of mathematical/computational techniques to study math anxiety
are data-driven and utilize statistical techniques to correlate student anxieties to other variables.
Modern approaches employ a range of techniques, such as penalized regression (e.g., LASSO)
and random forests [45], decision trees [79], cognitive network analysis [34, 81], and structural
equation modeling [1, 54, 77, 66].

On the other hand, dynamical systems approaches to study student anxiety are much more
sparse. Differential equations models have been developed to study the relationship between ex-
ercise and anxiety [73], or how an individual’s effort, knowledge, and anxiety interact [80]. Pre-
dominantly, however, epidemiological/compartment-type models are used to describe the transfer
of students through various populations (e.g., susceptible to anxiety, math anxious, or recovered
from anxiety) [36, 84, 3, 83]. We note, however, that such compartment models assume a homo-
geneous mixing assumption which not only prevents individual-scale resolution, but also assumes
individuals have equal probabilities of interacting [10]. Moreover, they lack the nuance of describ-
ing math anxiety as a continuous spectrum. To our knowledge, there is no existing literature for
a dynamical model of an individual’s anxiety and how it is affected by social interactions. Given
both our interest in cooperative learning and how individualistic math anxiety is, new modeling
approaches are needed.

3 Bounded confidence model

Bounded confidence models (BCMs) originated as a way to study the evolution of opinions result-
ing from interactions between individuals. The crucial idea underlying BCMs is that an individ-
ual’s opinion is described by a continuous-valued variable which can only be affected by others
with sufficiently similar opinions. For nice surveys of the literature we refer to [62, 14].

Let xt
i ∈ [0, 1] be the continuous-valued opinion of individual i, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, at time t.

One commonly used model, the Deffuant-Weisbush model [26], evolves opinions by randomly
interacting two individuals from the group of N individuals at each timestep:

xt+1
i =

{
xt
i + γ(xt

j − xt
i) if |xt

j − xt
i| < ε

xt
i otherwise

(3.1)

The confidence bound ε determines the tolerance or openness of individuals to differing opinions,
while the cautiousness parameter γ determines how drastically individuals update their opinions
[70].

The Hegselmann-Krause model [37], on the other hand, is better suited for group interactions.
It updates opinions based an individual’s entire influencing network simultaneously: defining

I(t, xt
i) = {j : |xt

j − xt
i| < ε},
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then

xt+1
i =

1

|I(t, xt
i)|

∑
j∈I(t,xt

i)

xt
j. (3.2)

Generally speaking, varying the confidence bound ε in either model affects whether or not consen-
sus or fragmentation forms in the long term. Consensus occurs when all opinions converge to the
same value, whereas fragmentation is defined by the formation of multiple opinion clusters.

Many extensions of both models have been studied. Various researchers have explored BCMs
on time-independent graphs [31, 70, 75, 16], time-dependent or adaptive graphs [82, 48, 57], or
even hypergraphs [39]. Many have considered the effects of heterogeneous parameters [51, 20, 42,
64, 88, 58]. Several studies have investigated the effect of repulsion in BCMs [23, 33, 22]. Finally,
some studies include higher-dimensional opinion spaces [63, 16, 59]. For more details on many of
these and other extensions we recommend [56].

3.1 Math anxiety model

We now describe our BCM for the dynamics of math anxiety in a classroom. Fix a number of
students N . The ith student has a level of math anxiety denoted by xt

i ∈ [0, 1]. Here, xt
i = 1

indicates a high level of math anxiety at time t and xt
i = 0 a complete lack of math anxiety (e.g.,

as determined from a MARS-like questionnaire [74]). Let (At
ij)

N
i,j=1 be a symmetric adjacency

matrix encoding students groups at time t. That is, Aij = Aji = 1 if students i and j are assigned
to the same cooperative group; otherwise Aij = Aji = 0.

Given the literature on cooperative learning’s effects on anxiety described above (particularly
the qualitative data from [21]), we consider two simple contributing factors:

1. (Positive interactions) A student’s anxiety level decreases when they interact with another
student who experiences similar levels of anxiety.

2. (Negative interactions) A student’s anxiety level increases due to fear of negative evaluation.
If they work with another student who has a much higher ability (which, for simplicity, we
associate with low anxiety), then it exacerbates their anxiety.

The evolution of a student’s anxiety is then given by

xt+1
i =

1

1 + |St
i |

(
xt
i +

N∑
j=1

At
ijf(x

t
i, x

t
j)

)
. (3.3)

Here
St
i := {j : At

ijf(x
t
i, x

t
j) ̸= 0},

5



is the set of influencing peers for student i, and the function f describes the two mechanisms
described above:

f(x, y) =


γx if |x− y| < ε

(1− γ) + γx if x ≥ y + ε
0 otherwise

.

The parameter ε represents the threshold between positive and negative peer-to-peer interactions.
For simplicity it is assumed that there is no gap between positive and negative interactions. If
a student interacts with a peer who has a sufficiently similar level of anxiety, then the student’s
anxiety decreases by the receptiveness factor 0 < γ < 1 (cf. (3.1)). On the other hand, if a student
interacts with a peer whose anxiety is significantly lower, then their anxiety increases towards 1
by the same rate γ. As γ → 1, students become less receptive/sensitive to these peer interactions.
Each discrete timestep t represents a single interaction of the group. Practically speaking, however,
the exact interpretation of the timescale is less crucial here since we will primarily be focused with
asymptotic behavior.

This model is inspired primarily by [16] where the effects of various graphs in a Hegselmann-
Krause BCM are studied, and [23, 33, 22] where BCMs with repulsion are studied. In contrast to
previous BCMs, values in (3.3) do not converge toward the mean (cf. (3.2)). Instead, our interest
is on the simple competition between the two mechanisms (positive/negative interactions) driving
anxieties in opposite directions.

The main aim of our work is to explore the effects of varying parameters in (3.3). In particular,
we are interested in how various group structures At

ij affect the dynamics of anxiety.

4 Numerical results

Unless groups change over time, dynamics in (3.3) typically approach an equilibrium. Computa-
tionally we check for equilibria using an ℓ1 norm:

∆t :=
N∑
i=1

|xt+1
i − xt

i|. (4.4)

In all subsequent simulations, we consider two stopping criteria: either ∆t < 10−4 or t = 104. In
the case that groups change over time, simulations necessarily evolve to t = 104. Denote the final
simulation time by Tfinal.

To ensure results are representative, we use Monte Carlo simulations: each virtual “classroom”
of N students are initialized with anxieties randomly and uniformly on [0, 1] and time evolves until
a stopping criterion above occurs. Experiments are repeated M = 1000 times and the following
two metrics are computed for the entire data set (with abuse of notation in the subscript i for
notational ease):
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• the average final anxiety of all N ×M students:

⟨xTfinal⟩ := 1

NM

NM∑
i=1

x
Tfinal

i , (4.5)

• the percentage of students whose anxieties improved:

P (xTfinal) :=
|{i : xTfinal

i < x0
i }|

NM
. (4.6)

4.1 Non-monotone dependence on γ

To begin building intuition, and to understand the effects of varying parameters, first assume the
simplest case with all-to-all coupling, i.e., At

ij ≡ 1 (of course, if At
ij ≡ 0 then the model has no

dynamics at all). Some representative time series are shown in Figure 1 for a “classroom” of size
N = 30. Like other BCMs, as ε is increased, dynamics transition from fragmentation to consensus.
In this model, it is clear that if consensus forms, it necessarily converges to 0.

a) b) c)

Figure 1: Dynamics of anxiety with γ = 0.95, and no group structure (At
ij ≡ 1) with a) ε = 0.1,

and b) ε = 0.2 c) ε = 0.5. Like other BCMs, when the confidence bound ε is small then there is
fragmentation of asymptotic anxieties, and when it is sufficiently large there is consensus. Here,
N = 30.

Figure 2 shows the quantitative effect that varying γ and ε have on the asymptotic anxieties
(again for N = 30 students). As expected from Figure 1, the average anxiety ⟨xTfinal⟩ decreases
and the proportion of students with improved anxiety P (xTfinal) increases as ε grows.

The region of particular interest is ε ≈ 0 and γ ≈ 1. For these parameters, student anxieties
do not vary dramatically in a single timestep, and the threshold for positive interactions is low.
Both are realistic from a modeling point of view. In this region dynamics are also particularly
sensitive to parameter variation. Interestingly, both ⟨xTfinal⟩ and P (xTfinal) are non-monotonic as
a function of γ; which becomes more dramatic for small values of ε. In other words, there is an
optimal receptiveness γ to minimize anxiety levels. This aligns with intuition that being either too
receptive or not receptive enough to one’s peers is detrimental for anxiety.
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Qualitatively, results are similar when varying classroom sizes, though the non-monotone ef-
fect is more pronounced for smaller classroom sizes (see Appendix Figures S1-S2). As such, for
all subsequent simulations we fix N = 30 students and take γ = 0.95 and ε = 0.1. Monte Carlo
simulations suggest that, on average, both ⟨xTfinal⟩ and P (xTfinal) are close to 0.5 for these param-
eters (see Appendix Figure A3 for histograms of the data). As such, they serve as a convenient
baseline of comparison to different intervention strategies.

a) b)

Figure 2: As ε increases, generally student anxiety levels improve. Dependence on γ is generally
less sensitive, though there is a sharp transition of dynamics as γ → 1, reminiscent of a boundary
layer. The particular region of interest is when γ ≈ 1 and ε ≈ 0, where we observe more dramatic
sensitivity to parameter choices. Here, N = 30.

4.2 Fixed collaborative groups: small but not too small is ideal for randomly
formed groups

We next incorporate collaborative groups and investigate how group sizes affect anxiety. Groups
are created using two methods: forming groups randomly or forming groups homogeneously by
anxiety levels (e.g., students are sorted and grouped by initial anxiety). Notice that this type of
homogeneous grouping is distinct from the ability based grouping described in Section 2. When
group sizes do not divide the class size evenly, remaining students are added to groups as needed.
For example, for N = 30 students and groups of size 4, we form 2 groups of size 5 and 5 groups
of size 4. Since this process becomes meaningless (both mathematically and experimentally) for
large group sizes, we restrict to groups to between 2 and 6 students.

The results are summarized in Figure 3. Creating small, homogeneous groupings results in the
largest overall reduction in anxiety. This is not surprising since homogeneous grouping maximizes
the number of positive peer interactions (see also Appendix Figures A4, A7). On the other hand, for
randomly formed groups, it is surprising to see a non-monotone dependence of anxiety on group
size. Interestingly, randomly formed groups of size 2 are actually detrimental to anxiety levels
(P (xTfinal) ≈ 19%), while groups of size 3 are the most beneficial. Data show that for groups of
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size 3, ⟨xTfinal ≈ 0.35 and P (xTfinal) ≈ 0.55, performing slightly better than the all-to-all baseline
above.

In groups of size 2, interactions are either polarizing or ineffective: generally, students’ anx-
ieties converge to either 0 or 1, or they do not change at all (see Appendix Figures A4-A5). For
groups of size 3, mediating effects appear due to the 3rd group member: while some students’ anx-
ieties still polarize to 0 or 1, a significant number of students’ anxieties converge to 0.5. Indeed, a
typical student in this latter group has one peer with similar anxiety and another peer with very low
anxiety, resulting in one positive and one negative interaction in the group (see Appendix Figures
A4, A6).

a) b)

Figure 3: a) When students are formed into groups randomly, average anxiety is minimized when
groups have 3 students. In fact, groups of size 2 have worse outcomes than the baseline case with
no group work. b) When students are grouped homogeneously by anxiety levels then there is
great reduction overall in anxiety, and groups of size 2 are optimal. Other parameters: N = 30,
γ = 0.95, and ε = 0.1.

4.3 Periodically changing groups can dramatically improve anxieties

Finally, we consider the effect of changing randomly formed groups periodically over time, keep-
ing the sizes and number of groups constant. Since groups will continually change, no equilibrium
is possible, so simulations are run to Tfinal = 104. Figure 4 shows how frequency of reshuffling
groups of size 3 affects anxiety levels. The data point at 0 represents groups of size 3 which are
fixed for all time. The data are quite fascinating: changing groups very rapidly performs worse than
keeping groups fixed. Figure 4b shows that switching groups too frequently does not allow suffi-
cient time for the mediating effects described in the previous section to take place and ultimately
exacerbates anxiety overall.

However, as the duration of groups increases there is an optimal time when average anxiety
is minimized and almost all student anxieties improve. Switching groups every ≈ 68 timesteps
results in ⟨xTfinal⟩ ≈ 0.08 and P (xTfinal) ≈ .92 (see also Appendix Figure A8). Increasing group
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duration beyond this point again has diminishing returns. Repeating simulations with groups of
size 2 or 4 yields similar qualitative results (see Appendix Figures A9-A10), so the minimizing
effect of shuffling groups appears quite robust. It is particularly surprising to us that periodically
changing groups gives rise to such dramatic asymmetry in the dynamics. That is: by incorporat-
ing periodic and random shuffling of groups at the right frequency, one drives the system toward
consensus at 0.

a) b) c)

Figure 4: The effect of changing randomly formed groups of size 3 periodically. a) Data at 0 rep-
resents keeping groups fixed for all time and serves as a baseline. Interestingly, switching groups
too frequently is worse for anxiety than simply fixing groups for all time. However, if groups are
changed on a slower timescale, then anxieties are much lower overall. b) Representative simula-
tion switching groups every t = 20 timesteps and c) every t = 70 timesteps. Other parameters:
N = 30, γ = 0.95, and ε = 0.1.

5 Conclusion

Although distinct, there is understandably a strong correlation between students with math anxiety
and other science anxieties [68, 69]. The BCM proposed above is certainly applicable to other
anxieties that are similarly affected by personal interactions.

We also emphasize that the model in its current simple state is essentially qualitative and that
it would be ill-advised to interpret or draw literal conclusions about best practices on group work
from this study. For example, the model omits a key ingredient for teachers: learning outcomes.
Certainly the strategies to form student groups in a real classroom must also consider these and
other factors. Rather, the results suggest interesting qualitative ideas that merit further investigation
in the future, though they certainly resonate with anecdotal experiences of the authors: groups of
small (but not too small) sizes tend to improve anxiety compared to larger ones. Surprisingly,
shuffling groups periodically has a non-monotone effect: there is some optimal frequency of group
switching when anxieties are minimized.

As an introductory study, there are of course many limitations to the current model whose im-
provements would be interesting for future study, both from mathematical and educational points
of view. For example, in practice one can obviously not teach for an unlimited time, so future
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works should investigate how limited time affects outcomes. Heterogeneities of ε and γ can also
be considered.

Finally, the flexibility of BCMs allows for adaptations to include other factors readily. A few
immediate generalizations worth investigating are the effects of teachers (who influence all stu-
dents regardless of group work, and perhaps experience math anxiety themselves) or parental in-
fluences. BCMs with multi-dimensional opinion spaces (see e.g., [16]) provide the freedom to
incorporate other anxiety-interacting characteristics for each student such as self-efficacy, prior
knowledge, gender, or race [65]. As an example, one can code a students’ gender as a continuous
variable yi ∈ [0, 1] (we acknowledge that this does not accurately reflect the true spectrum of gen-
ders, but perhaps could be interpreted as the degree a student feels in-group or out-group based on
gender). Then, by choosing an appropriate interaction function f : [0, 1]2 × [0, 1]2 → R, effects
of gender can be included into the model. Work in any of the above directions would certainly be
aided further by collecting and fitting of real-world data.

Acknowledgments. The authors acknowledge use of the ELSA high performance computing
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cluster is funded in part by the National Science Foundation under grant numbers OAC-1826915
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6 Appendix

Figure A1: Effect of parameters on equilibrium dynamics for small classrooms, N = 10 students.
Coupling is all-to-all: At

ij ≡ 1. Trends are similar as in the N = 30 case, though the non-monotone
behavior of γ is more dramatic for small ε.

Figure A2: Effect of parameters on equilibrium dynamics for large classrooms, N = 100 students.
Coupling is all-to-all: At

ij ≡ 1. Trends are similar as in the N = 30 case.
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Figure A3: Histograms of data from Monte Carlo simulations for γ = 0.95 and ε = 0.1. We see
that the change in anxiety is roughly centered around 0, though there is a negative skew. This is
also reflected in the histogram for final anxieties where there is a peak at 0. This is expected since
students with low anxieties (e.g., below ε) will generally converge to 0. Means of both distributions
are near 0.5.

a) b) c)

Figure A4: Representative dynamics of various forms of group work. a) Randomly assigned
groups of size 2, b) Randomly assigned groups of size 3, and c) Homogeneous groups (ordered by
initial anxiety) of size 3. Other parameters: N = 30, γ = 0.95, and ε = 0.1.
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Figure A5: Histogram of Monte Carlo data showing the change of anxiety and final anxieties of
students when placed into groups of size 2 randomly. While a significant proportion of students do
not change anxiety, those who do become generally quite polarized (see also Figure A4 a). Other
parameters: N = 30, γ = 0.95, and ε = 0.1.

Figure A6: Histogram of Monte Carlo data showing the change of anxiety and final anxieties of
students when placed into groups of size 3 randomly. Compared to groups of size 2, there is a large
population of students whose anxiety is middling ≈ 0.5. Even if one group member leads to an
increase of anxiety for a student, the mediating interaction of a third student provides a mechanism
for the student to lower anxiety (see also Figure A4 b). Other parameters: N = 30, γ = 0.95, and
ε = 0.1.
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Figure A7: Histogram of Monte Carlo data showing the change of anxiety and final anxieties of
students when placed into groups of size 3 homogeneously by initial anxiety levels. Compared to
randomly formed groups of size 3, anxiety levels for a significant population of students decreases
to 0. This is an artifact of the grouping strategy which promotes the number of “positive” peer
interactions (see also Figure A4 c). Other parameters: N = 30, γ = 0.95, and ε = 0.1.
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a)

b)

Figure A8: Histogram of Monte Carlo data showing the change of anxiety and final anxieties of
students when placed into groups of size 3 randomly which are periodically switched over time. a)
Changing every t = 20 timesteps has the surprising effect of worsening anxiety when compared to
keeping groups fixed. b) On the other hand, changing every t = 70 timesteps dramatically lowers
anxiety levels overall. Other parameters: N = 30, γ = 0.95, and ε = 0.1.

a) b) c)

Figure A9: The effect of changing randomly formed groups of size 2 periodically. a) Data at 0
represents keeping groups fixed for all time and serves as a baseline. Qualitatively, results are
similar as the case of groups of size 3. b) Representative simulation switching groups every t = 20
timesteps and c) every t = 100 timesteps. Other parameters: N = 30, γ = 0.95, and ε = 0.1.
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a) b) c)

Figure A10: The effect of changing randomly formed groups of size 4 periodically. a) Data at
0 represents keeping groups fixed for all time and serves as a baseline. Qualitatively, results are
similar as the case of groups of size 3. b) Representative simulation switching groups every t = 20
timesteps and c) every t = 100 timesteps. Other parameters: N = 30, γ = 0.95, and ε = 0.1.
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