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Abstract

We investigate how information-spreading mechanisms affect opinion dynamics
and vice-versa via an agent-based simulation on adaptive social networks. First,
we characterize the impact of reposting on user behavior with limited memory,
a feature that introduces novel system states. Then, we build an experiment
mimicking information-limiting environments seen on social media platforms and
study how the model parameters can determine the configuration of opinions.
In this scenario, different posting behaviors may sustain polarization or revert
it. We further show the adaptability of the model by calibrating it to repro-
duce the statistical organization of information cascades as seen empirically in a
microblogging social media platform.
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1 Introduction

Through their influential book, Jamieson and Cappella [1] popularized the term ‘echo
chamber’ as “a bounded, enclosed media space that has the potential to both mag-
nify the messages delivered within it and insulate them from rebuttal”. More than a
decade later, the availability of social media platform data propelled a whole field of
intense research, permeated with debates on several levels of how to conceptualize [2],
characterize [3] and measure [4] echo chambers.

Due to the frequent interchange with the term “filter bubble” [5], some researchers
started to refer to this class of phenomena as information-limiting environments [6].
Such environments, in turn, can be ascribed as one of the aspects of the larger research
problem of online misinformation. The urge to build systematic scientific knowledge
on the misinformation problem stems from its large-scale consequences on societal
decision-making [7], down to the very fabric of democracy [8].

However, building a scientific understanding of how online information affects its
consumers is particularly difficult. This influence occurs through an intricate, multi-
layered combination of spontaneous user interaction and platform control, which is in
the form of constantly updated features that are rarely disclosed to the general public
or researchers. There is an increasing need to formulate these systems mechanistically
so that one may decouple the effects of platform intervention and substantiate how
responsible policies should be designed.

An important line of investigation of this problem is concerned with developing
computational models to explain opinion dynamics [9]. Such models typically feature
agents with a numerical representation of an opinion and are designed to capture
behaviors emerging from agent interactions [10–12]. In many of these, one is worried
about system states of opinions highly concentrated on two opposing sides so as to
depict ideological polarization [13].

Among opinion dynamics models, a number of them implemented rewiring mech-
anisms leading to adaptive networks under agents’ interactions [14–16]. This has been
identified as a mechanism for the emergence of mesoscale modular structures within
the networks, which are often associated with echo chambers [17]. It has also been
shown analytically that homophily-biased rewiring can divide networks into polarized
communities [18].

In this context, the model by de Arruda et al. [19] introduces a proxy for a recom-
mendation algorithm on top of influencing and rewiring rules and is able to fragment
the network into polarized communities even with non-biased rewiring. It has been
shown by Valensise et al. [20] to fit empirical data from the popular microblogging
platform now known as X (previously Twitter1) better when compared to other similar
models on polarized contexts resembling echo chambers.

Notwithstanding, a key ingredient to characterize information-limiting environ-
ments is how the information spreads, which is crucially related to the physics of social
media systems [21]. Weng et al. [22] discovered that on Twitter, the variety of content

1For the remainder of the paper, we refer to the platform as Twitter instead of X. This choice also reflects
the fact that many datasets from the time it was named Twitter remain available. On the other hand, X’s
policy change now restricts data collection, rendering it difficult to study the most up-to-date data.
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an individual pays attention to does not increase with the variety of content in the
system, meaning there is a limit to each person’s attention.

This limit of attention and the resulting competition among content gained trac-
tion as a possible explanation for the heavy-tailed popularity distributions usually
observed in social media [23], akin to critical phenomena, which spawned a number of
models [24–26]. It remains unclear, however, how these properties relate to the other
known mechanisms for the formation of information-limiting environments.

In this work, we want to understand how the spread of information affects polariza-
tion dynamics and vice-versa. In particular, we also address the gaps in the literature
with respect to how to characterize information-limiting environments by investigat-
ing which mechanisms are associated with polarized states with limited spread of
information.

We approach our research questions by running extensive computational experi-
ments on an agent-based model that features agents equipped with limited memory
and time-evolving opinions and connections. In addition, we implement a data cal-
ibration task on two Twitter datasets of polarized contexts, studied previously
in [27].

2 Results

2.1 Innovation probability introduces new states

We extend a previous model of social media interactions, originally proposed by de
Arruda et al. [19, 28], to explore how content sharing and opinion dynamics evolve
in online social media. Our model treats opinions as continuous variables, with values
between -1 and 1, influenced by interactions within an adaptive directed network,
where users represent nodes and connections represent follower relationships in the
social network. In this dynamic, there is a function that controls whether users post
a piece of information, namely Posting. As in [28], we use a function of conflicting
posting, which simulates confirmation bias and user reactions (e.g., quote retweets) in
social networks at the same time. The social network algorithm is then simulated in
the Receiving step, which is controlled by a parameter ϕ. As a final step, users who
disagree can rewire their connections.

Here, we introduce a new feature of users having a memory of received posts (i.e.,
a social media feed), where each user maintains a list of previously received content
that may influence their future posts. We also introduce an innovation probability µ,
which allows for the generation of new content, and probabilistic filters to simulate
the effects of recommendation algorithms and user preferences on content distribution.
This entire model is detailed in Section 3.1.

As the first step to characterize our model, we run an experiment on a known
parametrization in de Arruda’s model to understand the impact of the innovation
probability µ. To this end, we use an Erdős-Rényi network of size N = 103 and mean
in-degree z = 10.21, and pick parameters known to lead the system to a consensus
scenario when the original model is recovered (µ = 1).
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However, running the simulation with the same parameters but a different
innovation probability (µ = 0.1) yields a polarized system. We compare the two con-
figurations for the same number of iterations in Figure 1. In Figure 1a, the opinion
distributions are plotted against each other. We also show how each network structure
is wired in each case, with nodes colored according to their opinions. Figure 1b shows
the case for µ = 1, which is statistically the same as the initial network, and opinions
are homogeneously spread around 0. Figure 1c reveals that, for the polarized state at
µ = 0.1, the network becomes separated into two densely connected groups of largely
opposing opinions. See Section 3.2 for more details.

In order to characterize the impact of the innovation probability µ in the opinion
distribution, we run a hundred simulations on the same network for µ = 0 (no innova-
tion) and µ = 1 (de Arruda’s original model). We then use each of these simulations
to produce a trajectory of opinion distributions with 100 points. These trajectories are
then compared via the moment ratio diagram of Figure 2, which uses L-moments [29]
to describe these distributions. The L-skewness and L-kurtosis are bounded counter-
parts to the sample skewness and excess kurtosis. Skewness measures the asymmetry
of a distribution, indicating whether the distribution of opinions is skewed. Kurtosis
indicates whether the data has heavier or lighter tails compared to a normal distribu-
tion, with higher kurtosis indicating more extreme values. For more information, see
Section 3.2.

We show in Figure 2 how opinion distributions become very separated, even though
they share the same starting point for both µ = 0 and µ = 1. This starting point
was omitted to improve visibility, but it is found around (τ3, τ4) = (0.16,0.16), corre-
sponding to an opinion distribution which is approximately uniform (considering the
finite-sized network) between -1 and 1.

The final point of the µ = 1 trajectories is around (0.65,0.3), while that of the
µ = 0 trajectories is nearly the extreme coordinates (1,1). The extreme coordinates
correspond to distributions accumulated into a few specific values, as µ = 0 prevents
the creation of posts with different opinions θ once the system is initialized. This is the
same as the predominance of very few values of θ across the system (see Appendix A).

2.2 Simulating an information-limiting environment

Next, we implement an experiment to investigate opinion dynamics parameterized to
hinder the spread of information. This is done by running simulations on a network
with two communities via a stochastic block model, where users in one community are
initialized with opinion 1, and those in the other are initialized with opinion -1. Each
community has 500 users with mean in-degree and out-degree z = 8, and only 1% of
edges bridge the two communities. Users are forced to remain in their community as we
disable the possibility of rewiring. Furthermore, we specify an alternate posting filter
(Equation 5) and compare simulation outcomes between this filter and the original
one (Equation 1). See Sections 3.1 and 3.3 for more details.

The spread of information is measured by looking at the maximum size reached
by cascades, which is the same as the number of users who share the same piece
of content. In Figures 3a and 3b, we show how cascades can grow according to the
relationship between the innovation probability µ and the recommendation control ϕ,
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each for a specific posting filter (Equation 1 for (a), Equation 5 for (b)). For each pair
of µ and ϕ, we observe the maximum cascade size in each of the 500 simulations and
average them to obtain the solid line, with shades representing the difference to the
corresponding standard deviation.

As expected, the lower the innovation probability µ is, the greater the sizes cascades
can reach since there are fewer posts competing with each other. Both posting filters
have qualitatively similar behavior, with the conflicting posting showing a slightly
higher standard deviation for µ = 0. Our experiment setup is shown to limit the
spread of information around ϕ = π/2, where the receiving filter (Equation 2) hinders
communication within and between communities. Next, we measure how contents
spread in this scenario regarding their opinion θ. By fixing µ = 0.2 and three values
of ϕ, Figures 3c and 3d show that the less permissive recommendation control regime
(ϕ = π/2) favors extreme content opinion, while the most permissive (ϕ = 0) punishes
it. However, the middle regime (ϕ = 3π/8) displays different behaviors for each posting
filter. In 3c, it noticeably hinders the growth of moderate content (i.e., θ around 0).
In 3d, this effect is less pronounced, meaning the dynamics still permit the spread of
content from the entire θ range.

Then, we demonstrate in Figure 4 how the increase of content variety through the
parameter µ affects the final opinion distribution for users locked into the two com-
munities starting with extreme opinions. To do this, we use the bimodality coefficient
BC, defined in Section 3.2, which ranges from 0 to 1. Values above the threshold of 5/9
indicate bimodality, while values below it indicate unimodality. In Figure 4a, the con-
flicting posting filter blocks moderate posts (by not allowing their cascades to grow,
as seen in Figure 3c). However, when the aligned posting filter is employed (4b), the
system is depolarized as the variety of content increases with µ. For ϕ = π/2, cascade
growth is hindered, and therefore, the system remains polarized throughout the range
of µ for both filters, well above the line indicating the BC threshold at 5/9. But when
the aligned posting filter is used, for ϕ = 3π/8 and ϕ = 0, we see that even though the
BC values of the final opinion distribution show a wide dispersion at small µ, they
narrow into unimodal opinion distributions as soon as µ = 0.3 and remain under the
dashed threshold 5/9 for most of the remaining µ range.

2.3 Model calibration against data

We implement a calibration task to see how our model conforms to real-world sce-
narios. Given the availability of network structure, user opinions, and cascade sizes
in the datasets, we opt to focus on the latter as the target of our model calibration.
That is, we consider the empirical cascade size distribution to be aggregated over time,
while the network structure and user opinions are left as degrees of freedom in the
time evolution of our model (even though all simulations start from the same network
structure).

Thus, we formulate the model calibration as an optimization task to reproduce the
closest possible distribution of cascade sizes over our parameter space. In particular,
we search for the parameters that control the behavior of the dynamics: the innova-
tion probability µ, the recommendation control ϕ, the opinion variation ∆, and the
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number of iterations niter. The precise formulation of the optimization task is given
in Section 3.5.

In Figure 5, we show the results for simulations parameterized according to the
lowest values of KS statistic observed, which are at α = 27 for the Brexit dataset and
α = 29 for the VaxNoVax dataset. More details regarding the optimization are shown
in Supplementary Material S1.

For both datasets, the optimized models represent most of the cascades found in
the real data. Specifically, the values of the KS statistics are on average (3.617 ±
0.595)×10−3 for Brexit and (1.385±0.146)×10−2 for VaxNoVax. Note that a common
choice to consider the KS statistic as a good fit is 0.05. In the case of our results, the
values obtained are significantly lower. We acknowledge that there is a limitation in
the tails of the distributions, which are not well represented. However, since the plot
axes follow logarithmic scales, the discrepancy between data and simulation is much
more pronounced at the extreme events (see Figure 5).

To further understand the opinion dynamics and the effect of the cascades on the
opinions, we calculate the bimodality coefficient of the resulting opinions BC(b). On
average, BC(b) is (0.892± 0.007) for Brexit and (0.623± 0.010) for VaxNoVax. Both
values indicate that the opinion distributions are bimodal, and thus, the opinions are
polarized. Interestingly, the parameters that generate cascades compatible with the
real data also polarize opinions in the synthetic system. Furthermore, the bimodality of
VaxNoVax is consistent with the results found in real data in our previous study [19],
reported to be between 0.60 and 0.67.

The methodology used considers that the best result is not necessarily when the
dynamics converge to a fixed result. However, for the best results obtained here, we
found that BC does not change significantly even when the simulation runs for many
more iterations.

3 Methods

3.1 Model definition

Our model is an extension of the one introduced by de Arruda et al. [19]. This model
represents social media platform interactions and treats opinion as a continuous vari-
able, bounded between -1 and 1, held by each user. Social media users are represented
as nodes in an adaptive directed network. A user points to another if they receive
content from them (followership relation); that is, the content is spread following the
opposite direction of edges.

Each iteration of the model follows successive steps, which act as filters that
determine whether a randomly activated user goes to the next step.

In this work, we extend the model by allowing users to post previously existing
content. Each piece of content has a fixed opinion value θ, always drawn uniformly
random upon its creation. However, here each user is equipped with a memory list of
size α, filled as they receive content from neighbors. Each user’s memory can be seen
as an ordered list of θ values from previous posts.

Memory lists are updated in such a way that the last piece of content received
is prioritized. We index the memory list with θc, such that c ∈ {1, ..., α}, and the
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lower the index, the more likely the content will be posted. New pieces of content
are introduced from the beginning of the list (θ1) based on what users receive from
their neighbors. In this case, existing pieces of content move to a lower order (i.e.,
θc+1 ← θc).

When the list is at full capacity (there are α pieces of content) and new content
is received, the piece at the bottom (θα) is removed, and all other pieces move one
position lower so that the new one is placed at the top.

When reposting, users choose the first piece of content in their memory lists (θ1).
Once the content is posted, it moves from the beginning to the end of the list, so it
will be picked last. Hence the opinion of the content which was just posted becomes
θα in the memory list, and each other piece moves to a higher order (i.e., θc ← θc+1).

We further introduce a new parameter called the innovation probability µ, which,
at the posting step, controls how many iterations inject new content into the system.
That is, when µ = 1, the base model from de Arruda et al. [19] is recovered regardless
of the memory lists.

Each iteration of our model is described by the following steps:

1. Activating: a user i, chosen uniformly at random, becomes active.
2. Posting: the active user i either creates a new content with probability µ, or

chooses the content on the top of their memory list (θ = θ1) with probability 1−µ.
The content is posted according to a probabilistic filter function (Equation 1) of
their opinion bi and the content opinion θ.

3. Receiving: Each follower j of node i receives the content according to another
probabilistic filter function (Equation 2) of bj , bi and a parameter ϕ. When they
do, the content is added to their memory list from the top. The control of this filter
through ϕ is a proxy for a social media recommendation algorithm.

4. Realigning: Each opinion bj of followers who successfully received the content
increases or decreases by a constant ∆. The opinions are repelled away from the
post with probability |θ − bj |/2 and attracted otherwise.

5. Rewiring: Each follower j may stop following i and start following another user
at random through a probability proportional to the difference between bi and bj .

In our model extension, we implement rules to define user behavior which were
previously studied in [19] and [28]. In particular, we set the probabilistic rule acting
as the posting filter as

Pp(θ, bi) = cos2
(π
2
|θ − bi|

)
, (1)

where θ is the opinion of the content (whether created or picked from the memory
list), and bi is the opinion of the active node i. This is referred to in [28] as conflicting

posting, which is the same as P pol
t from Equation 2 in [19].

Correspondingly, the receiving filter is given by

Pr(bi, bj , ϕ) = cos2
(π
2
|bi − bj |+ ϕ

)
. (2)

This filter was previously studied as the function P I
d from Equation 5 in [19]. We

call the parameter ϕ the recommendation control. It controls the starting point of the
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cosine-squared function, effectively calibrating the recommendation algorithm. That
is, it may let information propagate between pairs of users who agree with each other
or the opposite. Notice the receiving step does not consider the content opinion θ.

3.2 Opinion polarization measures

The main system state we are interested in measuring is the distribution of user opin-
ions. In particular, we characterize a state as polarized when the opinion distribution
is bimodal.

To measure the bimodality of the opinion distributions, we adopt the bimodality
coefficient used by Arruda et. al [19]. The bimodality coefficient BC(b) [30] is defined
as

BC(b) =
g2 + 1

k + 3(n−1)2

(n−2)(n−3)

, (3)

where g is the sample skewness [31] and k is the excess kurtosis [31] of the opinion
distribution b. The distribution b is typically considered bimodal when BC(b) > 5/9,
as empirically shown in [30].

Another way to measure how the opinion distribution changes towards polarization
is via the moment ratio diagram, which is composed of bounded versions of the third
and fourth-moment ratios of the distribution called L-moments [29]. That is, given
the opinion distribution b and its k-th order statistic b(k), its sample r-th L-moment
λr is defined by

λr = r−1

(
n

r

)−1 ∑
b(1)<...<b(j)<...b(r)

(−1)r−j

(
r − 1

j

)
b(j). (4)

The moment ratio diagram is composed of the L-skewness τ3 := λ3/λ2, which is
bounded between -1 and 1, and the L-kurtosis τ4 := λ4/λ2, which is bounded between
-1/4 and 1. We choose these over the conventional moments (which are unscaled) to
compare different stages in the evolution of the opinion distribution.

To produce Figures 1 and 2, we set up the simulation on an Erdős-Rényi network
of size N = 103, with recommendation control ϕ = π/2, opinion variation ∆ = 0.1
and feed size α = 1. Opinions are initialized as a uniformly random number between
-1 and 1, and we execute 105 iterations for Figure 1, and 100 steps of 10N iterations
for each value of µ in Figure 2.

3.3 Information-limiting environment experiment

Here we describe how our experiment on an information-limiting environment is
designed and set. First, we produce a synthetic network with two communities sep-
arated by very few edges. We employ the Poisson degree-corrected stochastic block
model as implemented in [32] to generate a network with size N = 103, with both
in-degree and out-degree distributions from Poisson with an average z = 8 and two
modules. Only 1% of the edges connect the two modules.

We want to design a polarized scenario where users are locked into two distinct
communities, both separated by opinion and network structure. Hence, this experiment
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is executed with the rewiring rule disabled, and users have opinions initialized as 1 in
one module and -1 in the other. That is, the system always starts fully polarized in
this experiment.

We also highlight an important distinction to the original model setup. Instead of
the posting filter from Equation 1, we opt to use the following:

Pp(θ, bi) =

{
cos2

(
π
2 |θ − bi|

)
, if |θ − bi| ≤ 1

0, otherwise.
(5)

This change means that, in practice, a user i will never post a content of opinion
θ when the difference |θ− bi| is greater than one. Since each user is initialized with an
opinion of either 1 or -1, they will not post any content whose θ has a different sign
to their opinion unless it has changed since the beginning of the simulation.

Then we set the opinion variation ∆ = 0.1 and feed size α = 1 and proceed to
understand how these features impact the growth of cascades of content posting by sys-
tematically testing how parameters react to each other, especially the recommendation
control ϕ and innovation probability µ.

To produce Figure 3a and 3b, we fix each value of µ and a range of 41 values of ϕ
between 0 and π. For each pair of µ and ϕ, we run 500 simulations of 106 iterations
each and annotate what is the maximum cascade size resulting from each. The solid
line represents the average of the 500 maximum cascade sizes, and the shades are the
corresponding standard deviation added or subtracted from the average.

We obtain Figure 3c and 3d by fixing µ = 0.2, three values of ϕ and running 100
simulations for 106 iterations each. Each value of ϕ then generates a large number of
cascades: 9,372,911 cascades for ϕ = 0, 8,901,320 cascades for ϕ = 3π/8 and 5,090,826
cascades for ϕ = π/2. These are binned through a thousand values of content opinion
θ, which we then use to extract a maximum cascade size. Finally, the maximum
cascade sizes for each bin of θ are represented together through smoothed lines via
the Savitzky-Golay filter[33].

Finally, Figure 4 considers a range of 41 values of µ, from 0.1 to 0.9, and the three
previously tested values of ϕ (0, 3π/8 and π/2). At each point given by a combination
of parameters, we run 1000 simulations.

3.4 Datasets

In our study, we consider two datasets published by Minici et al. [27]. They were
collected from the social platform Twitter under a background of strongly polar-
ized debates. These datasets contain measurements of network structure, cascades of
retweets, and opinions of either users or posts. All of these measures are represented
in our model, which makes the data good candidates for empirical studies.

The first dataset, named ‘Brexit’, was measured in the context of the Brexit ref-
erendum in the UK between May and July of 2016. It features a network with 7,589
nodes and 532,460 edges. The number of cascades is 19,963, with minimum and max-
imum sizes of 2 and 256, respectively. The complementary cumulative distribution
function (CCDF) of the cascade sizes is shown in Figure 5a.
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The second dataset, dubbed ‘VaxNoVax’, was collected during vaccine debates in
Italy in 2018. Its associated network has 14,315 nodes and 1,714,180 edges. It contains
43,923 cascades ranging in size from 2 to 1,468 (see Figure 5b). We also provide the
degree distribution of both networks in the Appendix B.

3.5 Model calibration task

Our model is calibrated via a search in a multidimensional space made of four parame-
ters, which are µ, ϕ, ∆, and niter. In particular, we minimize the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
(KS) distance via a single-objective genetic algorithm from the implementation in [34]
by considering the feed size α as a fixed parameter when the heuristic is initialized.
The values of α are selected considering the KS statistic obtained for a range up to
α = 45, found in the Supplementary Material.

Since the datasets are a small sample [35] of the activity in subsets of the Twitter
platform retrieved by the first version of the API, it is a challenging task to accurately
estimate the parameters a priori due to their dependence on time. We cannot know
how the volume of activity represented in the sample maps to the actual one in the
system at the time. In essence, it is not trivial to match one simulation iteration to a
time scale in the real world.

As such, two of our parameters encapsulate the time frame we are trying to match:
the number of iterations niter, but also the opinion variation ∆ as it modulates how
intense are changes in user opinion. Intuitively, a high value of ∆ means fewer iterations
are needed for the system to reach stable configurations. Once there is a time window
set by niter and ∆, the innovation probability µ is fundamental to fix the maximum
cascade size.

Finally, the recommendation control ϕ, mentioned back in Section 3.1 as related
to how users receive posts of different opinion, can drive the system towards various
states of opinion polarization (as observed in previous works [19, 28]).

Let d be the empirical distribution of cascade sizes from data and s the sample
distribution of cascade sizes obtained from the simulation. As each dataset has a fixed
distribution of cascade sizes, let the empirical cumulative distribution function of d
be given by Fd(x). As for the sample distribution s, it is parameterized with the
innovation probability µ, the recommendation control ϕ, the opinion variation ∆, and
the number of iterations niter.

We are then interested in finding the simulation parameters that minimize the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) statistic [36] between the two samples. That is, the model
calibration task is

minimize
µ, ϕ,∆, niter

sup
x
|Fd(x)− Fs(x, µ, ϕ,∆, α, niter)| (6a)

subject to 0.01 ≤ µ ≤ 0.99, (6b)

0 ≤ ϕ ≤ π, (6c)

0 ≤ ∆ ≤ 1, (6d)

1.5× 105 ≤ niter ≤ 6.5× 105 (6e)
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where Fs(x, µ,∆, ϕ, α, niter) is the empirical cumulative distribution of cascade sizes
from simulations parameterized accordingly.

After fixing a value of α, which we obtain by testing the KS statistic for different
ranges of parameters (see Appendix C), we obtain an optimal set of parameters with
the genetic algorithm. From this set of parameters, Figure 5 is produced by comparing
the empirical cascade size tail distribution in the datasets to the one produced by
averaging 100 simulations with the set of parameters.

These simulations are executed using the empirical network structure from the
dataset, with opinions initialized uniformly at random between the entire interval [-
1,1]. Each iteration follows the description of Section 3.1, including the posting filter
given by Equation 1.

4 Discussion

In this work, we introduced an agent-based model for opinion polarization on adaptive
networks featuring a limited-attention mechanism. The latter allows the same content
to be reposted, which in turn means we can keep track of cascades of information
formed by reposting from different users. We studied the behavior of this model to
understand the interplay between the spread of information and opinion polarization
dynamics.

We first characterized how the innovation probability µ changes a previously known
scenario on an Erdős-Rényi network by observing the evolution of opinions. Then,
we investigated the model behavior in a scenario designed to hinder the spread of
information. In this scenario, a synthetic modular network locks users into one of two
communities initialized with opposing extreme opinions, with only 1% of the edges
between them. From this experiment, we saw it is possible to go from polarization to
consensus depending on the model parameters and posting filters, even when users
cannot rewire.

Finally, we applied the intuition gained from these experiments to the study of
empirical data by calibrating our model so that it produced cascades of posts with
similar statistics to those observed in the real world. Two datasets with empirical net-
work structure and cascade statistics, from the platform previously known as Twitter
were used to evaluate how well the parameter space adapts.

Even though at least 99% of cascade sizes empirically observed are well captured
within the optimal set of parameters, we opted to showcase the results through a log-
log plot, as it is customary for analyzing distributions of critical phenomena. This
visualization option shifts the focus away from the vast majority of events and towards
the extreme events, which is also consistent with the previous analyses using the
cascade maximum size.

The deviations between the tails of the two distributions may be attributed to a
number of different factors. Here we highlight that our agent-based iterations over-
simplify the temporal dynamics involved in the system we study by considering
the homogeneous activity, while extreme events in social media platforms are often
modeled with bursty dynamics ([37],[38]).
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Furthermore, our data calibration task was a very specific attempt at joining
computational experiments and empirical phenomena. Extensive fitting tasks would
require a bigger number of datasets with observations of various statistics so that
different objective functions can be set up.

Another measure that can be readily compared in the calibration task is the ratio
between the number of distinct cascades over the sum of all their sizes, which works
an upper bound for the empirical innovation probability (see Equation 53 of [24]). In
the case of the VaxNoVax dataset, this bound is µ̃ = 0.1444, which is compatible with
the optimal value of innovation probability retrieved by our task (µ = 0.093).

As per the Brexit dataset, µ̃ = 0.272 does not match the optimal parameter µ =
0.658. Here it is important to highlight that the Brexit dataset may pose limitations to
our investigation. The authors in [27] mention that this particular dataset was collected
in two steps since the first did not contain retweets. After the second collection, they
filtered out all posts that did not contain at least one of the 100 most popular hashtags,
as well as users who had only four or fewer tweets. This means the retweet cascades
may be incomplete to some degree, which influences all the other correlated measures.

While we build on the understanding of previous investigations, which guide a lot
of our choice of parameters and filter functions, the present work is no longer a simple
iteration of the related work. Our model is a novel framework to study the temporal
evolution of opinion phenomena produced by the conjoined effects of several features
of social media platforms, such as the effect of content recommendation, connection
rewiring, and limited user attention.

Among the vast range of possible configurations and their outcomes, we focused our
contribution on polarized settings and which mechanisms in these settings may hinder
the spread of information. Future endeavors may turn to alternate configurations or
even dig further into additional explanation candidates for polarized scenarios, such
as rewiring bias or recommendation bias.

Allowing the individual tracking of posts cascading through the network on top
of the adaptive opinion dynamics contributes to new tools for investigating mecha-
nisms in social media dynamics. Though it is interesting to aggregate statistics per
cascade, another possible approach is to aggregate cascade statistics on the user level.
That could allow for explaining how mediators between two communities behave and
whether or how they control the flow of information between two sides.
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10.13039/501100011033) Grant No. PID2020-115800GB-I00. We acknowledge the use
of the computational resources of COSNET Lab at Institute BIFI, which was funded
by Banco Santander (grant Santander-UZ 2020/0274) and the Government of Aragón
(grant UZ-164255). The funders had no role in study design, data collection and
analysis, decision to publish, or preparation of the manuscript.

Declarations

Not applicable

12



References

[1] Jamieson, K.H., Cappella, J.N.: Echo Chamber: Rush Limbaugh and the Con-
servative Media Establishment. Oxford University Press, New York, NY, USA
(2010). ISBN: 978-0-19-539860-1

[2] Nguyen, C.T.: Echo chambers and epistemic bubbles. Episteme 17(2), 141–161
(2020) https://doi.org/10.1017/epi.2018.32

[3] Terren, L., Borge-Bravo, R.: Echo chambers on social media: A systematic review
of the literature. Review of Communication Research 9 (2021)

[4] Cota, W., Ferreira, S.C., Pastor-Satorras, R., Starnini, M.: Quantifying echo
chamber effects in information spreading over political communication networks.
EPJ Data Science 8(1), 35 (2019)

[5] Ross Arguedas, A., Robertson, C., Fletcher, R., Nielsen, R.: Echo chambers, filter
bubbles, and polarisation: a literature review. Technical report, Oxford, England
(2022)

[6] Kitchens, B., Johnson, S.L., Gray, P.: Understanding echo chambers and filter
bubbles: The impact of social media on diversification and partisan shifts in news
consumption. Management Information Systems Quarterly 44(4), 1619–1649
(2020)

[7] Bak-Coleman, J.B., Alfano, M., Barfuss, W., Bergstrom, C.T., Cen-
teno, M.A., Couzin, I.D., Donges, J.F., Galesic, M., Gersick, A.S.,
Jacquet, J., Kao, A.B., Moran, R.E., Romanczuk, P., Rubenstein, D.I.,
Tombak, K.J., Bavel, J.J.V., Weber, E.U.: Stewardship of global col-
lective behavior. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
118(27), 2025764118 (2021) https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2025764118
https://www.pnas.org/doi/pdf/10.1073/pnas.2025764118

[8] Lorenz-Spreen, P., Oswald, L., Lewandowsky, S., Hertwig, R.: A systematic review
of worldwide causal and correlational evidence on digital media and democ-
racy. Nature Human Behaviour 7(1), 74–101 (2023) https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41562-022-01460-1

[9] Noorazar, H., Vixie, K.R., Talebanpour, A., Hu, Y.: From classical
to modern opinion dynamics. International Journal of Modern Physics
C 31(07), 2050101 (2020) https://doi.org/10.1142/S0129183120501016
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0129183120501016

[10] Deffuant, G., Neau, D., Amblard, F., Weisbuch, G.: Mixing beliefs among
interacting agents. Advances in Complex Systems 3(01n04), 87–98 (2000)

13

https://doi.org/10.1017/epi.2018.32
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2025764118
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://www.pnas.org/doi/pdf/10.1073/pnas.2025764118
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-022-01460-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-022-01460-1
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0129183120501016
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1142/S0129183120501016


[11] Rainer, H., Krause, U.: Opinion dynamics and bounded confidence: models, anal-
ysis and simulation. Journal of Artifical Societies and Social Simulation 5(3)
(2002)

[12] Galam, S.: Minority opinion spreading in random geometry. The European
Physical Journal B-Condensed Matter and Complex Systems 25(4), 403–406
(2002)

[13] Kubin, E., Sikorski, C.: The role of (social) media in political polariza-
tion: a systematic review. Annals of the International Communication Asso-
ciation 45(3), 188–206 (2021) https://doi.org/10.1080/23808985.2021.1976070
https://doi.org/10.1080/23808985.2021.1976070

[14] Holme, P., Newman, M.E.: Nonequilibrium phase transition in the coevolution of
networks and opinions. Physical Review E 74(5), 056108 (2006)

[15] Benatti, A., Arruda, H.F., Silva, F.N., Comin, C.H., Fontoura Costa, L.: Opinion
diversity and social bubbles in adaptive sznajd networks. Journal of Statistical
Mechanics: Theory and Experiment 2020(2), 023407 (2020)

[16] Baumann, F., Lorenz-Spreen, P., Sokolov, I.M., Starnini, M.: Modeling echo
chambers and polarization dynamics in social networks. Physical Review Letters
124(4), 048301 (2020)

[17] Sasahara, K., Chen, W., Peng, H., Ciampaglia, G.L., Flammini, A., Menczer,
F.: Social influence and unfollowing accelerate the emergence of echo chambers.
Journal of Computational Social Science 4(1), 381–402 (2021)

[18] Blex, C., Yasseri, T.: Positive algorithmic bias cannot stop fragmen-
tation in homophilic networks. The Journal of Mathematical Sociology
46(1), 80–97 (2022) https://doi.org/10.1080/0022250X.2020.1818078
https://doi.org/10.1080/0022250X.2020.1818078

[19] Ferraz de Arruda, H., Maciel Cardoso, F., Ferraz de Arruda, G., R. Hernández, A.,
da Fontoura Costa, L., Moreno, Y.: Modelling how social network algorithms can
influence opinion polarization. Information Sciences 588, 265–278 (2022) https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.ins.2021.12.069

[20] Valensise, C.M., Cinelli, M., Quattrociocchi, W.: The drivers of online polar-
ization: Fitting models to data. Information Sciences 642, 119152 (2023) https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.ins.2023.119152

[21] Ciampaglia, G.L., Flammini, A., Menczer, F.: The production of information in
the attention economy. Scientific Reports 5(1), 9452 (2015) https://doi.org/10.
1038/srep09452

[22] Weng, L., Flammini, A., Vespignani, A., Menczer, F.: Competition among memes

14

https://doi.org/10.1080/23808985.2021.1976070
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1080/23808985.2021.1976070
https://doi.org/10.1080/0022250X.2020.1818078
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1080/0022250X.2020.1818078
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ins.2021.12.069
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ins.2021.12.069
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ins.2023.119152
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ins.2023.119152
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep09452
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep09452


in a world with limited attention. Scientific Reports 2(1), 335 (2012) https://doi.
org/10.1038/srep00335

[23] Lerman, K., Ghosh, R.: Information contagion: An empirical study of the spread
of news on digg and twitter social networks. Proceedings of the International
AAAI Conference on Web and Social Media 4(1), 90–97 (2010) https://doi.org/
10.1609/icwsm.v4i1.14021

[24] Gleeson, J.P., O’Sullivan, K.P., Baños, R.A., Moreno, Y.: Effects of network struc-
ture, competition and memory time on social spreading phenomena. Phys. Rev.
X 6, 021019 (2016) https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.6.021019

[25] Oliveira, D.F.M., Chan, K.S., Leonel, E.D.: Scaling invariance in a social network
with limited attention and innovation. Physics Letters A 382(47), 3376–3380
(2018) https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physleta.2018.09.034
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Fig. 2 Characterizing the effect of innovation on opinion evolution: the moment ratio dia-
gram for the evolution of the opinion distribution in an Erdős-Rényi network of size N = 103 and
mean in-degree z = 10.21 for the minimum and maximum innovation probability µ. Both parameter-
izations are tested with 100 different trajectories starting from the same initial opinion distribution
(uniformly random between -1 and 1), omitted in the diagram for clarity. Each trajectory has 100
points, and every two consecutive points are produced from steps of 10N iterations of the model.
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Fig. 3 Effects of model calibration on information spreading in a synthetic information-
limiting environment: In panels (a) and (b), for two different posting filters, maximum cascade
size produced for a range of recommendation control ϕ and five values of innovation probability µ.
For each pair of µ and ϕ, we run 500 simulations and obtain the maximum cascade size in each of
them; the solid line is the average among the 500 maximum cascade sizes, while the shade is the
average added or subtracted to the corresponding standard deviation. In panels (c) and (d), again for
each respective posting filter, we compare the maximum cascade size with content opinion θ for three
values of recommendation control ϕ on a fixed innovation probability µ = 0.2. Since each cascade is
associated with an opinion content θ, which is continuous, we group cascades into each of a thousand
bins between -1 and 1. From these, we extract those with the maximum cascade size; the resulting
values are represented with lines smoothed via the Savitzky-Golay filter [33].
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Fig. 4 Polarized communities reacting to the increase of content innovation: for each
combination of posting filter (Equation 1 in (a), Equation 5 in (b)), each recommendation control
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20



Brexit

100 101 102

cascade size

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

CC
D

F

Vax No VAX

100 101 102 103

cascade size

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

CC
D

F

Data
Simulation

a)

b)

Data
Simulation

Fig. 5 Calibrating the model against data: complementary cumulative distribution function
(CCDF) of cascade sizes obtained from the optimal simulation against those from each dataset. The
green line corresponds to the average of 100 simulations, while the shades account for the stan-
dard deviation of simulated cascade sizes. In panel (a), the model is calibrated against cascades
from the Brexit dataset, and the set of optimal simulation parameters found is (µ,∆, ϕ, niter) =
(0.658, 0.373, 1.366, 6.379 × 105) for a feed size α = 27. The KS statistic between the sample distri-
bution from data and those from simulations averages at (3.617 ± 0.595) × 10−3. In panel (b), the
model is calibrated against cascades from the VaxNoVax dataset, and the set of optimal parameters
is (µ,∆, ϕ, niter) = (0.093, 0.724, 2.863, 6.474× 105) for a feed size α = 29. The KS statistic between
the sample distribution from data and those from simulations averages at (1.385± 0.146)× 10−2.
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Appendix A Extreme opinion distributions for no
innovation

Here we sample one final opinion distribution found at the maximum L-skewness τ3
and L-kurtosis τ4 in the moment ratio diagram of Figure 2 and show how several
predominant opinions from independent trajectories are distributed.
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Fig. A1 In (a), a sample distribution corresponding to maximum L-skewness τ3 and L-kurtosis τ4.
Considering the most prevalent value of opinion (near 0) as the predominant opinion, in (b), we show
how predominant opinions extracted from 104 independent trajectories are distributed.

Appendix B Dataset additional characterization

In Figure B2, we show the tail distributions for in-degrees and out-degrees of both
datasets published by Minici et al. [27], available at https://github.com/mminici/
Echo-Chamber-Detection/tree/main/data/raw.

Appendix C Optimization of real-world data

As described in the main text, we optimize the opinion dynamics with respect to the
parameters µ, ϕ, ∆, α, and niter using a genetic algorithm. However, to reduce the
computation time and understand the effect of the feed size (α), we do not consider it
a parameter to optimize. The dynamics are run once for each parameter set tested to
reduce the optimization time further. We understand that the results obtained from
this approach can be penalized by some statistical fluctuations. Still, we argue that if
the optimizer slightly changes a parameter, the dynamics is rerun. Thus, we expect
that the fluctuations are compensated for by running the model with parameters close
to the expected minimum. Furthermore, there is no guarantee that the obtained result
is the global minimum, but we show that our approach is working correctly when we
see the values of the KS statistic, which are considerably low. Figure C3 shows the
best KS statistic for the parameters obtained.
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Fig. B2 Complementary cumulative distribution function (CCDF), or tail distribution of degrees
from the empirical networks used in our model calibration task. The data was made available by [27].
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Fig. C3 Average and standard deviation of the KS statistic between the real data and the data
generated by the opinion model obtained for the optimized parameters, for each value of α. To
generate this plot, we run the dynamics 300 times for each value of α.

As a complement, Figures C4 and C5 show the parameters obtained from the
optimization process for the Brexit and VaxNoVax datasets, respectively, varying α.
In the case of Brexit, µ and ϕ are more stable. In contrast, ∆ and niter are less
stable. These results indicate that the innovation and configuration of the receiving
filter tend to be the same for different feed sizes, regardless of the feed size. In the
case of VaxNoVax, only the parameter ϕ is stable regardless of the feed size. Thus,
the configuration of the receiving filter does not vary significantly as a result of α.
Interestingly, from the α obtained from the best KS statistics, niter stabilizes in the
case of VaxNoVax, but this effect does not happen for Brexit.
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Fig. C4 Parameters found by optimizing the dynamics for each value of α for the Brexit dataset.
The dashed line represents α = 27, which matches the minimum value obtained for the KS statistic.
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Fig. C5 Parameters found by optimizing the dynamics for each value of α for the VaxNoVax data
set. The dashed line represents α = 29, which matches the minimum value obtained for the KS
statistic.
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