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Abstract

Sharing misinformation threatens societies as misleading news shapes the risk perception of individuals.
We witnessed this during the COVID-19 pandemic, where misinformation undermined the effectiveness of
stay-at-home orders, posing an additional obstacle in the fight against the virus. In this research, we study
misinformation spreading, reanalyzing behavioral data on online sharing, and analyzing decision-making
mechanisms using the Drift Diffusion Model (DDM). We find that subjects display an increased instinctive
inclination towards sharing misleading news, but rational thinking significantly curbs this reaction, especially
for more cautious and older individuals. Using an agent-based model, we expand this individual knowledge to
a social network where individuals are exposed to misinformation through friends and share (or not) content
with probabilities driven by DDM. The natural shape of the Twitter network provides a fertile ground for
any news to rapidly become viral, yet we found that limiting users’ followers proves to be an appropriate
and feasible containment strategy.

Introduction

As individuals, we understand the world by constantly acquiring new information. The advent of the Internet
has released numerous opportunities for information to spread faster and more expansive, reaching more people
than ever before. However, the amount of information at our fingertips seems overwhelming, exposing us to a
considerable amount of untrustworthy information [1]. This may lead to dangerous behaviors that for instance,
may burden the acceptance of vaccines [2], produce a negative effect on the public image of a political candidate
through false narratives [3, 4], etc. The term misinformation refers to information that is false but not created
with the intention of causing harm [5, 6, 7], for instance, individuals sharing online pieces of information without
knowing that it is false and intending to be helpful. False information may have the capability of changing our
perception of reality [8] and its diffusion in a society may have serious consequences, such as compromising
our ability to address hence fight the climate crisis [9], enhance public health systems [10, 11, 12], or maintain
a stable democracy [13, 4]. But why do people share false or unreliable information on social media? The
scientific community has been studying this topic for decades. In [14], the authors found that analytic thinking
plays an important role when it comes to false political information. People tend to share it because they fail to
think. Moreover, they suggested that susceptibility to fake news is driven more by lazy thinking rather than by
partisan bias. On the contrary, in [15] Ceylan, et.al. found that the structure of online sharing in the platform
is more important than critical reasoning or partisan bias. That is to say, users tend to form habits of sharing
misinformation and react automatically to familiar platform cues (in their case of study Facebook). Habitual
sharers do not take into consideration the informational consequences of what they share. Altogether, these
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pieces of research may suggest that the decision-making process of sharing false information is made rapidly
and at a low cognitive level.

Daily life activities involve the process of decision-making, whether to cross or not a street, which candidate to
vote for, or when to take holidays. Some decisions are more important and require a deeper analysis. While
others are made rapidly (almost instantaneously) and with less cognitive effort. Mathematically, cognitive
processes that involve simple and rapid two-choice decisions can be seen as the noisy accumulation of evidence
from a stimulus and can appropriately be described by Drift Diffusion Models (DDM) [16]. These sequential
sampling models have been extensively studied for decades, building a bridge between neuroscience and human
behavior, taking advantage of collected data [17]. Starting with the model proposed and developed by Ratcliff
in [18], the DDM assumes a one-dimensional random walk representing the accumulation in our brain of noisy
evidence in favor of one of the two alternative options. More in detail (see Fig.1), the process is represented
as the temporal evolution of a random variable x(t) from a point z named the bias. At each time step, as
information is randomly collected in favor of one of the two choices, this accumulation is represented as increases
or decreases in x(t) up until a decision is made when one of the boundaries is reached x = a or x = 0 (being
a the boundary separation). The information accumulation rate is called the drift rate ν (see Methods for a
more detailed mathematical description of the model). From a neuroscience perspective, these free parameters
of the mathematical model have the following interpretation: (i) The bias (z): is related to the prior inclination
(the pre-existing ideas) the individual has about the options, (ii) The threshold or length of the barrier (a):
psychologically quantifies cautiousness in response, (iii) The drift rate (ν): the value of this quantity is related
to the quality and velocity of the information extracted from the stimulus, also related to the task complexity.
For tasks “easy” to understand, the drift rate has a high absolute value, and responses are fast and accurate
on average. Conversely, when subjects find the tasks “difficult”, the drift rate values are closer to zero, and
responses are slower and less accurate on average. The accuracy of this model is measured with the response
times (RTs) and response times distributions (PDF). By evaluating the predictions of the model with the shape
of the response time data, we can obtain the free parameters and test the performance of the model. Previous
studies have shown that decisions with smaller response times are more intuitive and less accurate, while longer
decisions are more deliberate [19]; it is important to understand whether a person responds as quickly as possible
or as accurately as possible. Hence, researchers generally focused on how response time probabilities change
across experiment conditions (variations may appear among ages, genders, political orientations, etc.). Many
variations to this model have been explored, such as adding non-decision time [20], across-trials variability of
the rate of accumulation of information [21] and the starting point [19], speed-accuracy optimality [22, 23] and
more [24]. Additionally, more sophisticated models have been developed, mainly physiologically motivated by
cases that involve more than two-option decisions [25]. For instance, the race model uses separate accumulators
for each of the options, integrating evidence independently.

The universality of the Drift Diffusion Model allowed scientists to use it in a wide spectrum of different topics.
In game theory, previous research used the model to describe and explore human cooperation-defection [26].
Finding that, in this context, individuals initially tend to cooperate, but rational deliberation quickly becomes
dominant. And depending on the interaction with the environment a positive or negative experience will be
translated into a cooperative or defective answer. DDM models have also been used to describe human behavior
in the context of altruism [27], food choices [28], moral judgments [29], and more. In the context of online sharing
misinformation, Lin. et.al [30] investigate accuracy and deliberation when sharing misinformation. They found
that accuracy prompts increased sharing discernment by shifting peoples’ attention to accuracy while deciding
what to share rather than increasing the amount of deliberation; this is interesting because they show that
people can think better even without thinking more. However, not much is known about this topic, and there
is still much more to understand. For instance, can we take advantage of drift-diffusion model to describe
the decision-making process of sharing online misinformation? Is it a suitable model for this kind of cognitive
response? How well is the model’s performance, and how does it vary across experimental conditions, such as
age and other factors? In this research, our first aim is to explore and understand these addressed issues.

At the moment, diffusion models link cognitive and behavioral decision-making processes at an individual level,
providing a solid theoretical framework. But we know that social interactions play a fundamental role in
human behavior, and interesting and unexpected outcomes can emerge from collective phenomena. Widespread
misinformation can lead to macroscopic clusters of people sharing misperceptions and biased collective opinions
[13], for instance, leading pools of vaccine-hesitant individuals susceptible to a new epidemic outbreak [31, 32].
Further, it is well known that when certain features are present in the social patterns —namely homophily
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Figure 1: Information spreading in a society considering the neurocognitive mechanisms driving
each individual response. On the right side is the social network on top of which the spreading process
occurs, i.e., information diffuses in the social media platform where users interact. Every time an S individual
shares content (violet), its NS neighbors will see it, and a single decision-making process is activated (for each
of them) to decide whether to share or not the content (on the left side).

[33], polarization [34], echo chambers characteristics [35, 36, 37]— they have a strong impact providing a fertile
ground for the spread of misinformation [38]. Thence, our next step here, is to expand these micro-level concepts
to a macro-level. How can we link these neurocognitive mechanisms of decision-making taking place inside the
brain of each individual (micro-level) to misleading content spreading and going viral on an online platform
(macro-level), such as Twitter?

The present research explores the decision-making process of sharing misleading information online with two-
fold goals. As a first step, we took advantage of the universality of the Drift Diffusion Model to describe and
analyze data collected by G. Pennycook & D. G. Rand in [14]. In this study, misleading and reliable content
was presented to participants to then ask how prone they were to share it with response option yes, maybe or
not (three-option process). To be able to apply DDM, we reduce the dimension of the problem by combining
the positive options and analyzing the performance of the model. Data is disaggregated by content, content
veracity —misleading and reliable— and age, and variation in the free parameters of the model are present
across the different experiment conditions. As a second step, we aim to expand this individual-level mechanism
to a population level; a broader perspective in which we explore how the social contact patterns impact the
outcomes of the collective behavior. We consider a social network with similar structure characteristics as the
Twitter network described in [39]. Then, to mimic the propagation of information, we propose to use an agent-
based model in which individuals are divided into two compartments: Sharers (S) or Non-Sharers (NS). Every
time an S individual shares content will activate the decision-making process in their NS neighbors. That is to
say, a single DDM process runs, giving an answer (share or not) to the stimulus. Finally, we use the previous
mathematical framework in [40] to build a bridge between the micro and macro levels and obtain the critical
conditions the free parameters should satisfy in order for (mis)information to become viral; this leads us to
propose as an intervention strategy to limit the number of accounts that can follow a user.
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Results

What motivates individuals to share or not share content? What are the neurocognitive mechanisms driving
the decision-making process? Do these mechanisms vary with the nature of the content? Does information
spread vary with individuals’ characteristics? In this Section, we explore if and how the Drift Diffusion Model
can model the decision-making dynamic of sharing misleading and reliable content. We use the open access
dataset presented in [14], where authors carried out a large-scale experiment in which participants discerned
the veracity of news headlines and expressed how prone they were to share them. Data was collected from a
total of N = 2644 participants with an age range from 16 to 88. Each experiment consisted of presenting to
participants 12 reliable and 12 misleading content. All misleading news headlines were originally taken from
Snopes.com; while reliable headlines were selected from mainstream news sources (e.g., NPR, The Washington
Post). All content was contemporary (see Methods for more details). Additionally, we explore how contact
patterns affect the possibility of viral content and the role played by the free parameters of the DDM.

Drift Diffusion model is capable of capturing decision-making process of sharing
information

A decision-making process with two options as possible answers can be well-modeled by the Drift Diffusion
Model [24] (see Methods). However, this is not the case for three or more responses. Typically, this kind of
scenario can not be well described with a one-dimensional dynamic, and there are more suitable models, such as
the race model [25], in which accumulators for each alternative integrate evidence independently. To be able to
use DDM to describe the dynamic, we reduce our problem to two dimensions. We assume that “no” responses
are the only representative of not sharing (individuals here are determined not to share the content), and the
rest of the answers, “yes” and “maybe”, are in an undecided grey area, mostly prone to share the content. As
described in the Methods Section, we applied the Hierarchical Drift Diffusion Model [41] to obtain the set of
parameters that better represent the data. Following, we display the probability density functions (PDF) of
the response times (RTs) for the case of misleading in Fig. 2 and reliable content in Fig. 3. A good agreement
is obtained between empirical data (dots) and theoretical results (solid lines), which are derived by Eq.(1) and
using the set of parameters in the legend (legend box, and see methods for further details on the dimension of
the free parameters). We disaggregated our data by age range: 16 − 24, 25 − 31, 38 − 47, and 48 − 88 years
old, and headlines: 12 misleading and 12 reliable; and we consider answers with RTs < 100 seconds (see the
sensitivity analysis in Supplementary Fig. 1. Besides, we classify the RTs according to individuals’ responses,
with a positive orientation for the case of sharing (orange left side) and a negative orientation for the case of
not sharing (violet left side). For simplicity, we only display headline number 3, but all headlines can be found
in the Supplementary Information. In addition, Fig.4 displays the bar charts of the number of responses when
sharing and not sharing for reliable and misleading content. Note that these results have already been analyzed
in [14]. From Figs. 2-4, we can see that the decision not to share is more trendy than the decision to share,
and this is consistent among all ages and independent of the content. Besides, as already observed in [14],
deciding not to share in general takes more time, i.e., higher RTs have a higher probability for the not sharing
scenario. And in a misleading scenario (Fig. 2), this difference is more noticeable. An explanation for this could
be that individuals prone to sharing may do it as a reflection or a habit, as suggested in [15]; they do not take
much time to think about the decision and do it automatically. While the decision not to share requires more
analysis, longer times have more probability, meaning that individuals need to gather more evidence (probably)
to discern the content’s veracity and if they are prone to share it. Finally, in a reliable scenario (Fig. 3), we can
see that longer RTs now have a higher probability in both cases.

Neurocognitive mechanisms differ among ages and veracity of the content

In this Section, we estimate the free parameters of the DDM. The fit of the parameters has been performed
using the HDDM Python-based toolbox [41], which uses the Hierarchical Bayesian Estimation to simultaneously
fit the distribution of response times for both options -share and not share-. In Fig. 5, we show the results for
the cases of (a) misleading news headlines and (b) reliable news headlines, where plots correspond to a different
parameter, and each box plot shows the distribution of each range averaging over the 12 headlines. Notice
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(a) (b)

(c)

(d) (e)

Figure 2: Probability Distribution Function of the Response Times for the case of Misleading
Information. The estimation of the free parameters values (a, ν, z and t0 in the legend box) are obtained with
the Python-based toolbox HDDM [41] version=0.6.0 (see Methods for more details). For simplicity, we display
headline number 3 (the remaining headlines are displayed in the Supplementary Information). Dots correspond
to empirical data, lines are obtained using Eq. 1 with the corresponding values of the free parameters, and crosses
correspond to stochastic simulated data obtained for more statistics. Each panel corresponds to a different age
bin: (a) 16−24 years old, (b) 25−31 years old, (c) 32−37 years old, (d) 38−47 years old, and (e) 48−88 years
old; and the corresponding number of participants for each case are displayed in the titles. The left side of each
curve (orange) corresponds to data collected with not sharing answers, while the right side (violet) corresponds
to sharing answers.
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(a) (b)

(c)

(d) (e)

Figure 3: Probability Distribution Function of the Response Times for the case of Reliable Infor-
mation. The estimation of the free parameters values (a, ν, z and t0 in the legend box) are obtained with
the Python-based toolbox HDDM [41] version=0.6.0 (see Methods for more details). For simplicity, we display
headline number 3 (the remaining headlines are displayed in the Supplementary Information). Dots correspond
to empirical data, lines are obtained using Eq. 1 with the corresponding values of the free parameters, and
crosses correspond to stochastic simulated data obtained for more statistics. Each panel corresponds to a dif-
ferent age bin: (a) 16 − 24 years old, (b) 25 − 31 years old, (c) 32 − 37 years old, (d) 38 − 47 years old, and
(e) 48 − 88 years old; and the corresponding number of participants for each case are displayed in the titles.
The left side of each curve (orange) corresponds to data collected with not sharing answers, while the right side
(violet) corresponds to sharing answers.
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Figure 4: Number not share and share responses for the cases of reliable (left) and misleading
(right) content. Bars correspond to different age ranges, and responses are aggregated across all headlines.

that even though the nature of both headlines differs, we can see similar trends in both cases -misleading and
reliable-.

Threshold (a): This parameter is also known as the “criterion” or the “decision boundary” and is related to
the amount of evidence required to trigger a decision response. Speed-accuracy trade-off is modeled by this
parameter. If accuracy is emphasized, boundary values tend to be higher and far from the starting point; in
this way response times are slow, and accuracy is high. Conversely, when speed is emphasized, boundary values
tend to be lower and closer to the starting point; in this way, individuals respond faster, leading to lowered
accuracy due to the fact that processes that would have reached the correct boundary now are more likely to
reach the wrong one by mistake [19]. From Fig. 5, we see a tendency in age to become more cautious when
sharing any information independently of their nature. However, in the case of misleading content, the increase
in cautiousness over age is considerably larger. From Fig. 4, we can see that both -younger and older people- are
more prone not to share this type of content. This may imply that the parameter is greater for older generations
because they take more time to discern the content’s veracity.

Bias towards sharing (z): The bias parameter indicates the starting point for the decision-making process,
and it is related to the initial inclinations of the individuals; that is to say, the pre-existing ideas individuals
have about the topic. In our case study, if initially subjects are more toward sharing, the starting point will be
closer to the corresponding boundary a = 1. Otherwise, it will be closer to 0 (not sharing). From Fig. 5, we can
see that, in principle, individuals tend to be slightly biased toward sharing both types of content since z ≥ 0.55
and have, therefore, an instinctive inclination to share content. The bias for reliable headlines, in particular,
remains almost constant across ages and appears systematically larger for misleading headlines. This suggests
that subjects may have an amplified intuitive inclination to share misleading news.

Drift rate (ν): This parameter is related to the information acquisition, and it measures the subjects’ ability
to gather evidence of the stimulus related to the task complexity. The module |ν| specifically indicates the rate
at which individuals process the information given by the content to understand if they are willing to share it or
not. From Fig. 5, we can see that the values tend to be closer to zero, implying that the stimuli are “difficult”
to understand and the information gathering is slow, particularly regarding reliable information. For misleading
content, the task seems easier. On the other hand, the negative sign of the drift suggests individuals’s rational
thinking leads more toward not sharing information in general, independently of the veracity of the content and
ages. Lastly, we can see that there is not much difference among ages; for younger people, it is slightly less
challenging to understand the content, but the difference is not significant enough to draw strong conclusions.

Non-decision time (t0): This parameter corresponds to the time before the decision process begins, is the
component of RT that is not due to evidence accumulation, and is more related to the physiological components
of the experiment. For instance, it could be related to the time individuals take to prepare themselves to start
reading the headline (before they realize that the new round started) or the time used to press the bottom of
the mouse. As expected, we can see almost no difference between the two types of content. Yet, there is a
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Figure 5: Free parameters of the drift-diffusion model. Each plot corresponds to a different free parameter
(from left to right): a threshold (upper left), ν drift towards sharing the news (lower left), z the a priori bias
towards sharing (or not) information (upper right), and t0 non-decision time before the brain starts the process
of collecting information and deciding (lower right). See Methods for details on the dimensions of the free
parameters. Each box plot shows the distribution of each age range averaging over 12 headlines for the case of
misleading (blue) and reliable (green) headlines.
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noticeable difference among ages: young people tend to be faster, while older people tend to be a bit slower and
take more time to start with the task.

In an unbiased scenario (z = 0.5), when ν reaches high values, faster and more precise decisions are taken. In
addition, high values of the a reduce the role of noise, producing slower yet more accurate responses. Conse-
quently, we can explore the speed/accuracy trade-off in our cases of study in a hypothetical absence of bias. In
this context, we conclude that older generations tend to be better thinkers, especially in the case of misleading
content. Their trade-off is superior to younger generations due to higher values of a and ν; they are faster
towards not sharing and more accurate. Besides, we can also see in Supplementary Fig. 2 that the expected
fraction of individuals towards sharing is higher for younger people who appear to be more reckless or lazy
thinkers. This raised point offers an alternative but aligned interpretation of the results obtained by [14] on this
same dataset.

Contact patterns matters on going viral

How should the neurocognitive characteristics of society be to provide fertile ground for content to become
viral? Do the storytelling and the nature of the content play an important role? As a final step to answer
these questions in this Section, we build a bridge between the individual-level concepts presented before and
the collective behavior of the population (see Methods for details). We assume all individuals of the society to
be identical and following a DDM. The condition for virality in this society is given by the expression given of
Eq. (3) for critical threshold values of the free parameters of DDM: threshold ac, drift νc, and bias zc. Notice
that the non-decision times do not influence the mechanics behind the binary choice. In Fig. 6, we display
the transition diagram for the critical values of the free parameters of the DDM that divides two phases: the
Viral content and the Non-Viral content phase. Meaning that all the possible combinations of parameters above
the curves correspond to those scenarios in which the content becomes viral in that society. Conversely, in all
cases below the curves, the content fades off. For the social contact network, we mainly focused our study on
a network with similar characteristics as Twitter [39], a Power Law with P (k) ∼ k−γ exp(−k/κ) with γ = 2.2
and κ ≈ 105 (solid lines), and we also explore an extreme intervention scenario with κ = 20 proposed by [40]
(dashed lines). See Supplementary Fig. 4 for more details on the cutoff dependency. Notice that here we are
not considering the competition between news; in our case study, there is only one type of news spreading, and
its viralization only depends on the characteristics of the population, the network structure, and the nature of
the content.

In the x-axis of Fig. 6, we can see a clear division of societies in two: a less cautious one with low values
of a hence response times are shorter on average, and individuals tend to make faster decisions being more
reckless (left); a cautious one with high values of a, where response times are slow, subjects take time to gather
evidence and thinking more before making a decision (right). On the other hand, the y-axis corresponds to the
characteristics of the content, the storytelling.

For high positive values of the drift (green-blue area), the gathering of information is fast due to the stimuli
being easy for the individuals; this means that the content is clear and strongly convincing; thus, subjects are
more prone towards sharing independently on the veracity of the headline. Instead, for intermediate values
when ν ≈ 0, the stimuli are difficult. Individuals find themselves undecided whether to share or not the content,
and this is due to its neutral nature (yellow area). Lastly, for high negative values of the drift (orange-red
area), the gathering of information is fast, and the stimuli are easy. However, this is due to the content being
strongly unconvincing; thus, subjects are more prone to not sharing. Jointly, lines are incorporated by varying
the bias z, from 0.1 (top), where individuals tend to be a prior more prone not to share content, increasing to
0.9 (bottom) with ∆z = 0.1, where individuals tend to be a prior highly towards sharing information.

In general, in less cautious societies, we can see that the bias plays a crucial role in the viralization of the content.
If individuals are a priori towards not sharing content, the story should be compelling in order to become viral.
On the contrary, for a less biased society, even challenging to understand may become viral. In this scenario,
individuals tend to be reckless and may give a response more out of habit than reasoning. A different outcome
emerges for more cautious societies; individuals need to gather more information before making a decision, and
the role of the bias slowly vanishes. Here, the nature of the content becomes relevant if its convincing will
become viral, and even neutral content may be enough.
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Additionally, we incorporate the set of values of the parameters obtained from the empirical data (colored dots).
Each dot corresponds to a different age range, and the size corresponds to the value of z, being close to ≈ 0.55
for all the cases. This bias value corresponds to a neutral content situation (yellowish area) from the theory.
As we can see in Fig. 5, for the case of misleading content νempirical ≈ 0.3, for all age ranges. The values of
a, ν, and z extracted from the experiment are, therefore, below the critical threshold (yellowish area) needed
to become viral. Although, in principle, the population does not provide an appropriate ground to viralize the
content, it is lightly close, i.e. small changes in the parameter(s) are necessary to go viral.

Modifying the structure of a network could be challenging, particularly in topologies as large and complex as
Twitter. Yet, intervention strategies, such as limiting the number of accounts that can follow an individual seem
to be a realistic scenario to implement. Thus, we explore how reducing the maximum degree of users impacts
the viralization of news. To do that, we describe in Fig. 6 with dash lines the same network structure as before
P (k) ∼ k−γ exp(−k/κ) with γ = 2.2, with an extremely reduced cutoff κ = 20 (inspired by [40]). As we can see,
the reliability of the content becomes more relevant, bringing up a significant reduction in the viral phase areas
included in the diagram. For the unbiased scenario (black dashed lines) unreliable content cannot become viral.
The network structure still favors viralization, yet not enough for any type of content to spread. Interestingly,
for the cases of populations biased toward not sharing (z < 0.5), only convincing content will become viral. And,
for populations biased toward sharing, no major changes appear. Furthermore, we also explore a more realistic
scenario with a cutoff κ = 150, corresponding to Dunbar’s number. In [42], authors analyzed a dataset of Twitter
conversations and tested the cognitive limit on the number of stable social relationships (known as Dunbar’s
number), finding that users can entertain a maximum of 100–200 stable relationships. In Supplementary Fig. 5,
we illustrate this intermediate scenario where the impact of the cutoff is comparable with the cutoff κ = 20
discussed so far. Therefore, a potential containment strategy would be limiting users to reach a number of
connections less than the natural Dunbar’s number and, in this way, reduce the leverage provided by social
media that empowers few ”influencers” to have almost unlimited reachability. Our real-life scenario shows that
this strategy would be effective for both κ = 20 (Fig. 6) and κ = 150 (Supplementary Fig. 5). From Fig. 5, we
know that 0.55 < z < 0.6, and this is associated with the yellow area in the diagram. In the conditions we are
simulating here, where one piece of news is monopolizing the media, we can see that normally it will become
viral, given that it is above the yellow area. However, with the extreme intervention scenario, it is possible to
modify the topology enough so that it will not push the condition below the dashed yellow line. Remarkably, in
the case, κ = 150 (Dunbar’s number, see Supplementary Fig. 5), seems to lie closely to the critical point where
news might become viral (or not) randomly.

Finally, in the bottom part of Fig. 6, we added the dependency of the critical values as a function of the network
structure for the standard SIR (left part of Eq.(3)). In the case we are focused on with λ = 2.2, the critical
threshold is ≈ 0.1. And, as we can see, as λ increases, the structure becomes more homogeneous, and the critical
value increases. This means it is harder for the content to diffuse through the entire population. The opposite
happens when the structure becomes more heterogeneous; once the content reaches a highly connected subject,
it spreads rapidly through the whole population, and the critical threshold is lower.

Additionally, in the Supplementary Information, we explore the dependence of the phase diagram on the network
structure. As we can see in Supplementary Fig. 3, a great impact of heterogeneity is reflected in the critical
values of the free parameter. These results highlight the importance of the network structure in these processes
with a diffusive nature.

Discussion

Not all information is trustworthy and safe to share. Occasionally, false information could be malicious and
have the capability to change our perception of reality, creating confusion and compromising our welfare. In
this information landscape, we wonder: Why does information successfully spread through an entire society?
Which characteristics should the populations have to provide a fertile ground for this phenomenon to emerge?
At what level do the neurocognitive mechanisms of each individual affect the spreading, and conversely, at what
level do the social contact patterns impact?

In this research, we study the decision-making process of sharing information —misleading and reliable— online.
We take advantage of the universality of the Drift Diffusion Model to mathematically describe the response of
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Figure 6: Phase diagram for content to go viral according to the free parameters of DDM (top).
Upper panel: On the axis, we have the drift rate (ν) and the threshold (a), while each curve corresponds to a
different value of bias z increasing from 0.1 (top) to z = 0.9 (bottom) with ∆z = 0.1. Black lines correspond to
the unbiased scenario with z = 0.5. The areas above the curves correspond to the combination of parameters
that result in a phase of viral content, while below, the content does not go viral. In this case, we consider the
topology of a scale-free network P (k) ∼ k−γ exp(−k/κ). Solid lines correspond to an exponent γ = 2.2 and
cutoff on the degree κ = 105, while dashed lines are the intervention scenario with the same exponent γ = 2.2
and a reduced value in the number of maximum degree an individual can have, κ = 20. Each dot corresponds to
the combination of values of the free parameters obtained from the empirical data for the different age ranges,
considering the case of misleading content and averaging over headlines. The size of the dots corresponds to the
value of z, being ≈ 0.55 for all the cases. Lower panel: For completeness, we add the critical threshold values
as a function of the exponent λ for the standard SIR model (see Supplementary Fig. 6 for more details).
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individuals to share potentially misinformative content. By obtaining a solid accuracy (in the response times)
between our model and the data, we analyzed the neurocognitive mechanisms of the process by tracking the
free parameters of the DDM. The model is well-known for describing decision-making processes with two-option
responses, different from our three-option response problem. Yet, here, we can reduce our problem and find a
perfect accuracy between the DDM and the data. Then, we built a bridge between this individual behavior
(micro-level) and the collective behavior (macro-level), using a social network approach to describe the social
contact patterns. Finally, we develop a mathematical approach that allows us to obtain the phase diagram of
the viralization of content, where all the micro and macro information is merged. The diagram is a joint junction
of the neurocognitive characteristics of the individuals, the features of the content, and the network structure,
from where we may be able to predict if the content will go viral in a particular society. This approach also
allowed us to study, as an intervention strategy, the impact of limiting the maximum number of followers a user
can have.

Regarding the neurocognitive parameters of the model, there is a difference in all our results, which is related to
the content’s veracity. Firstly, individuals tend to be more cautious and hence take more time to decide whether
to share misleading content. And this cautiousness is further accentuated with age. Secondly, individuals of all
ages a priori tend to be slightly prone to instinctively share news headlines and more likely to if the content is
misleading. This difference may be explained by the fact that misleading content creators are actively attempting
to leverage emotions to generate engagement in their readers [43]. Thirdly, in general, when individuals gather
information concerning a news headline, the stimuli they receive tend to be directional in favor of not sharing
content. And in the case of misleading content, the trend runs deeper.

By differentiating societies in their level of cautiousness when making a decision, our results suggest different
and interesting scenarios. For less cautious societies, the bias plays a more important role in the spread of
information. In this context, individuals respond faster, being more reckless and directing their answers towards
their pre-existing concepts. Conversely, in more cautious societies, the effect of the bias fades off (specially for
low values), bringing up more importance to the nature of the content and how convincing is the news headline.
This behavior runs much deeper when there is a limit on the number of users an individual can be connected
to. In the context of intervention strategies, such as in predicting the effects of pre-bunking [44] or automated
debunking interventions [45], our results suggest that it is of utmost importance to detect the features of the
targeting population. Both the average age of individuals and the structural characteristics of the social networks
play crucial roles in determining the spreading dynamics. Younger and less cautious societies tend to be a more
fertile ground for misinformation spreading. At the same time, even strongly unconvincing content may become
viral if the network structures, where a smaller number of influencers dominate the spreading process, provide
that individuals are biased toward sharing content. Unfortunately, our result suggests that the natural shape
of the Twitter network provides fertile ground for rapid viralization. Modifying the network strategy with, for
instance, re-wiring/deleting connections could be challenging. For this reason, we propose to impose a limit on
the number of followers an individual can have. We find that an extremely reduced maximum in-degree should
be imposed in order to enhance the importance of the characteristics of the population (measured by the bias
and the barrier) and the nature of the content (measured by the drift). Notice that, in our case study, we are
considering experimental conditions representing a monopolization of the media, where there is only one piece
of information propagating in a society.

Our work has some limitations. On one hand, our aggregation in the data considers that all individuals are a
replica of the same “average subject” of a specific age range, independently of gender, or political orientation,
for instance. Our choice is motivated by the need to propose a method that can be scaled to what is commonly
done in decision-making theory and cognitive neuroscience, where experiments are usually done in a controlled
environment, and data is challenging to gather. Another aspect is related to the neurocognitive mechanisms;
when we scale the individual to the collective behavior, we consider a homogeneous population with the same
values of the free parameters for all individuals. We know this is a limiting assumption, yet our research is
motivated by how information spreads on online platforms such as Twitter, and we expect to have a specific
average age range as the most prominent one among all the users. Lastly, we recognize the need for a real-world
network structure. In general, a real topology has a strong clustering presence along with the appearance of
communities and homophily. All of them are important features for information diffusion. Motivated by these
open questions, we would like to explore them more in detail in future studies, jointly with intervention strategies
to diminish viralization.
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Understanding the mechanisms driving sharing content online is challenging but crucial to win the battle against
misinformation. We hope that the methods and our findings are a step forward toward understanding the role of
the characteristics of individuals in the propagation of information in a society from a theoretical and empirical
perspective. The threat that the misinformation crisis imposes has socioeconomic and political consequences,
and we advocate for continued progress in the mathematical modeling of this phenomenon.

Methods

Drift Diffusion Model to describe human decision-making

In the context of neurocognitive science, a vast number of theoretical models describing the human decision-
making process have been developed [16, 25]. Yet, among all these models, the statistical Drift Diffusion model
(DDM) is one of the most prominent ones, especially due to its simplicity and accuracy. The model assumes
a one-dimensional random walk behavior that represents the accumulation of noisy evidence -mimicking the
accumulation of information- in our brain in favor of two alternative options [24]. The process begins from a
starting point x(0) = z . a, where z is the bias, and a is the threshold (length of the barrier), see Fig. 1 in
Introduction Section. At each time step, the individual gathers and processes information until one of the two
boundaries is reached, x = 0 or x = a, and we say a decision is made. The continuous integration of evidence is
described by x(t) and is given by the equation dx = ν dt +

√
D ξ(t); a one-dimensional Brownian motion with

a drift term with parameter ν, and diffusive term with parameter
√
D as the diffusion coefficient plus white

Gaussian noise ξ. The probability distribution of the response times (RTs), i.e., the times at which the process
reaches one of the boundaries, is given by

P (t; ν, a, z) =
π

a2
exp

(
−ν z a− ν2t

2

)
×

∞∑
k=1

exp

(
−k2π2t

2a2

)
sin(k z π)

(1)

and is known as the Fürth formula for first passages. Notice Eq. 1 is a reduced expression obtained by taking
D = 1 [25, 26]. For simplicity, this is a common practice in order to use the remaining three parameters (a, z,
and ν) independently to fit the data with the curve. By imposing D = 1 with [D] = [t−1] = sec−1 we have, for
dimensional reasons that [a] = [t1/2] = sec1/2 and [ν] = [t−1/2] = sec−1/2.

In our context, we say the decision not to share the content is made when the boundary x = 0 is reached;
otherwise, if x = a is reached, the decision is to share. The free parameters z, a, and ν played an important
role in the process. The z describes the biases that an individual has initially. If it is greater than 0.5, this
means that it is towards sharing the content, below towards not sharing, and an unbiased scenario is given
when z = 0.5. Then, the drift is related to the information gathering and can be analyzed in two parts: on one
hand, the module of the drift |ν| is the signal-to-noise ratio representing the amount of evidence supporting the
two alternative options, the lower the |ν|, the more difficult the task; and on the other hand, the sign of ν is
related to the direction supporting one of the two options, when ν > 0 (positive), the gathered of information is
tendentiously in favor of sharing, while when ν < 0 (negative) the evidence gathered is mostly supporting not
sharing. Hence, the probability distribution in Eq.(1) describes the decision-making process where the ultimate
decision is to share. Conversely, the probability distribution associated with not sharing will be given under the
conditions P (t, −ν, a, 1− z).

Data

The data used for this paper was collected, described, and analyzed by G. Pennycook & D. G. Rand in [14].
In this study, the authors aim to understand whether analytic thinking supports or undermines misleading
political content susceptibility. For the data collection, authors reported a total of 5 replicas of the same
experiment, with a total sample of N = 2644 participants with an age range from 16 to 88 (average of 36.9)
and an almost equal balance between females and males genders. Each experiment consisted of presenting to
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participants 24 headlines, 12 of them reliable and 12 of them misleading, in random order. All misleading
news headlines were originally taken from Snopes.com, a well-known fact-checking website. On the other hand,
reliable news headlines were selected from mainstream news sources (e.g., NPR, The Washington Post) and
were contemporary with the misleading news headlines. Participants were asked the following questions: 1)
”To the best of your knowledge, how accurate is the claim in the above headline” with response options: not at
all accurate, not very accurate, somewhat accurate, or very accurate; and 2) ”Would you consider sharing this
story online (for example, through Facebook or Twitter)?” with response option: yes, maybe or not. Since we
are interested in the cognitive mechanisms behind sharing context online, we focused on the second question.
As we can see, participants were asked to give one option over three. This is a three-option decision-making
process that differs from the one the DDM allows to describe. However, we take the assumption to combine
decisions maybe, and yes into the share option, keeping only no for the not share option, and in this way also
test the accuracy of the DDM for more complex cases. In this way, we reduce a complex problem and use a
simple theoretical approach to describe it.

Model fitting

The data was fitted using a Python-based toolbox called Hierarchical Drift Diffusion Model (HDDM) [41]
version=0.6.0. The library uses hierarchical Bayesian estimation for the free parameters of the DDM (a, b, ν,
and t0), which are the ones that we use afterward in the analysis jointly with Eq.1. Response and decision
times were disaggregated by age range (16− 24, 25− 31, 38− 47, and 48− 88 years old), headlines (24 in total),
and the veracity of the content (12 false headlines and 12 reliable headlines). Then, we assume that all the
participants are copies of an average subject by aggregating across participants.

Misinformation in a population

As explained before, the DDM model has been well studied on a micro-level, in which single individual decisions
are taken and described. However, we know that interesting and unexpected outcomes can emerge from collective
behavior. And, furthermore, these outcomes can be shaped according to the social contact patterns when they
are considered. Thus, it seems natural for us to explore what happens if we extend this individual decision-
making process to a population in which individuals are socially connected. In other words, how the cognitive
processes will affect the decision made by an individual, which at the same time influences the decision of their
neighbors. In this context, individuals are deciding whether to share or not misleading content after they see it
online when shared by a neighbor. Hence, we have two processes taking place at the same time: on one side,
there is the diffusion process of the content among the neighbors in the network structure; and on the other side,
there is the final individual decision-making process of sharing the content driven by the cognitive mechanisms
of each individual.

Network structure

The complexity of social-human interactions plays a fundamental role in the study of this kind of phenomena.
The network structure on top of which the process takes place could shape differently the resulting outcomes.
Online platforms, such as Facebook or Twitter, provide a perfect space for malicious information to spread
and become viral, in part due to the anonymity that users can acquire. Inspired by [39], we mainly focused
our study on a network with similar characteristics as Twitter, a Power Law with P (k) ∼ k−γ exp(−k/κ)
with γ = 2.2 and natural cutoff κ = 105, and as intervention strategies (i) κ = 20 [40] and (ii) κ = 150 [42]
(Dunbar’s number). For simplicity and as a first approach, we consider an undirected network. Additionally,
in the Supplementary Information, we also explore the impact of heterogeneity in degree by taking a sample of

locally tree-like networks: i) with more homogeneous structures: Erdős–Rényi with P (k) = ⟨k⟩k e−⟨k⟩

k! [46], and
ii) with more heterogeneous structure: Power Law [47, 48] with 2 ≤ γ ≤ 3.
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Spreading information process

We took a modified version of the Susceptible-Infected-Recover(SIR) [49, 50] model to describe the advanced
misleading information in the population. In the classic SIR model, individuals can be in one of three com-
partments: susceptible as an initial condition until they get in contact with an infected neighbor and become
infected with probability β; and after tr time steps, infected individuals become recover and immune, e.i cannot
be re-infected. Here, we say an individual is “infected” once they see misleading content shared by a neighbor
and decide to share it with probability β. As observed in the Twitter dataset in [39], once a user tweets about a
specific topic (in their case, the Higgs Boson), most probably in the near future, the user will not retweet about
it; meaning tr = 1 for our dynamic. At each time step, individuals are divided into two compartments:

• Non-Sharers: if they have not shared the content yet (either because they have not seen it yet or decided
not to do it).

• Sharers: if they have seen the content from a neighbor and, with probability β, decided to share it and
will not do it again.

Individual Decision-making process

Every time an individual visualizes misleading content -shared by a connection online- deals with the decision
to share the content or not. And this process is driven by the cognitive mechanisms inside the brain which
can be modeled by DDM. From the DDM theoretical framework, we obtain in Eq.(1) the expression for the
probability distribution associated with sharing P (t,−ν, a, 1− z), and the area under the curve corresponds to
the fraction of individuals sharing content,

CSHARE(ν, a, z) =

∫ ∞

0

dt P (t;−ν, a, 1− z)

=
π

a2

∫ ∞

0

dt exp

[
ν(1− z)a− ν2t

2

]
×

∞∑
k=1

exp

[
−k2π2t

2a2

]
sin(kπ(1− z)),

(2)

Here, CSHARE represents the probability of sharing content, which varies depending on the free parameters’ val-
ues. Hence, for non-sharer individuals, every time a neighbor in the network shares the content with probability
CSHARE , they will decide whether to share or not the news, e.i., CSHARE = β. From contact network epidemi-
ology [51, 40], we know how the SIR model behaves in the presence of contact patterns, how to characterize

the disease in a population through the basic reproductive number R0 = ⟨k⟩
⟨k2⟩−⟨k⟩ × (1− (1− β)tr ), and under

which conditions will prevail in the population R0 ≥ 1 (Supplementary Fig. 6). See subsection Agent-based SIR
model in Supplementary Information for details. By extrapolating this concept into our problem, considering
that CSHARE = β, tr = 1 and Eq.(2), we obtain the condition under which the misleading content goes viral in
a population,

1 =

[
⟨k⟩

⟨k2⟩ − ⟨k⟩

]
× π

a2c

∫ ∞

0

dt exp

[
ν(1− zc)ac −

ν2c t

2

]
×

∞∑
k=1

exp

[
−k2π2t

2a2c

]
sin(kπ(1− zc)), (3)

where ac, νc, zc are the critical values for the free parameters. Notice that the first term considers the network
structure of the population; different social contact patterns will result in different sets of critical values that
satisfy the condition.

Scenario without bias

As a final step, we study the particular scenario of an unbiased society. This means that individuals have no a
priori inclinations or opinions; thus, they are not towards sharing or not sharing. This manifests in DDM when
z = 0.5, and the fraction of individuals sharing content takes the shape CSHARE(ν, a, z = 0.5) = 1

1+exp(−aν)

[26]. Then, the condition under which the misleading content goes viral is reduced to,

ac × νc = ln

(
⟨k⟩

⟨k2⟩ − 2⟨k⟩

)
. (4)
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On the left side, we have the contribution from the cognitive mechanisms, the social characteristics of the
individuals in terms of cautiousness (a), and the ability to gather information (ν). While on the right side, we
have the contribution from the network structure, related to how the social contact patterns are distributed.
Altogether, this expression gives us the critical minimum condition the population should have in order to favor
the virtualization of the content. In the Supplementary Information, the phase diagrams for the cases of ER
and SF networks are displayed. As we can see, a similar trend as Fig. 6 emerges.
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Supplementary Information

Sensitivity analysis of the Response Times

Here, we analyzed how the free parameters of the DDM vary as a function of the response time (RTs). For each
threshold value, we consider those empirical responses corresponding to RTs lower than the threshold to then
obtain the free parameters that better represent that pool of responses. As we can see, in both cases, misleading
and reliable content, the values stabilized after RTs = 100. Each curve corresponds to a different age range,
and for the sake of simplicity, we average among headlines.

Supplementary Figure 1: Sensitivity analysis of the free parameters of DDM as a function of RTs.
Each curve corresponds to a different age range; rows correspond to misleading (bottom) and reliable (top)
content. We average among headlines (12 per row).

Unbiased case of study

In this subsection, we explore the results of spreading (mis)information in a simple unbiased case. Within
this context, individuals do not have a priori inclination. First, we obtain the expected fraction of individuals
towards sharing information online CSHARE (See Methods) obtained with the estimated parameters (Fig. 5)
for each age range and differentiating in the veracity of the content. As we can see from Fig. 2, people because
more accurate with age, particularly for misleading content.
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Supplementary Figure 2: Expected fraction of individuals towards sharing. Each box plot shows the
distribution of each age range averaging over 12 headlines for the case of misleading (blue) and reliable (green)
headlines.

Second, we analyzed the theoretical phase diagram without bias exploring changes in the network structure.
Fig. 3a corresponds to an Erdõs–Rényi (more homogeneous in degree), and Fig. 3b corresponds to a Power Law
(more heterogeneous in degree).
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(a)

(b)

Supplementary Figure 3: Critical values of the DDM free parameters for the case of (a) a more homogeneous
(Erdõs–Rényi) and (b) a more heterogeneous (Power Law) network structures. Each value corresponds to
different values of (a) average degree, from 2 to 10, and (b) different values of γ exponent, from 2.1 to 2.9 and
exponential cutoff on degree with κ = 20.

From Fig. 3b, we can see how the role of heterogeneity favors the virtualization of news headlines with “low
quality” or unconvincing, having a wide spectrum depending on the γ exponent. Yet, the role of the topology
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is not as impactful as the bias, for instance. Even for very heterogeneous networks, where heavily connected
hubs are present and diffuse information rapidly through the entire network, results show that not every news
headline will become viral. On the other hand, for more homogeneous networks Fig. 3a, the topology does not
play a crucial role; by increasing the average degree from 2 to 10, the variance in the quality of the content in
order to become viral does not change much.

Sensitivity analysis of the exponential cutoff on degree

Previous research [40, 52] has shown the absence of an epidemic threshold when pure power-law degree distribu-
tions with 2 < λ < 3 are considered. For our purposes, this is a trivial case of study. Hence, we incorporate an
exponential cutoff around the maximum degree κ = 105 obtained in [39]. Additionally, here, we do a sensitivity
analysis of the cutoff. As we can see in Fig. 4, low values of cutoff have a bigger impact on the free-parameters
critical values, and as the cutoff increases, a steady behavior remains. This is due to the fact that the greater
the cutoff, the closer the distribution is to the pure power-law behavior.

(a) (b)

(c)

Supplementary Figure 4: Sensitivity analysis of the exponential cutoff on the degree. The network
structure corresponds to a power-law with P (k) ∼ k−γ exp(−k/κ) with γ = 2.2 and different values of cutoff κ.
The plots correspond to the phase diagram for content to go viral according to the free parameters of DDM. On
the axis, we have the drift rate (ν) as a function of the threshold (a); each curve corresponds to a different value
of the degree cutoff while each panel to a different value of the bias (a) z = 0.1, (b) z = 0.5 and (c) z = 0.9.
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As a final step, we explore the case of Dunbar’s number κ = 150, suggested in [42] by analyzing Twitter data.
We display the phase diagram in Supplementary Fig. 5, where the topology corresponds to Power Law network
P (k) ∼ k−γ exp(−k/κ) with γ = 2.2, cutoff on the degree of κ = 105 (solid lines) and κ = 150 (dashed lines).

Supplementary Figure 5: Phase diagram for content to go viral according to the free parameters of
DDM. The drift rate (ν) as a function of the threshold (a), while each curve corresponds to a different value
of bias z increasing from 0.1 (top) to z = 0.9 (bottom) with ∆z = 0.1. Black lines correspond to the unbiased
scenario with z = 0.5. In this case, we consider the topology of a Power Law network P (k) ∼ k−γ exp(−k/κ).
Solid lines correspond to an exponent γ = 2.2 and cutoff on the degree κ = 105, while dashed lines are the
intervention scenario with the same exponent γ = 2.2 and a reduced value in the number of maximum degree
an individual can have, κ = 150 (Dunbar’s number). Each dot corresponds to empirical data. For more details,
see Fig. 5 in the main text.

Agent-based SIR model

In this subsection, we display the final size of the population reached by the diseases as a function of R0 in an
epidemiological context; if we consider a misinformation context, it is the percentage of individuals that shared
the content. The basic reproductive number R0 is the expected number of cases originated by the first case (zero
patient) in a population where all individuals are susceptible. Notice this assumes that no other individuals are
infected or immunized. As we can see, for R0 < 1, the diseases vanishes. However, for R0 > 1, a macroscopic
size of the population is reached by the diseases causing an epidemic scenario. From previous work [40, 51],
we know the mathematical relationship in the critical point R0 = 1 (Eq. within Fig. 6) between the contact
patterns of a society (right side) and the characteristics of a disease (left side), i.e., we can determine if a specific
emerging infectious disease will become an epidemic in a specific population.
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Supplementary Figure 6: Final size of recovered individuals as a function of R0. The network structure
corresponds to an Erdős–Rényi with P (k) = ⟨k⟩k e−⟨k⟩/ k! and ⟨k⟩ = 4, hence Tc = 0.25. Results are obtained
theoretically from [51]

Sensitivity analysis desegregating by headlines

Here, we display the probability distribution of response times for the empirical, theoretical, and simulated
data. Each set of plots corresponds to a different headline and each plot to a different range of age.
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Supplementary Figure 7: Headline 1: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not sharing
misleading information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to theoretical
results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 8: Headline 1: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not sharing
reliable information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to theoretical
results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 9: Headline 2: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not sharing
misleading information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to theoretical
results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 10: Headline 2: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not sharing
reliable information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to theoretical
results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 11: Headline 4: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not
sharing misleading information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to
theoretical results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.

29



40 20 0 20 40
t (sec)

10
4

10
3

10
2

10
1

P
D

F
SHARENOT SHARE

  a  =  7.15 sec1/2 
    =  -0.18 sec 1/2 
  z  =  0.56
  t0 =  0.87 sec 

Reliable News |  Age = 16-24 years old | Headline = 4 | nusers = 337

40 20 0 20 40
t (sec)

10
4

10
3

10
2

10
1

P
D

F

SHARENOT SHARE

  a  =  7.07 sec1/2 
    =  -0.16 sec 1/2 
  z  =  0.55
  t0 =  0.84 sec 

Reliable News |  Age = 25-31 years old | Headline = 4 | nusers = 745

40 20 0 20 40
t (sec)

10
4

10
3

10
2

10
1

P
D

F

SHARENOT SHARE

  a  =  7.12 sec1/2 
    =  -0.16 sec 1/2 
  z  =  0.54
  t0 =  1.6 sec 

Reliable News |  Age = 32-37 years old | Headline = 4 | nusers = 510

40 20 0 20 40
t (sec)

10
4

10
3

10
2

10
1

P
D

F

SHARENOT SHARE

  a  =  7.56 sec1/2 
    =  -0.18 sec 1/2 
  z  =  0.57
  t0 =  1.97 sec 

Reliable News |  Age = 38-47 years old | Headline = 4 | nusers = 506

40 20 0 20 40
t (sec)

10
4

10
3

10
2

10
1

P
D

F

SHARENOT SHARE

  a  =  7.95 sec1/2 
    =  -0.16 sec 1/2 
  z  =  0.55
  t0 =  2.79 sec 

Reliable News |  Age = 48-88 years old | Headline = 4 | nusers = 526

Supplementary Figure 12: Headline 4: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not sharing
reliable information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to theoretical
results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 13: Headline 5: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not
sharing misleading information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to
theoretical results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.

31



40 20 0 20 40
t (sec)

10
4

10
3

10
2

10
1

P
D

F
SHARENOT SHARE

  a  =  7.66 sec1/2 
    =  -0.15 sec 1/2 
  z  =  0.54
  t0 =  0.71 sec 

Reliable News |  Age = 16-24 years old | Headline = 5 | nusers = 336

40 20 0 20 40
t (sec)

10
4

10
3

10
2

10
1

P
D

F

SHARENOT SHARE

  a  =  7.71 sec1/2 
    =  -0.17 sec 1/2 
  z  =  0.57
  t0 =  0.65 sec 

Reliable News |  Age = 25-31 years old | Headline = 5 | nusers = 747

40 20 0 20 40
t (sec)

10
4

10
3

10
2

10
1

P
D

F

SHARENOT SHARE

  a  =  7.85 sec1/2 
    =  -0.17 sec 1/2 
  z  =  0.55
  t0 =  1.29 sec 

Reliable News |  Age = 32-37 years old | Headline = 5 | nusers = 508

40 20 0 20 40
t (sec)

10
4

10
3

10
2

10
1

P
D

F

SHARENOT SHARE

  a  =  8.11 sec1/2 
    =  -0.14 sec 1/2 
  z  =  0.53
  t0 =  2.2 sec 

Reliable News |  Age = 38-47 years old | Headline = 5 | nusers = 503

40 20 0 20 40
t (sec)

10
4

10
3

10
2

10
1

P
D

F

SHARENOT SHARE

  a  =  8.63 sec1/2 
    =  -0.16 sec 1/2 
  z  =  0.56
  t0 =  2.34 sec 

Reliable News |  Age = 48-88 years old | Headline = 5 | nusers = 527

Supplementary Figure 14: Headline 5: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not sharing
reliable information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to theoretical
results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 15: Headline 6: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not
sharing misleading information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to
theoretical results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 16: Headline 6: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not sharing
reliable information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to theoretical
results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 17: Headline 7: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not
sharing misleading information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to
theoretical results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 18: Headline 7: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not sharing
reliable information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to theoretical
results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 19: Headline 8: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not
sharing misleading information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to
theoretical results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 20: Headline 8: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not sharing
reliable information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to theoretical
results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 21: Headline 9: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not
sharing misleading information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to
theoretical results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 22: Headline 9: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not sharing
reliable information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to theoretical
results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 23: Headline 10: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not
sharing misleading information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to
theoretical results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 24: Headline 10: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not
sharing reliable information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to
theoretical results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 25: Headline 11: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not
sharing misleading information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to
theoretical results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 26: Headline 11: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not
sharing reliable information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to
theoretical results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.

44



40 20 0 20 40
t (sec)

10
4

10
3

10
2

10
1

P
D

F
SHARENOT SHARE

  a  =  7.78 sec1/2 
    =  -0.21 sec 1/2 
  z  =  0.56
  t0 =  0.73 sec 

Misleading News |  Age = 16-24 years old | Headline = 12 | nusers = 336

40 20 0 20 40
t (sec)

10
4

10
3

10
2

10
1

P
D

F

SHARENOT SHARE

  a  =  8.03 sec1/2 
    =  -0.26 sec 1/2 
  z  =  0.58
  t0 =  0.62 sec 

Misleading News |  Age = 25-31 years old | Headline = 12 | nusers = 746

40 20 0 20 40
t (sec)

10
4

10
3

10
2

10
1

P
D

F

SHARENOT SHARE

  a  =  8.35 sec1/2 
    =  -0.24 sec 1/2 
  z  =  0.57
  t0 =  0.89 sec 

Misleading News |  Age = 32-37 years old | Headline = 12 | nusers = 511

40 20 0 20 40
t (sec)

10
4

10
3

10
2

10
1

P
D

F

SHARENOT SHARE

  a  =  8.74 sec1/2 
    =  -0.3 sec 1/2 
  z  =  0.59
  t0 =  1.64 sec 

Misleading News |  Age = 38-47 years old | Headline = 12 | nusers = 505

40 20 0 20 40
t (sec)

10
4

10
3

10
2

10
1

P
D

F

SHARENOT SHARE

  a  =  9.42 sec1/2 
    =  -0.29 sec 1/2 
  z  =  0.59
  t0 =  2.33 sec 

Misleading News |  Age = 48-88 years old | Headline = 12 | nusers = 523

Supplementary Figure 27: Headline 12: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not
sharing misleading information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to
theoretical results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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Supplementary Figure 28: Headline 12: Probability distribution of the response time for sharing and not
sharing reliable information. Each figure corresponds to different age ranges. The solid line corresponds to
theoretical results, dots correspond to empirical data and crosses to stochastic simulations.
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