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Abstract. Social interactions influence people’s opinions. In some situations, these interactions
result in a consensus opinion; in others, they result in opinion fragmentation and the formation of
different opinion groups in the form of “echo chambers”. Consider a social network of individuals, who
hold continuous-valued scalar opinions and change their opinions when they interact with each other.
In such an opinion model, it is common for an opinion-update rule to depend on the mean opinion
of interacting individuals. However, we consider an alternative update rule — which may be more
realistic in some situations — that instead depends on a weighted median opinion of interacting
individuals. Through numerical simulations of our opinion model, we investigate how the limit
opinion distribution depends on network structure. For configuration-model networks, we also derive
a mean-field approximation for the asymptotic dynamics of the opinion distribution when there are
infinitely many individuals in a network.

1. Introduction. The opinions of people play important roles in society [1, 7],
and the influence that people exert on each other through social interactions affect
these opinions [5,21]. However, it is difficult to determine the global opinion landscape
that ultimately arises from these interactions. In the study of opinion dynamics,
researchers investigate how empirically observed phenomena like polarization (the
formation of 2 distinct opinion clusters), fragmentation (the formation of 3 or more
distinct opinion clusters), and radicalization can emerge from individual-level social
mechanisms (such as cognitive dissonance) [34].

The concept of cognitive dissonance from social psychology gives some insight
into opinion dynamics [14]. The theory of cognitive dissonance states that individuals
experience psychological stress (so-called “cognitive dissonance”) when they disagree
with each other and that individuals change their opinions to relieve this stress [15].
This theory has been used to explain findings about social influence and shifts of
political opinions [4, 27]. However, it is infeasible to directly measure the small-scale
social forces that people exert on each other. Instead, researchers often study how
individual-level mechanisms, which one models using opinion-update rules, produce
observed large-scale phenomena (such as polarization).

There are numerous models of opinion shifts [34, 43]. In such models, a typical
assumption is that individuals use simple heuristics when navigating complex social
domains. When individuals have a social tie in a network, they can influence each
other when they interact. Traditionally, one models a network as a time-independent
graph, which model pairwise (i.e., dyadic) social ties. However, opinion dynamics
have also been studied on more general network structures, such as temporal net-
works (which allow social ties to change with time) [12, 40] and hypergraphs (which
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incorporate polyadic social ties) [19,39].

1.1. Models of continuous-valued opinion dynamics. In the present paper,
we suppose that individuals have continuous-valued opinions. (It is also common
to study models, such as voter models [37], with discrete-valued opinions.) Such
opinions can either take a scalar real value or take a value in a higher-dimensional
space. An example situation in which continuous-valued opinions seem appropriate is
the choice of the best distribution of state funds to divide between crime prevention
and law enforcement, a complex issue in which most people likely hold opinions that
lie somewhere between the two extremes of exclusively funding crime prevention or
exclusively funding law enforcement.

There is much prior research on opinion models with continuous-valued opinions.
Phenomena that have been studied in such models include whether or not they reach
a consensus state [25, 38], the time to reach a steady state [32, 44], public versus
private opinions [22], and phase transitions between regimes of qualitatively differ-
ent behaviors [3, 13, 24]. In most opinion models with continuous-valued opinions,
the opinion-update rule depends on the mean of the opinions of interacting individu-
als [34]. Specifically, at each time step, one or more individuals update their opinions
based on their own current opinion and a weighted mean of the opinions of the individ-
uals with whom they interact. Well-known examples of such models include DeGroot
consensus models [10,20] and bounded-confidence models [6]

1.2. Median-based models of opinion dynamics. Recently, Mei et al. [29,
30] introduced an opinion model that draws inspiration from cognitive dissonance the-
ory and has an opinion-update rule that is based on the median opinion of interacting
individuals. In their model, they supposed that individuals interact with each other
in a weighted and directed network. The nodes of the network represent the individ-
uals, who have continuous-valued scalar opinions. In this model, individuals update
their opinions asynchronously. At each discrete time, a uniform randomly chosen
individual (i.e., node) experiences a cognitive dissonance that is equal to the sum of
the absolute differences between their opinion and each of their neighbors’ opinions,
with influence weightings that are proportional to edge weights. At each time, this
node updates its opinion to a new opinion that minimizes its cognitive dissonance.
Using game-theoretic arguments, Mei et al. [30] showed that minimizing the experi-
enced cognitive dissonance entails that individuals shift their opinion to a weighted
median of their neighbors’ opinions when they update their opinions. Their model
provides a fascinating alternative to opinion models, such as DeGroot models [10,20]
and bounded-confidence models, with update rules that depend on the mean opinions
of neighbors [6]. Weighted-median based opinion dynamic models have since been
studied with continuous time [18] and for unweighted networks [23].

A possible shortcoming of the weighted-median model of Mei et al. [29] is that
individuals do not compromise; they simply assimilate to their surroundings and
replace their opinion with the weighted median of their neighbors’ opinions.

In the present paper, we introduce and analyze a synchronous-update analogue
of the weighted-median model of Mei et al. [29, 30]. We also modify their model
to incorporate self-appraisal, as this allows individuals to not only assimilate the
opinions of their neighbors (as in the model of Mei et al.) but also to compromise
with them. We investigate the following two questions: (1) How does the final opinion
distribution (i.e., the limit opinion distribution) depend on network structure and the
initial opinion distribution? (2) Can we effectively describe the dynamics of our model
using a mean-field approximation?
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Our paper proceeds as follows. In section 2.1, we review a few definitions from
network science. In section 2.2, we define our weighted-median model of opinion
dynamics. In section 3, we examine the limit opinion distributions of our model
for a variety of networks. In section 4, we derive a mean-field approximation of
our weighted-median model and then examine its accuracy. Finally, in section 5, we
conclude and discuss our findings. In Appendix A, we investigate how the limit opinion
distribution depends on the parameters of our opinion-update rule and on network
structure. In Appendix B, we derive our mean-field approximation and examine finite-
size effects.

2. A weighted-median model of opinion dynamics. We consider a weighted-
median opinion model with synchronous opinion updating. We represent each indi-
vidual as a node of a weighted and directed network. We also suppose that all rela-
tionships, which are encoded by the edges of the network, are mutual. Therefore, if
there is a directed edge from node i to node j, there must also exist an edge from
node j to node i. However, the weights of these two edges can differ from each other.
We normalize the edge weights for each node so that the weights of its outgoing edges
(i.e., the out-edges) sum to 1.

2.1. Some elementary definitions about networks. The simplest type of
network is a graph, which is a pair G = (V,E), where V is a set of nodes and E is a
set of edges. In a directed graph, each edge has a direction. The directed edge (i, j)
emanates from a source node i to a target node j. To consider a weighted graph,
we assign a positive real value to each edge in G. Such an edge weight can encode
features such as a social-connection strength or a communication frequency. If nodes
i and j are connected by an edge e, then the nodes are “adjacent” to each other and
are neighbors in the graph G. The edge e is “incident” to nodes i and j. If e emanates
from i to j, then j is an “out neighbor” of i. The out-degree (respectively, in-degree)
of a node is equal to the number of edges that start (respectively, end) at that node.

For a directed network, an “undirected walk” is a sequence of nodes in which
each node is adjacent to the next node in the sequence. Two nodes i and j are
“weakly connected” if there exist an undirected walk between them. A “largest weakly
connected component” of a directed network is a maximal subset of nodes, along with
their associated edges, such that all of the nodes are pairwise weakly connected.

Each weighted, directed network G has an associated influence matrix W ∈
[0, 1]|V | [10]. If there is a directed edge from node i to node j, the matrix entry
Wij gives its weight. If there is no edge from i to j, then Wij = 0. We suppose
that W is row stochastic, so the entries of each row sum to 1. This entails that all
nodes have nonzero out-degree, which implies in our opinion model that every node
is influenced by at least one other node.

2.2. Synchronous weighted-median opinion updates. Each node i ∈ V
has a time-dependent opinion xi(t) ∈ [0, 1] at time t ∈ N0 = {0, 1, 2, . . .}. The state
x(t) ∈ [0, 1]|V | consists of all opinions xi(t) for i ∈ V . Given an initial state x(0),
opinions update according to the map

(2.1) xi(t+ 1) = (1− s)xi(t) + sMedi(x(t) ; W ) , i ∈ V ,
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(a)

W =


0 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.1
0.8 0 0.2 0 0
0 0.8 0 0.2 0
0 0 0 0 1
0.5 0 0 0.5 0



(b) (c)

x2 < x3 < x4 < x5

Fig. 1. An illustration of the weighted-median opinion-update rule (2.1). (a) An example of
an influence matrix and (b) its corresponding directed and weighted network. (c) Node 1 updates its
opinion by adopting the weighted-median neighbor opinion of its neighborhood. Because the update
rule (2.1) is synchronous, all nodes simultaneously update their opinions in this way at each discrete
time t. [This figure is inspired by Figure 1 of [29].]

where s ∈ (0, 1) is the level of self-appraisal and Medi(x(t) ; W ) denotes the weighted
median, which is the unique element of the setxk ∈ x(t)

∣∣∣Wi k > 0 ,
∑

{j :xj<xk}

Wi j ≤
1

2
,

∑
{j :xj<xk}

Wi j ≥
1

2

(2.2)

that either minimizes the distance from xk(t) to xi(t) or has the smaller value of the
two if there are two elements in the set (2.2) with the same distance to xi(t). We
refer to this unique element as the weighted-median neighbor opinion and to equation
(2.1) as our opinion-update rule. See Figure 1 for an illustration of how a single node
updates its opinion through the opinion-update rule (2.1) for a given influence matrix
W .

Because W is assumed row-stochastic, all nodes have nonzero out-degrees. There-
fore, there are no isolated nodes and the set in Equation 2.2 is nonempty. Additionally,
in our paper, we consider only weakly connected networks. If a network is not weakly
connected, one can separately investigate the dynamics of the weighted-median opin-
ion model on each network component. For simplicity, we also follow Mei et al. [29]
and assume that all nodes have the same self-appraisal (which they call “inertia”).

3. Limit opinion distributions. Given a network G and an initial opinion
state x(0), it is difficult to analytically determine the opinion distribution as time t →
∞ (i.e., the limit opinion distribution) for the opinion-update rule (2.1). Therefore, to
examine these distributions, we perform simulations of our weighted-median opinion
model on a variety of different networks and for a variety of different initial opinion
distributions.

3.1. Simulation specifications. We do not know if a limit opinion distribution
exists for all networks G and all initial opinion states x(0). Even when we know that
a limit opinion distribution exists, the limit opinion may not occur in finite time.

Therefore, in practice, we examine approximate limit opinion distributions in our
numerical simulations. To do this, we introduce a convergence criterion. We interpret
the weighted-median opinion model presented in subsection 2.2 to have reached a
limit opinion distribution at time t if

(3.1) max
i∈V

|xi(t)− xi(t+ 1)| < ε ,
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with ε = 4.44 × 10−16 for the examined synthetic networks and ε = 10−6 for the
examined real-world networks. In all of our numerical experiments, the condition
(3.1) is satisfied in fewer than 106 time steps.

For each network and each initial opinion distribution, we sample the initial opin-
ion of each node randomly from the distribution. We then update the node opinions
at each discrete time using the update rule (2.1) until we satisfy the convergence
criterion (3.1). After convergence, we round all opinions to the 14th decimal point
for simulations on synthetic networks and to the 4th decimal point for simulations on
real-world networks. We then count the number of distinct opinions.

3.2. Network structures. To develop some understanding of the effects of
network structure and the initial opinion distribution on the limit opinion distribution,
we study the weighted-median opinion model as presented in subsection 2.2 on a
variety of networks with a variety of initial opinion distributions.

We first consider three deterministic synthetic networks: directed versions of cy-
cle networks, prism networks, and square-lattice networks. In Table 1, we give the
definitions and examples of these networks.

Network Definition Example

Cycle
For an integer N ≥ 3, the N -node cycle network has the node set {vj |j ∈ {1, . . . , N}},

directed edges (vj , vj+1) and (vj+1, vj) for j ∈ {1, . . . , N − 1},
and directed edges (vN , v1) and (v1, vN ).

Prism
For and even integer N ≥ 6, let {vj |j ∈ {1, . . . , N

2
}} and {uj |j ∈ {1, . . . , N

2
}}

be the node sets of two cycles. The N -node prism network is the union of the two cycles

with the edges (vj , uj) and (uj , vj) for j ∈ {1, . . . , N
2
}.

Square lattice

For integer k, the square lattice with side length k is the network with node
set {(x, y) |x, y ∈ Z with 0 ≤ x, y ≤ k} and edges ((x1, y1), (x2, y2)) and ((x2, y2), (x1, y1))

for ∥(x2 − x1, y2 − y1)∥2 = 1.
(The square-lattice network with side length k has N = (k + 1)2 nodes.)

Table 1
The deterministic synthetic networks on which we study our weighted-median opinion model

presented in subsection 2.2

We then consider networks that are generated by directed analogues of two well-
known random-graph models [33]: the Barabási–Albert (BA) preferential-attachment
model [2] and the Watts–Strogatz (WS) small-world model [42].

To construct an N -node BA network, we start with a star network with m ∈ N
nodes where m < N . This initial network has 1 central node and m − 1 peripheral
nodes, with an undirected edge between the central node and each peripheral node;
there are no edges between peripheral nodes. We grow the network by repeatedly
adding a single node and connecting it with an undirected edge to k other nodes,
with connection probabilities from linear preferential attachment (i.e., according to
the BA mechanism). We add nodes until there are N nodes in the network. We then
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replace all undirected edges by two directed edges, with one in each direction. We
generate a single BA network with m = 10, k = 7, and N = 2500. We investigate the
limit opinion distribution for this network for different initial opinion distributions.

Our WS network has N ∈ N nodes, which we place in a cycle. We start with
undirected edges between each node and its b ∈ N nearest neighbors. We then rewire
edges in the following manner. For each edge (i, j), we uniformly randomly select one
of its incident nodes. Suppose without loss of generality that we select node i. With
probability p, we replace the edge (i, j) with an undirected edge (i, k) to a uniformly
random node k ∈ V \{i}. We treat any resulting multi-edges as single edges. We then
replace all undirected edges by two directed edges, with one in each direction.

We generate a single WS network with b = 7 and p = 0.1 and investigate the
limit opinion distribution for this network for different initial opinion distributions.

We also consider real-world networks of Facebook “friendships” [41] and Twitter
(now called “X”) “followerships” [17]. The Facebook networks are undirected, so we
replace each edge in them with two directed edges, with one in each direction.

The synthetic networks that we consider each have N = 2500 nodes and each con-
sists of one big weakly-connected component. The opinion-update rule (2.1) requires
each edge to have a weight. Because we have no prior information about weights for
any of the networks, we assume that each source node i is equally influenced by each
of its out-neighbors and set the weight of each directed edge to be 1 divided by the
out-degree of its source node.

3.3. Initial opinion distributions in our simulations. To investigate how
the limit opinion distribution depends on the initial opinion distribution, we consider
several different initial distributions. Following Mei et al. [29], we build these initial
opinion distributions using a beta distribution. Let Beta(α, β) denote the probability
distribution with the density function

(3.2) Beta(α, β) =
Γ(α+ β)

Γ(α)Γ(β)
xα−1(1− x)β−1 ,

where α > 0, β > 0, and Γ is the Gamma function [35]. We consider the following
five initial opinion distributions:

1. Uniform distribution: we independently sample the initial opinion of each
node uniformly at random from the interval [0, 1].

2. Unimodal distribution: we independently sample the initial opinion of each
node from the Beta distribution Beta(2, 2).

3. Skewed unimodal distribution: we independently sample the initial opinion
of each node from the Beta(2, 7) distribution.

4. Bimodal distribution: for each node, we sample X from the Beta(2, 10) distri-
bution; we then take the initial opinion of that node to be X with probability
1/2 and 1−X with probability 1/2.

5. Trimodal distribution: for each node, we sample X from the Beta(2, 17)
distribution and sample Y from the Beta(12, 12) distribution; we then take
the initial opinion of that node to be X, 1−X, and Y with probabilities 0.33,
0.33, and 0.34, respectively.

3.4. Effect of self-appraisal on the limit opinion distribution. In our
numerical simulations, we do not observe any clear dependency of the limit opinion
distribution on the self-appraisal s. Therefore, we report simulation results only for
s = 0.7 in the main text. In Appendix A.1, we compare the limit opinion distributions
for several values of self-appraisal on a variety of networks.
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3.5. Limit opinion distributions of our simulations. We now present the
results of our simulation study of the limit opinion distribution of our weighted-
median opinion model described in subsection 2.2 for the synthetic networks, Facebook
friendship networks, and Twitter followership networks.

We investigate two features of the limit opinion distributions: (1) the distribution
of opinions and (2) how nodes are organized into opinion clusters, which are connected
subnetworks in which all nodes have the same opinion.

For each combination of network and initial opinion distribution, we perform a
single simulation until our convergence criterion is satisfied. We track the number of
opinion clusters and the mean, variance, and kurtosis of the opinion-cluster sizes.

3.5.1. Synthetic networks. In Figure 2, we show histograms of the limit opin-
ion distribution for the cycle network and a self-appraisal of s = 0.7. We summarize
our findings on the size distribution of opinion groups in the main text and show the
tabulated summary statistics in Appendix A.2.

Fig. 2. Approximate limit opinion distributions for our weighted-median opinion model pre-
sented in subsection 2.2 with self-appraisal s = 0.7 given various initial opinion distributions for a
cycle network with 2500 nodes. Each histogram corresponds to a single approximate limit opinion
distribution starting from the indicated initial opinion distribution. We find that the limit opinion
distributions are similar for other values of self-appraisal.

We first examine the limit opinion distributions of our weighted-median opinion
model presented in subsection 2.2 with the uniform, unimodal, skewed, bimodal, and
trimodal initial opinion distributions (see section 3.3) for several synthetic networks.
For each combination of network and initial opinion distribution, we perform a single
simulation until our convergence criterion is satisfied. We then examine properties of
the resulting limit opinion distribution.

For the cycle, the prism, and the square-lattice network, we obtain similar mean
opinion-cluster sizes for the different initial opinion distributions. They are much
smaller than the network size, ranging from 2.48 to 3.21 across our simulations for
the three networks. However, the kurtoses of the opinion-cluster sizes for the square-
lattive network, which range from 26.59 to 55.15 in our simulations, are notably larger
than for the cycle and prism networks, for which the observed kurtoses range from
0.9 to 3.29 in our simulations.

For our WS network, we observe that the number of opinion clusters, as well as
the means and variances of the opinion-cluster size distributions are similar for all
initial opinion distributions.

The opinion-cluster size kurtoses, which range from 5.70× 103 to 1.52× 104, for
our WS network are much larger than the kurtoses for the prism, grid, and cycle
network. The large kurtoses imply that the sets of opinion-cluster sizes have many
and/or extreme outliers. The opinions of these outliers must be larger than the mean
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opinion because the mean opinion-cluster size, which ranges from 6.02 to 6.67, is much
smaller than the network size. Therefore, the large kurtoses indicates that the limit
opinion distributions for our WS network have larger opinion clusters than those in
the prism, cycle, and square-lattice networks.

For our BA network, the opinion-cluster size kurtoses, which range from 2.17 ×
1011 to 3.54× 1011, are even larger than those for our WS network. Additionally, the
variances of the opinion-cluster sizes are much larger for our BA network than for our
WS network. For our WS network, the largest observed variance of the opinion-cluster
size is 27.12, but our BA network the variance ranges from 6.62 × 104 to 8.9 × 104.
The large kurtoses indicates that the limit opinion distribution for our BA network
has opinion clusters that are much larger than the mean opinion cluster, and the large
variance indicates that these large opinion clusters occur more frequently.

In our simulations, the opinions in the limit opinion distribution include opinion
values throughout the opinion space for the prism, square-lattice, cycle, and WS net-
works. However, for our BA network, for each initial opinion distribution, a small
interval of the opinion space contains all of the opinions in the limit opinion distri-
bution. The length of this interval is about 0.015, so the limit opinion has support
on less than 2% of the opinion space. Therefore, our simulations suggest that the
limit opinion distribution of the weighted-median opinion model presented in sub-
section 2.2 may be fundamentally different for our BA network than for the other
synthetic networks.

3.5.2. Facebook friendship networks. We now examine the limit opinion dis-
tributions of our weighted-median model presented in subsection 2.2 with the uniform,
skewed, unimodal, bimodal, and trimodal initial opinion distributions (see section 3.3)
for three Facebook friendship networks [41]. In these networks, each node is an in-
dividual in one United States university and each edge is a Facebook “friendship”
between them. Because we define our weighted-median opinion model on directed
networks, we replace each undirected edge with two directed edges, with one in each
direction. We set the weight of each directed edge to be 1 divided by the out-degree
of the source node. We use networks from Caltech (which has 762 nodes), Bowdoin
(which has 2250 nodes), and Georgetown (which has 9388 nodes). For each combi-
nation of network and initial opinion distribution, we perform one simulation until
our convergence criterion is satisfied. We then examine the resulting limit opinion
distribution.

In our simulations of our weighted-median opinion model presented in subsec-
tion 2.2 on the three Facebook friendship networks, we observe similar distributions
of opinion-cluster sizes. The mean opinion-cluster sizes for each of these networks
range from 2.55 to 13.14, which are much smaller than the network sizes. The kur-
toses of the opinion-cluster sizes are notably large. For instance, the kurtosis for the
Georgetown network ranges from 3.83× 108 to 2.20× 109. These large kurtoses sug-
gest both that heavy-tailed distributions with large opinion clusters and that they
are extreme when they occur. The variances of the opinion-cluster sizes for the Face-
book friendship networks are smaller than what we observed for our BA network.
Therefore, the Facebook networks have a smaller spread than our BA network in the
opinion-cluster sizes around the mean.

For each of the Facebook friendship networks and for all initial opinion distribu-
tions, a small number of large opinion clusters include most of the nodes. Additionally,
the opinion value of each large cluster is numerically similar to the opinion value of
each other large cluster (recall that an opinion cluster is a connected subgraph where
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all nodes in the subgraph have the same opinion value). However, approximately
10% of the nodes are instead in small opinion clusters. The opinion value of each of
these small clusters varies greatly across clusters. We do not observe this combination
of a few large opinion clusters with similar opinion values and many small opinion
clusters with dissimilar opinion values in the limit opinion distributions for any of the
synthetic networks.

3.5.3. Twitter followership networks. We examine the limit opinion distri-
butions of our weighted-median opinion model presented in subsection 2.2) for two
Twitter followership networks [17]. In these two networks, each node is a Twitter
account that tweeted about a given topic and a directed edge represents a follower
relationship between two accounts. The source of an edge is the account that follows,
and the target of an edge is the account that is being followed. These two networks
involve discussions of the topics Obamacare1 and abortion. The Obamacare network
has 8006 nodes, and the abortion network has 6114 nodes. We assign the weight of
an edge to be 1 divided by the out-degree of its source node. For each combination of
Twitter followership network and initial opinion distribution, we perform one simula-
tion until our convergence criterion is satisfied. We then examine the resulting limit
opinion distribution.

We obtain very different limit opinion distributions for the Twitter followership
networks than for our synthetic networks. In our simulations with both Twitter fol-
lowership networks, we observe similar opinion-cluster size distributions for all initial
opinion distributions. The mean opinion-cluster sizes are much smaller than the net-
work sizes, and the kurtoses are large. Therefore, the limit opinion distribution has
a heavy-tailed opinion-cluster size distribution. Most of the nodes are in one of a
few very large opinion clusters with similar opinion values across clusters, but a small
proportion of nodes are in small opinion clusters whose opinion values vary greatly
across clusters. We also observed this combinations of a few large opinion clusters of
similar opinions and a number of smaller opinion clusters with dissimilar opinions in
the limit opinion distribution for the Facebook friendship networks.

4. Mean-field approximation. We now derive and study a mean-field ap-
proximation for our weighted-median opinion model presented in subsection 2.2. We
suppose that a set of time-dependent probability distributions govern the probabil-
ity densities of the opinion at each time step, and we derive difference equations for
the time evolution of these densities. Our derivation is inspired by the mean-field
approximation of the Deffuant–Weisbuch model in [13].

We are deriving a degree-based mean-field approximation [36], so we assume that
the opinions of all degree-k nodes are statistically identical. Therefore, the opinions
of all degree-k nodes follow a degree-specific opinion distribution Pk(x, t). We assume
that these opinions evolve on a network that is generated by a configuration model
with a prescribed degree distribution [16]. We also assume that the network is “an-
nealed”; therefore, at each time step, we rewire the edges of the configuration-model
network while preserving the in-degree and out-degree of each node [11]. In this
section, we give an intuitive explanation for the equations in the mean-field approxi-
mation. In Appendix B.1, we give the details of our derivation of this approximation.

Consider the degree distribution {ql}. For each l ∈ N, let ql be the probability

1The Affordable Care Act, which is known colloquially as Obamacare, is a controversial United
States law that was enacted in 2010 during the presidential administration of Barack Obama. The
law was the subject of intense online debate (including on Twitter).
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that a uniform randomly selected node has degree l. Let v ∈ V be a uniformly random
degree-k node at time t ∈ N0 = {0, 1, . . . }. By assumption, the node’s opinion follows
the distribution Pk(x, t). To update node v’s opinion, we calculate out weighted-
median neighbor opinion of its k neighbors. Because the network is annealed, the
opinion distribution of each of these neighbors is asymptotically equivalent as the
network size (i.e., the number of nodes) tends to infinity. Let ϕ(x, t) denote the
opinion distribution of a neighbor of node v at time t. We can then write

ϕ(x, t) =
∑
l

πlPl(x, t) ,

where πl is the asymptotic probability that a uniformly random neighbor of v has
degree l ∈ N as the network size goes to infinity. The opinion distribution ϕ(x, t) is
independent of the degree k. Let Φ(x, t) be the cumulative density function of ϕ(x, t).

In the asymptotic limit of infinitely many nodes, the opinions of node v’s neighbors
are k independent samples from the distribution ϕ(x, t). To find the distribution of
our weighted median of these k opinions, we use the theory of “order statistics” [9]
and find that our weighted-median neighbor opinion has the distribution

θk(x, t) =

{
k!

m!m!ϕ(x, t)Φ(x, t)
m (1− Φ(x, t))

m
, k = 2m+ 1 (i.e., odd k)

k!
(m−1)!m!ϕ(x, t)

(
Φ(x, t) (1− Φ(x, t))

)m−1
c(x, t) , k = 2m (i.e., even k) ,

where c(x, t) is a probability distribution that accounts for the fact that there can be
two candidates for our weighted-median neighbor opinion when v has an even number
of neighbors. See Appendix B.1 for further details about the definition of c(x, t).

To update its opinion, node v adjusts its opinion towards its weighted-median
neighbor opinion. The self-appraisal s controls the magnitude of this opinion shift.
Because we only know the distributions of opinions (rather than, e.g., the precise opin-
ion of each node), this opinion shift corresponds to updating the opinion distribution
Pk(x, t) of degree-k nodes using the equation

(4.1) Pk(x, t+ 1) =
1

s

∫
y∈[0,1]

θk

(
x+ (s− 1)y

s
, t

)
Pk(y, t) dy .

The above procedure holds for any “degree class” k (i.e., for all nodes with degree
k for each value of k). From the opinion distribution of each degree class, we obtain
the global opinion distribution

P (x, t) =
∑
k

qkPk(x, t) .(4.2)

The system (4.2) is a mean-field approximation of the opinion-update rule (2.1).

4.1. Specifications for testing the accuracy of our mean-field approxi-
mation (4.2) . We do not know how to analytically solve (4.2). For a given network
and a given initial opinion distribution, we want to investigate how well the mean-field
approximation (4.2) describes the evolution the model presented in subsection 2.2.
Therefore, we solve (4.2) numerically and compare our solutions to empirically esti-
mated opinion densities from direct numerical simulations.

We solve the mean-field approximation (4.2) numerically by discretizing the opin-
ion space into 1025 equally spaced values and performing first-order interpolation to
evaluate θk between these values. We obtain numerical solutions of the same accuracy
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when we instead discretize the space into 2050 values. For each network, we calcu-
late the degree distribution qk using the network’s empirical degree distribution. To
ensure numerical stability of our solution, we lump all degree classes of degree 1000
or above into a single degree class. For further details on this lumping scheme, see
Appendix 13.

We investigate the time evolution of the accuracy of the mean-field approximation
(4.2) for all of our networks. The mean-field approximation does not account for the
direction of edges, so we disregard edge directions when we solve (4.2) . We consider
three deterministic synthetic networks (complete networks, cycle networks, and prism
networks), the BA and WS random-graph models (see Section 3.2 for our choices of
parameter values), and networks that we generate using a configuration model [16,33]
with nodes of two degree classes, k1 = 11 and k2 = 101, with associated probabilities
qk1

= 0.9 and qk2
= 0.1. These configuration-model networks are examples of (k1, k2)-

regular random graphs [31]. For each of the three random-graph models, we construct
100 networks with 2500 nodes each. In Appendix B.2, we examine the accuracy of the
mean-field approximation (4.2) for networks of different sizes. We also study three
Facebook friendship networks and two Twitter followership networks (see Section 3.2).

4.2. Accuracy of the mean-field approximation (4.2) . We explore the
accuracy of the mean-field approximation (4.2) by comparing numerical solutions of
them with empirically estimated opinion densities from direct numerical simulations
of the opinion-dynamics model presented in subsection 2.2. As we will discuss shortly,
the accuracy of the mean-field approximation depends in a nontrivial way both on
the self-appraisal value and on the network structure.

We perform a variety of numerical experiments. For all networks, we sample the
initial opinions of the nodes uniformly at random. For the synthetic networks and
the Bowdoin Facebook friendship network, we estimate the limit opinion distributions
from 100 independent simulations with different sets of initial node opinions. Each
simulation that uses a random-network model employs a different network that we
construct using that model. Because of the large network sizes of the Georgetown
Facebook network and both Twitter followership networks, we estimate the limit
opinion distributions from 25 independent simulations with different sets of initial
node opinions. For the Caltech Facebook network, we use 300 independent simulations
with different sets of initial node opinions.

In Figure 3, we plot the natural logarithm of the root-mean-square error (RMSE)
between our mean-field approximation (4.2) and our weighted-median opinion model
presented in subsection 2.2 We observe that the RMSE increases with time and that
the RMSE increases faster for larger values of self-appraisal.

To investigate why the RMSE error increases faster for larger values of self-
appraisal, we examine a sample mean P (x, t) of the opinion densities from our weighted-
median opinion model presented in subsection 2.2 and the numerical solution P̂ (x, t)
of our mean-field approximation (4.2) for self-appraisal values of s = 0.1 and s = 0.9
(see Figure 4). For s = 0.9, the empirical distribution and mean-field approximation
eventually diverge from each other. The mean-field approximation evolves towards a
Dirac delta function, whereas the empirical opinion distribution retains some spread
in the opinion values. For s = 0.1, the mean-field approximation underestimates the
opinion spread at later times, but this occurs much less severely than for s = 0.9.

In Figure 5, we plot the natural logarithm of the RMSE between our mean-field
approximation (4.2) and our weighted-median opinion model presented in subsec-
tion 2.2 for a variety of self-appraisal values s for the cycle network. In contrast to
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Fig. 3. The natural logarithm of the root-mean-square error (RMSE) between our mean-field
approximation (4.2) and our weighted-median opinion model presented in subsection 2.2 for a variety
of self-appraisal values s as a function of discrete time t for (k1, k2)-regular configuration-model
networks with nodes of degrees k1 = 11 and k2 = 101 with associated probabilities qk1

= 0.9 and
qk2

= 0.1. At first, the mean-field approximation accurately describes the evolution of the opinion
distribution, but the accuracy subsequently deteriorates, with substantial deterioration when s is not
small.

Fig. 4. Time evolution of the empirical opinion distribution of our weighted-median opinion
model presented in subsection 2.2 and the mean-field approximation (4.2) for self-appraisal values of
(left) s = 0.1 and (right) s = 0.9 on configuration-model networks from (top) time t = 0 to (bottom)
time t = 5. The (k1, k2)-regular configuration-model networks have nodes with degrees k1 = 11
and k2 = 101 with associated probabilities qk1

= 0.9 and qk2
= 0.1. For s = 0.1, the mean-field

approximation gives a reasonable but imperfect approximation of direct numerical simulations of
our weighted-median opinion model presented in subsection 2.2. However, for s = 0.9, the mean-
field approximation eventually evolves towards a Dirac delta function, whereas the empirical opinion
distribution from our weighted-median opinion model does not.

the RMSE for the configuration-model networks, the RMSE for the cycle network does
not increase faster for larger values of self-appraisal. Instead, of the examined values
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of s, the RMSE is the largest for s = 0.5 and smallest for s = 0.1 and s = 0.9. After
time t = 3, the RMSE increases at a similar rate for all examined values of s. The
RMSE behavior for the WS networks is similar to that for the cycle network. These
are the only two of the examined network types for which the maximum observed
RMSE occurs at self-appraisal values other than s = 0.9.

Fig. 5. The natural logarithm of the root-mean-square error (RMSE) between the mean-field
approximation (4.2) and our weighted-median opinion model presented in subsection 2.2 for cycle
networks. The accuracy of the mean-field approximation does not depend monotonically on the self-
appraisal s.

In Figure 6, we plot the natural logarithm of the RMSE between our mean-field
approximation (4.2) and our weighted-median opinion model for a variety of self-
appraisal values s for the Obamacare Twitter followership network. For s ≥ 0.3, the
RMSE stays almost the same after one time step before increasing noticeably, with
faster increases for larger values of s. For s = 0.1, the RMSE increases substantially
in the first time step and subsequently increases slowly. Based on our simulations,
there is a transition in s between these two qualitatively different behaviors. We
observe similar patterns for the RMSE for all three Facebook friendship networks and
both Twitter followership networks. In Appendix B.3, we investigate the transitional
behavior (to examine whether the transition is abrupt or smooth in nature) of the
RMSE between s = 0.1 and s = 0.3 for the Georgetown Facebook friendship network.
Based on these computations, the transition appears to be smooth.

5. Conclusions and discussion. We formulated and studied a synchronous-
update analogue of the asynchronous-update weighted-median opinion model of Mei et
al. [29]. We numerically explored our model’s limit opinion distributions and the size
distribution of opinion clusters in this limit for a variety of networks. We also derived
a mean-field approximation of the evolution of opinion densities, and we examined
the accuracy of this approximation.

In our numerical computations, we demonstrated that the opinion-cluster size
distributions of the limit opinion distribution depend significantly on network struc-
ture. For example, in the examined Facebook “friendship” and Twitter followership
networks, we observed that the limit opinion distributions consist of a few large opin-
ion clusters (which together include most nodes of the networks) along with a set
of much smaller opinion clusters. We found that the opinions of the large opinion
clusters are close to each other in opinion space but that the opinions of the small
clusters are spread throughout opinion space. By contrast, for a Barabási–Albert net-
work, we observed that all opinions in the limit opinion distribution are close to each
other in opinion space. It is worthwhile to further investigate the different qualitative
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Fig. 6. The natural logarithm of the RMSE between our mean-field approximation (4.2) and our
weighted-median opinion model presented in subsection 2.2 for the Obamacare Twitter followership
network. For small self-appraisal values s, the RMSE initially increases notably and subsequently
increases less noticeably. By contrast, for larger self-appraisal values, the RMSE is initially almost
constant and subsequently increases sharply. We observe a similar pattern for our other real-world
social networks.

behaviors of our weighted-median opinion model on different networks.
We also derived and numerically simulated a mean-field approximation of our

weighted-median model. We saw in our numerical simulations that the accuracy of
our mean-field approximation depends on the amount of self-appraisal. The nature
of this dependency depends on the structural characteristics of the network on which
the opinions evolve.

There are many ways to build on our work. For example, we do not know if con-
vergence is guaranteed for our synchronous-update weighted median model. There
are known criteria for convergence of bounded-confidence models [26] and for the syn-
chronous weighted-median model [30], however, these are not applicable to our model.
Therefore, characterizing when convergence is guaranteed may be a fruitful direction
for future work. Additionally, we assumed that self-appraisal is constant in time and
is homogeneous across all individuals. One can relax both of these assumptions in a
way that is reminiscent of the DeGroot–Friedkin model [20]. Our mean-field approx-
imation does not account for asymmetric relationships, and it is desirable to develop
approximations that allow one to investigate such situations.

As in other models of opinion dynamics, it is also worth studying bifurcations
between qualitatively different regimes (such as opinion consensus, polarization, and
fragmentation) in our weighted-median model. It is also important to examine how
network structure (such as degree heterogeneity, local clustering, and community
structure) affect its opinion dynamics. One can also study how media and other
sources of information affect peoples opinions [8] and extend our model to cover mul-
tidimensional and interconnected opinions [28].

Our work sheds light on the dynamics of opinion models that build on weighted-
median mechanisms of opinion updates [18,23,29,30]. Opinion-dynamics models with
opinion updates that are based on medians offer an interesting complement to the
much more common mean-based models, and it is worthwhile to explore them further.
It is particularly relevant to evaluate which real-world opinion-evolution settings are
better described by median-based versus mean-based opinion updates.
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Appendix A. Limit opinion distribution our weighted median model
presented in subsection 2.2.

A.1. Effect of self-appraisal on the limit opinion distribution. In Fig-
ures 7–9, we show the limit opinion distributions of our weighted median opinion-
dynamics model presented in (2.2) on a square-lattice network, the WS network, and
the Georgetown Facebook friendship network for several self-appraisal values and sev-
eral different initial opinion distributions (see section 3.3). The synthetic networks
each have 2500 nodes, and the Georgetown network has 9388 nodes. We observe that
the limit opinion distributions are qualitatively similar for the different self-appraisal
values.

A.2. Summary statistics for the opinion-cluster sizes of the limit opin-
ion distribution. In Tables 2–10, we give summary statistics for the opinion-cluster
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Fig. 7. Limit opinion distributions of our weighted median model presented in subsection 2.2
for a square-lattice network for several initial opinion distributions and self-appraisal values. Each
column has the same initial opinion distribution, and each row has the same self-appraisal value.
The limit opinion distributions in each column are qualitatively similar to each other, so it seems
that the self-appraisal value has little effect on the limit opinion distribution for the square-lattice
network.

sizes of the limit opinion distribution of our weighted-median model presented in
subsection 2.2 for the networks in subsection 3.2.

Appendix B. Mean-field approximation.
In this appendix, we derive the mean-field approximation (4.2), present the spec-

ifications of our tests of its accuracy, and discuss issues that we encountered when
numerically solving (4.2).

B.1. Derivation of our mean-field approximation (4.2). We develop a
degree-based mean-field approximation of our weighted-median model as presented
in subsection 2.2 for configuration-model networks with a prescribed degree distribu-
tion [16]. A degree-k node has an associated opinion distribution Pk(x, t) at time t.
With our mean-field assumptions, which are inspired by the ones in [13], we derive a
coupled system of difference equations for the time evolution of Pk(x, t).

In our derivation, we make two key assumptions. First, we make an annealed-
network assumption by rewiring the edges of the configuration-model network at each
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Fig. 8. Limit opinion distributions of our weighted median model presented in subsection 2.2
for our WS network for several initial opinion distributions and self-appraisal values. Each column
has the same initial opinion distribution, and each row has the same self-appraisal value. The limit
opinion distributions in each column are qualitatively similar to each other, so it seems that the
self-appraisal value has little effect on the limit opinion distribution for our WS network.

time step while fixing the network’s degree sequence [11]. Therefore, the network at
each time step is one instantiation of our configuration-model ensemble. Second, we
disregard the edge weights and edge directions.

Because we disregard edge weights and directions, at any time t ∈ N0 = {0, 1, . . .},
our network G = (V,E) is characterized by an unweighted and symmetric adjacency
matrix W , where Wij = 1 if (i, j) ∈ E and Wij = 0 otherwise. In contrast to an
influence matrix (see subsection 2.1), an adjacency matrix is not row-stochastic in
general. We assume that the network G has no isolated nodes.

Given an adjacency matrix W of an undirected and unweighted network G, let
n(i) denote the number of neighbors of node i. Let xi(t) ∈ [0, 1] for i ∈ V be the
opinion of individual i at time t ∈ N0, and let the state x(t) = (x1(t), x2(t), . . . , xN (t))
be the vector of the N node opinions. Given an initial state x(0), our weighted-median
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Fig. 9. Limit opinion distributions of our weighted median model presented in subsection 2.2
for the Georgetown Facebook friendship network for several initial opinion distributions and self-
appraisal values. Each column has the same initial opinion distribution, and each row has the same
self-appraisal value. The limit opinion distributions in each column are qualitatively similar to each
other, so it seems that the self-appraisal value has little effect on the limit opinion distribution for
the Georgetown Facebook friendship network.

model is the map

(B.1) xi(t+ 1) = (1− s)xi(t) + sMedi(x(t) ; W ) , i ∈ V ,

where s ∈ (0, 1) is the level of self-appraisal and Medi(x(t) ; W ) is the median neigh-
bor, which is the unique element of the set{

xk ∈ x(t)
∣∣∣Wi k = 1 , |{j : xj < xi}| ≤

n(i)

2
, |{j : xj > xi}| ≤

n(i)

2

}
(B.2)

that either minimizes the distance between xk(t) and xi(t) or is the numerically smaller
value of the two if here are two elements in the set (B.2) with the same distance to
xi(t). The network G does not have to be connected; if G has multiple components,
then node opinions evolve independently on each component. However, we assume
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Statistic Uniform Unimodal Skewed Bimodal Trimodal
Number of opinion clusters 1019 986 999 992 988
Mean size 2.51 2.48 2.54 2.53 2.54
Variance of the size 0.45 0.53 0.50 0.54 0.53
Kurtosis of the size 0.90 1.09 1.05 1.16 1.09

Table 2
Summary statistics for the opinion clusters of the limit opinion distribution of our weighted

median model presented in subsection 2.2 with self-appraisal s = 0.7 for a 2500-node cycle network
with several initial opinion distributions. For each initial opinion distribution, we performed a single
simulation until the convergence criteria (3.1) was satisfied

.

Statistic Uniform Unimodal Skewed Bimodal Trimodal
Number of opinion clusters 925 941 946 917 919
Mean size 2.70 2.66 2.64 2.72 2.72
Variance of the size 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.08 1.05
Kurtosis of the size 2.12 2.78 2.43 3.29 2.39

Table 3
Summary statistics for the opinion clusters of the limit opinion distribution of our weighted

median model presented in subsection 2.2 with self-appraisal s = 0.7 for the 2500-node prism network
with several initial opinion distributions. For each initial opinion distribution, we performed a single
simulation until the convergence criteria (3.1) was satisfied.

Statistic Uniform Unimodal Skewed Bimodal Trimodal
Number of opinion clusters 783 785 779 800 792
Mean size 3.19 3.18 3.21 3.13 3.16
Variance of the size 2.49 2.44 2.48 1.91 2.44
Kurtosis of the size 55.15 46.74 45.03 26.59 52.92

Table 4
Summary statistics for the opinion clusters of the limit opinion distribution of our weighted

median model presented in section subsection 2.2 with self-appraisal s = 0.7 for the 2500-node
square-lattice network with several initial opinion distributions. For each initial opinion distribution,
we performed a single simulation until the convergence criteria (3.1) was satisfied.

that G is connected for convenience. One can view the weighted median model in
subsection 2.2 of the main text as a generalization of the above model because it
allows for weighted edges.

Let qk denote the probability that a node of G that we select uniformly at random
has degree k ∈ N0. By assumption, there are no isolated nodes, so q0 = 0. Let D be
the set of distinct degrees of the nodes. For each k, let Pk(x, t) be the distribution
of the opinions of degree-k nodes at time t. The probability that a degree-k node’s
opinion is in the interval [x, x+∆x) at time t ∈ N0 is thus Pk(x, t)∆x+O((∆x)2).

We derive a system of coupled finite-difference equations for the evolution of the
densities Pk(x, t) for k ∈ D. For large N and small ∆x > 0, the expected number of
degree-k nodes with opinions in the interval [x, x+∆x) is Nqk Pk(x, t)∆x at time t.
The expected change of this number from time t to time t+ 1 is

Nqk Pk(x, t+ 1)∆x−Nqk Pk(x, t)∆x .(B.3)

To obtain an expression for Pk(x, t + 1) as a function of Pk(x, t), we derive an
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Statistic Uniform Unimodal Skewed Bimodal Trimodal
Number of opinion clusters 395 393 378 375 415
Mean size 6.32 6.36 6.61 6.67 6.02
Variance of the size 25.57 24.95 27.12 24.73 20.57
Kurtosis of the size 1.32× 104 1.52× 104 1.21× 104 5.70× 103 1.14× 104

Table 5
Summary statistics for the opinion clusters of the limit opinion distribution of our weighted

median model presented in subsection 2.2 with self-appraisal s = 0.7 for a 2500-node WS network
with several initial opinion distributions. For each initial opinion distribution, we performed a single
simulation until the convergence criteria (3.1) was satisfied.

Statistic Uniform Unimodal Skewed Bimodal Trimodal
Number of opinion clusters 43 40 57 41 47
Mean size 58.14 62.50 43.86 60.98 53.19
Variance of the size 8.09 × 104 8.88 × 104 6.32 × 104 8.57 × 104 8.90 × 104

Kurtosis of the size 2.63× 1011 2.93× 1011 2.17× 1011 2.81× 1011 3.54× 1011

Table 6
Summary statistics for the opinion clusters of the limit opinion distribution of our weighted

median model presented in subsection 2.2 with self-appraisal s = 0.7 for a 2500-node BA network
with several initial opinion distributions. For each initial opinion distribution, we performed a single
simulation until the convergence criteria (3.1) was satisfied.

Statistic Uniform Unimodal Skewed Bimodal Trimodal
Number of opinion clusters 90 58 210 266 78
Mean size 8.47 13.14 3.6285 2.86 9.77
Variance of the size 3685.45 5117.64 29.05 11.05 3612.15
Kurtosis of the size 1.19× 109 1.44× 109 3.15× 104 2048.04 9.11× 108

Table 7
Summary statistics for the opinion clusters of the limit opinion distributions of our weighted

median model presented in subsection 2.2 with self-appraisal s = 0.7 for the Caltech Facebook friend-
ship network with several initial opinion distributions. For each initial opinion distribution, we
performed a single simulation until the convergence criteria (3.1) was satisfied.

Statistic Uniform Unimodal Skewed Bimodal Trimodal
Number of opinion clusters 289 1417 248 332 1185
Mean size 7.7854 1.5878 9.574 6.7771 1.8987
Variance of the size 6684.79 2.3467 7694.07 1253.13 79.14
Kurtosis of the size 1.27× 1010 235.37 1.29× 1010 2.55× 107 5.40× 106

Table 8
Summary statistics for the opinion clusters of the limit opinion distributions of our weighted

median model presented in subsection 2.2 with self-appraisal s = 0.7 for the Bowdoin Facebook
friendship network with several initial opinion distributions. For each initial opinion distribution,
we performed a single simulation until the convergence criteria (3.1) was satisfied.

alternative form of the expected values in (B.3). We structure our derivations as
follows. First, we derive the distribution of the opinion of a single neighbor of a
degree-k node. We then derive the distribution of the weighted-median opinion of the
neighbors of a degree-k node. From this latter quantity, we derive the mean number
of opinions of degree-k nodes that enter the interval [x, x + ∆x) at time t + 1 and
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Statistic Uniform Unimodal Skewed Bimodal Trimodal
Number of opinion clusters 2516 3686 3629 5303 4151
Mean size 3.73 2.55 2.59 1.77 2.26
Variance of the size 1365.86 201.77 101.26 287.42 497.17
Kurtosis of the size 2.20× 109 6.24× 108 1.43× 109 3.83× 108 6.07× 108

Table 9
Summary statistics for the opinion clusters of the limit opinion distribution of our weighted

median model presented in subsection 2.2 with self-appraisal s = 0.7 for the Georgetown Facebook
friendship network with several initial opinion distributions. For each initial opinion distribution,
we performed a single simulation until the convergence criteria (3.1) was satisfied.

Statistic Uniform Unimodal Skewed Bimodal Trimodal
Number of opinion clusters 1417 4414 3472 1539 2508
Mean size 5.65 2.81 2.31 5.20 3.19
Variance of the size 1.29× 104 3.11 53.02 3191.15 199.22
Kurtosis of the size 1.73× 1012 516.61 1.81× 107 4.90× 1010 2.52× 108

Table 10
Summary statistics for the opinion clusters of the limit opinion distribution of our weighted

median model presented in subsection 2.2 with self-appraisal s = 0.7 for the Obamacare Twitter
followership network with several initial opinion distributions. For each initial opinion distribution,
we performed a single simulation until the convergence criteria (3.1) was satisfied.

Statistic Uniform Unimodal Skewed Bimodal Trimodal
Number of opinion clusters 1123 1007 1044 1025 1077
Mean size 5.44 6.07 5.86 5.96 5.68
Variance of the size 5594.65 1.09 × 105 9837.41 1.26 × 104 9939.84
Kurtosis of the size 2.06× 1010 8.95× 1010 8.40× 1011 1.44× 1011 8.56×1010

Table 11
Summary statistics for the opinion clusters of the limit opinion distributions of our weighted

median model presented in subsection 2.2 with self-appraisal s = 0.7 for the abortion Twitter fol-
lowership network with several initial opinion distributions. For each initial opinion distribution,
we performed a single simulation until the convergence criteria (3.1) was satisfied.

the mean number of opinions of degree-k nodes that leave the interval [x, x+∆x) at
time t+ 1.

B.1.1. Opinion distribution of a uniformly random neighboring node.
We now derive the opinion distribution of a uniformly random neighbor of a degree-k
node. Because the opinions evolve on a configuration-model network, the probability
that a given edge that is incident to a degree-k node is also incident to a specific degree-
l node is l

2|E|−1 . As N → ∞, the expected number of degree-l nodes is approximately

2 ql|E|∑
i∈D i qi

, where
∑

i∈D i qi is the mean degree. Therefore, as N → ∞, the probability

that a given edge that is incident to a degree-k node is also incident to any degree-l
node is

πl =
l ql
⟨d⟩

,(B.4)

which is independent of k.
We now derive the opinion distribution of a uniformly random neighbor of a node,
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which can have any degree. Because we randomly assign edges at each time step, the
probability of a node being adjacent to a degree-l node is independent of the node
opinions in the asymptotic limit N → ∞. The probability of a uniformly random
neighbor having an opinion in the interval [x, x+∆x) is

P(xj(t) ∈ [x, x+∆x) ∩ e = (i, j) ∈ E | i, j ∈ V )

=
∑
l∈D

P(there is an edge between node i and a degree-l node)Pl(x, t)∆x(B.5)

=
∑
l∈D

πlPl(x, t)∆x

= ϕ(x, t)∆x ,

where ϕ(x, t) =
∑

l∈D πlPl(x, t) is the asymptotic opinion distribution of a uniformly
random neighbor of any node as N → ∞ and D is the set of distinct degrees. Let
Φ(x, t) =

∫ x

0
ϕ(u, t) du denote the associated cumulative distribution function.

B.1.2. Distribution of the weighted-median opinion of neighboring nodes.
Using equation (B.5), we derive the distribution of the median opinion of the neigh-
bors of a degree-k node. To do this, we introduce some notation and results for order
statistics.

Order statistics

Suppose that X1, X2, . . . , Xk are independent univariate random variables with a
common continuous probability density function fX and associated cumulative distri-
bution function FX . We order these random variables from smallest to largest. The
rth order statistic X(r) has the probability density function [9]

fX(r)
(x) =

n!

(r − 1)!(n− r)!
fX(x) (FX(x))

r−1
(1− Fx(x))

n−r
.(B.6)

The conditional distribution of the (r+1)th order statistic given the rth order statistic
is [9]

f{X(r+1)|X(r)= x} (y) = (n− r)
fX(y)

1− FX(x)

(
1− F (y)

1− F (x)

)n−r−1

.(B.7)

Distribution of the weighted-median opinion of neighboring nodes

We now derive the distribution of the median opinion of neighboring nodes in a
configuration-model network. Let node i have degree k. We use separate arguments
for odd and even k.

First, we consider odd k. Let k = 2m+1. Because the opinions of the neighbors of
node i have the common distribution ϕ(x, t) as asymptotically N → ∞, we view them
as independent and identically distributed random variables. The median opinion
Medi(x,A) is the (m+ 1)th order statistic. It has the distribution

ϕx(m+1)i
(x, t) =

k!

m!m!
ϕk(x, t)Φk(x, t)

m (1− Φ(x, t))
m

.(B.8)

Let θk(x, t) be the distribution of the median neighbor opinion of a node with degree
k. For odd k, we can then write

θk(x, t) =
k!

m!m!
ϕk(x, t)Φk(x, t)

m (1− Φ(x, t))
m

.(B.9)
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We now consider even k. Let k = 2m. The quantity Medi(x(t) ; A) is either
the mth or (m + 1)th order statistic, depending on which of them is closer to xi(t).
Given the definition of the weighted median in (B.2), we choose it to be the mth order
statistic if they are equally close. Let x(m)i and x(m+1)i , respectively, be the mth and
(m+ 1)th order statistics of the opinions of the k neighbors of node i.

In the asymptotic limit N → ∞, the neighbor opinions have a common distribu-
tion ϕ(x, t). We derive an expression for the probability

P(Medi(x(t) ; A) = x(m+1)i) = P
(
|xi − x(m+1)i | < |xi − x(m)i |

)
,(B.10)

where the opinion xi has the distribution Pk(x, t).
If xi < x(m)i , then the probability in (B.10) is 0 because the (m + 1)th order

statistic is larger than x(m)i .
Assume that xi ≥ x(m)i and let c = xi − x(m)i . Equation (B.10) gives the

probability that the (m + 1)th order statistic is in the interval [x(m)i , x(m)i + 2c).
Using the law of total probability [35], we then write

P(Medi(x(t) ; A) = x(m+1)i) =

(B.11)

∫
xi∈[0,1]

∫
x(m)i

≤xi

∫
y∈[x(m)i

,−x(m)i
+2xi)

ϕ{x(m+1)i
|x(m)i

}(y, t)Pk(xi, t)ϕx(m)i
(x(m)i , t) dy dx(m)i dxi ,

where ϕ{x(m+1)i
|x(m)i

} is the distribution of the (m+ 1)th order statistic conditioned

on the mth order statistic. Additionally, [x(m)i , x(m)i + 2c) = [x(m)i , −x(m)i + 2xi).
From equations (B.6) and (B.7), we see that

ϕ{x(m+1)i
|x(m)i

}(y, t) = m
ϕ(y)

1− Φ(x(m)i , t)

(
1− Φ(y, t)

1− Φ(x(m)i , t)

)m−1

,

ϕx(m)i
(b, t) =

k!

(m− 1)!m!
ϕ(b, t) (Φ(b, t))

m−1
(1− Φ(b, t))

m

for y ≥ b. Therefore,

P(Medi(x(t) ; A) = x(m+1)i) =

∫
xi∈[0,1]

∫
x(m)i

≤xi

∫
y∈[x(m)i

,−x(m)i
+2xi)

m
ϕ(y, t)

1− Φ(x(m)i , t)

(
1− Φ(y, t)

1− Φ(x(m)i , t)

)m−1

× k!

(m− 1)!m!
ϕ(x(m)i , t)

(
Φ(x(m)i , t)

)m−1 (
1− Φ(x(m)i , t)

)m
× Pk(xi, t) dy dx(m)i da

=
k!

((m− 1)!)2

∫
xi∈[0,1]

Pk(xi, t)

∫
x(m)i

≤xi

ϕ(x(m)i , t)
(
Φ(x(m)i , t)

)m−1

×
∫
y∈[x(m)i

,−x(m)i
+2xi)

ϕ(y, t) (1− Φ(y, t))
m−1

dy dx(m)i dxi .

We define the notation pk(t) = P(Medi(x(t) ; A) = x(m+1)i), and we express θk
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using the mth and (m+ 1)th order statistics of ϕ(x, t). For k = 2m, we have

θk(x, t) = (1− p(t))ϕx(m)
(x, t) + p(t)ϕx(m+1)

(x, t)

= (1− pk(t))
k!

(m− 1)!m!
ϕ(x, t)Φ(x, t)m−1 (1− Φ(x, t))

m

+ pk(t)
k!

(m− 1)!m!
ϕ(x, t)Φ(x, t)m (1− Φ(x, t))

m−1

=
k!

(m− 1)!m!
ϕ(x, t)

(
Φ(x, t) (1− Φ(x, t))

)m−1
(B.12)

×
(
(1− pk(t)) (1− Φ(x, t)) + pk(t)Φ(x, t)

)
.

From equations (B.9) and (B.12), we see that the median neighbor opinion of a
degree-k node has the distribution

θk(x, t) =


k!

m!m!ϕk(x, t)Φk(x, t)
m (1− Φ(x, t))

m
, k = 2m+ 1

k!
(m−1)!m!ϕ(x, t)

(
Φ(x, t) (1− Φ(x, t))

)m−1

×
(
(1− p(t)) (1− Φ(x, t)) + p(t)Φ(x, t)

) , k = 2m,
(B.13)

where

pk(t) =
k!

((m− 1)!)2

∫
a∈[0,1]

Pk(xi, t)

∫
b≤xi

ϕ(b, t) (Φ(b, t))
m−1

×
∫
y∈[b,−b+2xi)

ϕ(y, t) (1− Φ(y, t))
m−1

dy dbdxi .(B.14)

B.1.3. Mean number of degree-k nodes with opinions that enter the
interval [x, x + ∆x) at time t + 1. Using (B.13), we derive the expected number
of nodes whose opinions are outside the interval [x, x+∆x) at time t but inside this
interval at time t + 1. Let i ∈ V be a degree-k node, and suppose that xi(t) = y /∈
[x, x+∆x). For the opinion of node i to enter [x, x+∆x), it must be the case that

x ≤ (1− s)y + sMedi(x(t), A) < x+∆x ,(B.15)

which yields

x+ (s− 1)y

s
≤ Medi(x(t), A) <

x+ (s− 1)y

s
+

∆x

s
(B.16)

for s ̸= 0.
Because node i has degree k, we know that Medi(x(t); A) has the distribution

θk(x, t) asymptotically as N → ∞. The probability that (B.15) holds is thus

θk

(
x+ (s− 1)y

s
, t

)
∆x

s
.(B.17)

The expected number of degree-k nodes that at time t have an opinion in [y, y+dy)
but outside [x, x + ∆x) and then at time t + 1 have an opinion in [x, x + ∆x) is
approximately

Nqk
s

θk

(
x+ (s− 1)y

s
, t

)
∆x

s
Pk(y, t)∆xdy .(B.18)
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The approximate nature of our statement arises because the intervals [x, x+∆x) and
[y, y + dy) may overlap. However, this overlap disappears as ∆x → 0 and dy → 0.
Integrating over y, we see that the mean number of degree-k nodes whose opinions
enter [x, x+∆x) at time t+ 1 is

Nqk

∫
y∈[0,1]

θk

(
x+ (s− 1)y

s
, t

)
∆x

s
Pk(y, t)∆xdy .(B.19)

B.1.4. Expected number of degree-k nodes with opinions that leave
interval [x, x+∆x) at time t+ 1. We now consider the mean number of degree-k
nodes whose opinion is in [x, x+∆x) at time t but not at time t+1. We argue similarly
as in Appendix B.1.3, although now our argument is a bit simpler. Because the
opinion of a degree-k node follows the distribution Pk(x, t) and the weighted median
of its neighbors’ opinions has the distribution θk(x, t) asymptotically as N → ∞, the
probability that xi(t) ∈ [x, x+∆x) and xi(t+ 1) /∈ [x, x+∆x) is asymptotically

(1− θk(x, t)∆x)Pk(x, t)∆x .(B.20)

The mean number of such nodes is thus

Nqk (1− θk(x, t)∆x)Pk(x, t)∆x .(B.21)

B.1.5. Expected change in the number of degree-k nodes with opinions
in the interval [x, x+∆x) at time t+ 1. Combining equations (B.3), (B.19), and
(B.21) yields

Nqk Pk(x, t+ 1)∆x−Nqk Pk(x, t)∆x

(B.22)

= Nqk

∫
y∈[0,1]

θk

(
x+ (s− 1)y

s
, t

)
∆x

s
Pk(y, t) dy∆x−Nqk (1− θk(x, t)∆x)Pk(x, t)∆x ,

which implies that

Pk(x, t+ 1) → 1

s

∫
y∈[0,1]

θk

(
x+ (s− 1)y

s
, t

)
Pk(y, t) dy as ∆x → 0 .(B.23)

This finishes our derivation of the mean-field approximation (4.2).

B.2. Finite-size effects and inaccuracies from annealing-like effects. In
our derivation of the mean-field approximation (4.2), we made two key assumptions:
(1) we examined theN → ∞ asymptotic regime and (2) we assumed that the dynamics
occur on an annealed network [11]. Both of these choices affect the accuracy of our
approximation.

We now examine finite-size effects (i.e., inaccuracies that arise from our asymp-
totic assumption) and annealing-assumption effects (i.e., inaccuracies that arise from
the annealed-network assumption) in our mean-field approximation.

We observe both finite-size effects and annealing-assumption effects, but they
seem to diminish quickly with time for most values of self-appraisal. Both finite-size
effects and annealing-assumption effects are dominated by the impact of self-appraisal
on the accuracy of our mean-field approximation.

To examine finite-size effects, we calculate the root-mean-square error (RMSE)
of numerical solutions to our mean-field approximation when compared to ensemble
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averages of simulations of our weighted median model presented in subsection 2.2 for
several network sizes N .

To examine annealing-assumption effects, we calculate ensemble averages of sim-
ulations for our weighted-median for two types of networks: static and annealing
configuration-model networks.

The static networks are sampled from a (k1, k2)-regular configuration-model with
degrees k1 = 11, k2 = 101, and associated probabilities qk1

= 0.9 and qk2
= 0.1. After

the initial instantiation of the static network, it does not change during the simulation
of our weighted median model. The annealing networks are also (k1, k2)-regular
configuration-model networks with the same values of k1 and k2 as the static networks
and the same associated probabilities. However, after the initial instantiation, at each
time step of the simulation, the edges of the annealing networks are rewired randomly
while preserving their degree sequences. Therefore, the annealing networks satisfy the
annealing-network assumption made in the derivation of the mean-field approximation
(4.2) while the static networks do not.

We show the RMSE of these numerical experiments in Figure 10 where time
moves from top (t = 1) to bottom (t = 5). At time t = 1 and for all values of the
self-appraisal s, the RMSE is smaller for larger networks for both the annealed and
the static networks. Notably, network size seems to affect the RMSE more than the
self-appraisal value. The RMSE has a similar magnitude for the static and annealing
networks. This suggests that finite-size effects are impacting the accuracy of our mean-
field approximation at time t = 1 but that there are not any significant annealing-
assumption effects.

At time t = 3, the dependency between network size and the RMSE is less
pronounced for both annealed and static networks. For annealed networks at time
t = 3, we also observe that the RMSE is smaller for larger networks, especially for
small self-appraisals s. However, at time t = 3 for static networks, this tendency is
almost entirely absent, except for our simulations with self-appraisal s = 0.1. For
self-appraisal values below 0.9, the RMSEs of the static networks are larger than for
the annealed networks. Therefore, at time t = 3, it seems that finite-size effects still
impact the accuracy of our approximation and that effect of the the self-appraisal
value and the annealing-assumption effects are more pronounced than for t = 1.

At time t = 5, the finite-size effects are still noticeable for the annealed networks
for s ≤ 0.5. For static networks at time t = 5, we barely observe any noticeable
finite-size effects. The RMSEs for static networks are larger than those for annealed
networks for self-appraisals below 0.7. However, at time t = 5, the self-appraisal has
a larger impact than either finite-size effects of annealing-assumption effects on the
accuracy of our mean-field approximation.

B.3. Effects of self-appraisal on root-mean-square error (RMSE) of the
mean-field approximation (4.2) . In Figure 11, we show the dependency of the
RMSE of the mean-field approximation (4.2) for the Bowdoin Facebook friendship
network using a more finely-gained set of self-appraisal values than the one that we
used in section 4.1. For self-appraisal s = 0.1, the RMSE initially increases rapidly,
and it then increases slowly for t ≥ 1. For s = 0.3, the RMSE initially increases
slowly, and it then increases much more rapidly. We examine self-appraisal values
that lie between these extremes and observe a seemingly smooth transition between
these two behaviors. We observe similar qualitative features for our other real-world
social networks.
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Fig. 10. The natural logarithm of the RMSE of the mean-field approximation (4.2) for annealed
and static networks that we generate using a (k1, k2)-regular configuration model with varying num-
ber of nodes. The static networks are sampled from a (k1, k2)-regular configuration-model with
degrees k1 = 11, k2 = 101, and associated probabilities qk1

= 0.9 and qk2
= 0.1. After the initial

instantiation, static networks do not change during the simulation. The annealing networks are
also (k1, k2)-regular configuration-model networks with the same values of k1 and k2 as the static
networks and the same associated probabilities. However, after the initial instantiation, at each time
step of the simulation, the edges of the annealing networks are rewired randomly while preserving
their degree sequences. Therefore, the annealing networks satisfy the annealing assumption made in
the derivation of the mean-field approximation, whereas the static networks do not. At time t = 1,
the RMSE is smaller for larger networks for all values of the self-appraisal s. However, at later
times, the impact of network size diminishes. At time t = 5, the effect of self-appraisal dominates
both annealing-like and finite-size effects.

Fig. 11. The natural logarithm of the RMSE of the mean-field approximation (4.2) for the
Bowdoin Facebook friendship network for values of self-appraisal between s = 0.1 and s = 0.3.
The RMSE increases rapidly at earlier times for self-appraisal values near 0.1 than it does for self-
appraisal values near 0.3. There appears to be a smooth transition between these two behaviors.
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B.4. Effect of degree “lumping” on the RMSE of the mean-field ap-
proximation (4.2). We found in subsection 4.1 that the maximum value of θk in
our mean-field approximation (4.2) increases with the node degree k. This results
in numerical overflow in the evaluation of θk for sufficiently large values of k; the
function value of θk at the mode of the distribution exceeds the machine limits for
floating-point numbers. To deal with this issue, we introduce a “lumping degree” and
aggregate all degree-k nodes when k is at least some lumping degree into a single
degree class with a common opinion distribution. The probability that a node is in
the lumped degree class is the sum of the probabilities that it is any of its constituent
degree classes.

Using numerical computations, we examine the effect of different lumping degrees
on the mean-field approximation (4.2). In Figure 12, we show the RMSE of the mean-
field approximation for the Georgetown Facebook network at times t = 1 and t = 4
for different lumping degrees and self-appraisal values. The behavior of the RMSE
depends on the self-appraisal s. At time t = 4, for self-appraisal s = 0.1, the RMSE
initially decreases with the lumping degree. However, the RMSE initially increases
with lumping degree for larger self-appraisal values.

In Figure 13, we show the RMSE of the mean-field approximation for the George-
town Facebook network at times t = 1 and t = 4 for different lumping degrees for
self-appraisals s ∈ [0.1, 0.3]. There appears to be a smooth transition between the
observed behaviors.

Based on our simulations of our mean-field approximation (4.2) on our Facebook
friendship and Twitter followership networks, there also appears to be little effect of
increasing the lumping degree beyond 500. For all of the results in section 4.2 of the
main manuscript, we used a lumping degree of 1000.

Fig. 12. The natural logarithm of the RMSE of the mean-field approximation (4.2) for the
Georgetown Facebook friendship network at times t = 1 and t = 4 for various lumping degrees
and values of the self-appraisal s. The RMSE appears to be similar for lumping degrees of at least
500. We observe this situation for all of our Facebook friendship networks and Twitter followership
networks.
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Fig. 13. The natural logarithm of the RMSE of the mean-field approximation (4.2) for the
Georgetown Facebook friendship network at times t = 1 and t = 4 for various lumping degrees
and values of self-appraisal ranging from s = 0.1 (light blue) to s = 0.3 (red). The RMSE evolves
differently for s = 0.1 than it does for s = 0.3. At t = 1, the RMSE depends little on the lumping
degree for s = 0.1, but it decreases for larger lumping degrees for s = 0.3. At t = 4, the RMSE
decreases for larger lumping degrees for s = 0.1, but it increases for larger lumping degrees for
s = 0.3. There appears to be a smooth transition between these the two regimes.
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