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Abstract

Homophily—the attraction of similarity—profoundly influ-
ences social interactions, affecting associations, information
disclosure, and the dynamics of social exchanges. Organi-
zational studies reveal that when professional and personal
boundaries overlap, individuals from minority backgrounds
often encounter a dilemma between authenticity and inclu-
sion due to these homophily-driven dynamics: if they disclose
their genuine interests, they risk exclusion from the broader
conversation. Conversely, to gain inclusion, they might feel
pressured to assimilate. How might the nature and design of
social media platforms, where different conversational con-
texts frequently collapse, and the recommender algorithms
that are at the heart of these platforms, which can prioritize
content based on network structure and historical user en-
gagement, impact these dynamics? In this paper, we employ
agent-based simulations to investigate this question. Our find-
ings indicate a decline in the visibility of professional content
generated by minority groups, a trend that is exacerbated over
time by recommendation algorithms. Within these minority
communities, users who closely resemble the majority group
tend to receive greater visibility. We examine the philosoph-
ical and design implications of our results, discussing their
relevance to questions of informational justice, inclusion, and
the epistemic benefits of diversity.

1 Introduction
Social media platforms have become an integral part of
many people’s professional lives. Across different sectors,
individuals see these platforms as affording possibilities for
professional development and networking (Donelan 2016;
Alsobayel et al. 2016). Academic users, for example, may
take to these platforms to share professional news (e.g., pub-
lication of new articles), exchange views, seek and adver-
tise opportunities, and form connections and collaborative
ties (Britton, Jackson, and Wade 2019; Hurrle and Postatny
2015; Luo, Freeman, and Stefaniak 2020; Knight and Kaye
2016; Klar et al. 2020; Veletsianos 2016; Neal 2012; Sugi-
moto et al. 2017). In short, these platforms can importantly
impact the visibility and reputation of users among their pro-
fessional networks.

In utilizing social media platforms for these professional
purposes, users have to contend with how the platforms can
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collapse together different spheres of one’s personal and pro-
fessional life (Davis and Jurgenson 2014; Boyd 2010). The
merging of the (real and imagined) audiences and topics as-
sociated with different social contexts complicates the dy-
namics of self-presentation to professional audiences. It re-
quires users to negotiate, across varied norms and expecta-
tions, what to disclose about themselves, when, and how (El-
lison, Gibbs, and Weber 2015; Hollenbaugh 2021).

Previous work has highlighted how this loss of distinct-
ness between the personal and the professional can be par-
ticularly costly to individuals with minority identities, in
digital as well as traditional organizational settings (Vitak
2012; Phillips, Rothbard, and Dumas 2009). In this paper,
we examine how content recommendation algorithms that
are at the heart of these platforms can exacerbate the chal-
lenges facing minorities. In particular, we explore the poten-
tial compounding effects of these algorithms on a key factor
that strains the dynamics of inter-group communication and
minority self-presentation even in traditional organizational
settings: homophily.

To understand how homophily—the attraction to
similarity—affects inter-group dynamics of engagement
and disclosure, consider the following scenario, which will
serve as a running example throughout the paper. Imagine
an organizational team composed of individuals from a
majority and a minority group identity. All team members
share an interest in work-related topics, and their group
membership does not influence their engagement on these
professional discussions. However, when conversation
shifts to non-work-related topics, their interests tend to
align with their identity groups (e.g., TV shows from
different languages and regions, different sports, music
genres, or regional politics). Consequently, they are more
likely to participate in discussions about topics that resonate
with their cultural or personal identity, and so can engage
primarily with those who share those similar interests.

Organizational science research suggests that such
homophily-driven dynamics can lead to individuals from mi-
nority backgrounds facing a tension between authenticity
and inclusion (Phillips, Rothbard, and Dumas 2009; Phillips,
Dumas, and Rothbard 2018). If they disclose their genuine
interests, they risk exclusion from the broader conversa-
tion. Conversely, to gain inclusion, they might feel pres-
sured to assimilate, suppressing their unique perspectives
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and preferences in favor of more widely shared topics. Im-
portantly, opting out of conversations about those non-work
topics may also not be a preferable option, as connecting
on those topics can deepen interpersonal relations in ways
that benefit an individual’s professional opportunities (Ertug
et al. 2022)—for instance, when two employees with similar
work-related merits are considered for promotion, the one
perceived as more “personable” might be chosen (Phillips,
Dumas, and Rothbard 2018). In this way, homophily can
shape both the engagement and disclosure dynamics within
diverse groups, potentially reinforcing segregation even in
settings where professional interests are aligned.

There are compelling reasons to think that the design
and nature of social media platforms, along with their al-
gorithms, may intensify these issues. On social media plat-
forms, the loss of distinction between personal and profes-
sional spheres is even more pronounced compared to tra-
ditional workplaces, where such overlap is usually limited
to specific events like retreats or holiday parties. Moreover,
content recommendation algorithms could potentially exac-
erbate these challenges. Specifically, these algorithms might
perpetuate a cycle where initial lack of engagement in topics
of differential interest (e.g., TV shows from various cultures)
can result in decreased future visibility of posts, even on top-
ics of shared interest. This is unlike traditional work settings,
where the alignment of professional interests typically guar-
antees ongoing engagement on such topics among individ-
uals from different groups. By prioritizing content based on
past interactions, algorithmic intermediaries on social media
can disrupt this pattern, diminishing the likelihood of cross-
group engagement even on universally relevant professional
topics. In so doing, they can disproportionately disadvantage
the professional opportunities of indivdiuals with minority
identities.

In this paper, we use agent-based simulation to explore
how different content recommendation policies interact with
this type of homophily-based communication interaction in
diverse groups1. Agent-based simulation allows us to isolate
factors of authenticity and inclusion in highly complex rec-
ommendation settings while avoiding interfering with a sys-
tem in production which can raise ethical concerns. There
has been a recent recognition for the importance of simu-
lation and applied modeling for the understanding of long-
term effects of recommender systems (Patro et al. 2022;
Akpinar et al. 2022a; Zhang et al. 2020; Chaney, Stewart,
and Engelhardt 2018). Our setup is inspired by components
of a real-world social media recommender system that, to
the best of our knowledge, still have variations in produc-
tions today (Kamath et al. 2014; Twitter 2023). Overall, our
simulations demonstrate how homophilic graph structures
can lead to decreased visibility of professional content for
minority groups, a disadvantage that is exacerbated by the
recommendation algorithm over time. Minority users that
are more assimilated to the mainstream, e.g. follow more
majority group users or express topic interests more aligned
with the majority group, are rewarded with increased cross-

1The code for this work is available at https://github.com/
nakpinar/authenticity-exclusion-rec-sys.

group visibility for their professional content. Lastly, we ob-
serve that—even for non-work topics that heavily align with
the minority identity—minority group created content is less
visible to the majority group than majority group created
content. In the addition to authenticity and inclusion, this
raises concerns around minority recognition, representation
and a lack of amplification for minority voices. We end by
discussing the philosophical and design implications of our
findings, contextualizing them in relation to issues of infor-
mational justice, inclusion, and the epistemic benefits of di-
versity.

2 Background and related work
2.1 Context collapse and risks to minority and

marginalized identities
Previous research has shown how context collapse on so-
cial media can pose particular risks to users with minority
and marginalized identities. For many such users, social me-
dia platforms offer key spaces for joint identity construction
with others with similar backgrounds, lived experiences, and
interests (Brock 2009; Jackson, Bailey, and Welles 2020;
Khazraee and Novak 2018). Importantly, the success of such
projects can critically depend on keeping contexts, audi-
ences, and expectations distinct (e.g., to create a safe space
for disclosure; to ensure anonymity). The loss of distinct-
ness can thus pose consequential privacy risks to these indi-
viduals (Vitak 2012; Dhoest and Szulc 2016). In response,
individuals can use various strategies to mitigate the risks or
else the tensions due to context collapse. For example, they
might severe or limit access (via “unfriending”, “blocking”,
or “muting”) (Zhu and Skoric 2021).

While most previous works explore the risks due to the
loss of privacy and anonymity that is particular to online
settings, we examine homophily-based tensions that also oc-
cur in traditional organizational contexts (Phillips, Dumas,
and Rothbard 2018). Importantly, insofar as disclosing in-
formation can further career opportunities (e.g., by deep-
ening interpersonal ties) in these professional settings, not
revealing information (whether by blocking or limiting ac-
cess) will not mitigate the risks of homophily-based dispar-
ities (though it may reduce them).

2.2 Homophily and inter-group dynamics
Homophily—the tendency of individuals to associate with
similar others—influences a wide array of social dynamics,
including the formation of interpersonal associations, com-
munication patterns, and the establishment and calibration
of trust (Golub and Jackson 2012; O’Connor 2019; McPher-
son, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001). This phenomenon is
observed both offline and on digital platforms, where var-
ious salient attributes such as gender, country of origin, val-
ues, occupation, and more, can serve as axes of similar-
ity (Lawrence and Shah 2020). In academia, for example,
homophily (e.g., based on gender and national origin) has
been shown to influence interaction patterns at events such
as conferences (Atzmueller and Lemmerich 2018), patterns
of citations (Zhou, Chai, and Freeman 2024), even extend-
ing to professional opportunities such as prize nomination



and selections (Gallotti and De Domenico 2019).
The consequences of homophily are diverse, affecting

personal, interpersonal, and network levels (Ertug et al.
2022; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001). On the
one hand, homophily can enhance coordination and commu-
nication, foster trust, and increase personal happiness. On
the other hand, especially at the network level, homophily
can have detrimental effects by limiting exposure to and ex-
change with dissimilar others, thus reducing overall diver-
sity and potentially leading to intergroup polarization. This
segregation can entrench societal divisions and hinder the
epistemic benefits of diversity (Baron et al. 1996; Fazelpour
and Rubin 2022).

As Phillips, Dumas, and Rothbard (2018) note, ho-
mophilic tendencies can influence the dynamics of exchange
and self-disclosure in professional settings in crucial ways.
In particular, even when aligned in professional interests,
when it comes to other topics, individuals may engage more
readily in conversations with those with similar identities.
Conversely, concerned with a lack of engagement, they may
be more reluctant to disclose aspects of themselves to those
seen as out-groups (See also Phillips, Rothbard, and Dumas
2009). While Phillips, Dumas, and Rothbard (2018) focus
on the impact of homophily on disclosure, we examine how
different content recommendation policies interact with ho-
mophily’s influence on the uptake of information in social
networks. We will discuss the relation between the two fur-
ther in Section 5. There, we also discuss the implications
of our findings with respect to the potential homogenizing
effects of homophily and its potential detrimental conse-
quences epistemic benefits of diversity.

2.3 Epistemic injustice and exclusion
The particular type of harms that we investigate in this paper
are closely related to issues of epistemic injustice and epis-
temic exclusion (Fricker 2007; Dotson 2014; Settles et al.
2021). Epistemic injustice refers to injustices that impact in-
dividuals (particularly those from marginalized groups) in
their capacity as knowers. For example, testimonial injus-
tice occurs when individuals from marginalized groups are
perceived as less credible sources of information and exper-
tise, and their testimony is discounted or less readily taken
into account, compared to those from more priviledged so-
cial positions (Fricker 2007; McKinnon 2016). Closely re-
lated is the phenomenon of epistemic exclusion that impacts
“what forms of knowledge (epistemology) are valued and
which producers of knowledge are deemed legitimate” (Set-
tles et al. 2021, p. 494). In this way, the phenomenon cap-
tures the type of exclusion that can particularly affect mem-
bers of marginalized and historically oppressed groups in
academia, whether because of their identity or because of
the type of topics or methodologies they may pursue, which
might diverse from established disciplinary norms (Dotson
2014).

Importantly, works on epistemic injustice and exclusion
often examine the source of these harms in terms of audi-
ences’ (implicit or explicit) prejudice (McKinnon 2016; Set-
tles et al. 2021). This prejudice might arise due to harmful
identity stereotypes (e.g., when members of a minoritized

group are perceived as less credible, lazy, etc.). Or, it might
be due to undue prejudice towards certain topics or modes
of inquiry (e.g., when socially-oriented applied research is
seen as less serious, and it is the type of research that tends
to be carried out by members of marginalized groups). Our
work extends the scope of consideration. Specifically, we ex-
amine how the characteristics of recommender algorithms
can compound and create epistemic injustice and exclusion,
even when there is no bias or prejudice among the epistemic
community, at least insofar as their shared epistemic endeav-
our is concerned.

2.4 Bias and recommender systems
Recommender systems are integral to curating user experi-
ence on social media platforms, shaping who and what peo-
ple may (or may not) interact with on these platforms. Previ-
ous work has highlighted how these algorithms can perpetu-
ate, exacerbate, or even generate biases that harm individu-
als, groups (especially those with minoritized and marginal-
ized identities), and communities (Baeza-Yates 2018; Ek-
strand et al. 2018). This issue has garnered attention in the
field of algorithmic fairness, which has proposed numerous
approaches to define, measure, and address unfairness in
ranking and recommendation systems (Akpinar et al. 2022a;
Burke 2017; Zehlike et al. 2022; Geyik, Ambler, and Ken-
thapadi 2019; Akpinar et al. 2022b; Celis, Straszak, and
Vishnoi 2018; Biega, Gummadi, and Weikum 2018; Amigó
et al. 2023). We refer to the works of Patro et al. (2022) and
Chen et al. (2023) for a synthesis of the current state of the
fair recommendation area.

Research on “algorithmic glass ceilings” in recommenda-
tion systems has revealed how biases related to gender and
social similarities are perpetuated, impacting fair representa-
tion. Such systemic barriers, prevalent in various platforms,
hinder the visibility and equity of women and minorities
(Stoica, Riederer, and Chaintreau 2018; Avin et al. 2015).

A different line of work describes the “filter bubble prob-
lem of link prediction” (Masrour et al. 2020; Nguyen et al.
2014). Homophilic tendencies and demographic disparities
in connection recommendation exacerbate the isolation of
minority groups, limiting their visibility and access to di-
verse perspectives (Hofstra et al. 2017; Fabbri et al. 2020).
Research like the work of Akpinar et al. (2022a) demon-
strates that, while short-term fairness interventions in social
connection recommenders might initially appear effective,
they fail to address long-term bias amplification.

2.5 Agent-based modeling of social networks
Agent-based modeling (ABM) describes generative sim-
ulation approaches in which heterogeneous agents (e.g.,
users) interact with each other in a controlled environment
(e.g., recommendations in a social network graph). Although
modeling takes place at the individual level, the underly-
ing goal is typically to extract insights about collective phe-
nomena over a long period of time. As such, ABM lends
itself well to study longitudinal dynamics in recommender
systems (Adomavicius et al. 2021; Patro et al. 2022). Real-
world experimental (e.g., A/B testing) and offline (e.g. static
data) recommendation settings are often limited to the study



of short-term effects due to financial and ethical concerns or
simply because controlling for confounding factors and spu-
rious effects over time is difficult or impossible (Krauth et al.
2020). In contrast, ABM provides complete control over the
experimental environment, usually has no financial or eth-
ical adverse effects, and requires no access to real-world
data or systems. With this reasoning, simulation has pre-
viously been used in the recommender systems context to
study homogenization effects (Chaney, Stewart, and Engel-
hardt 2018), filter bubbles (Aridor, Goncalves, and Sikdar
2020), performance paradoxes (Adomavicius et al. 2021),
reinforcement learning for search ranking (Hu et al. 2018),
popularity bias in search engines (Fortunato et al. 2006),
effects of fairness intervention (Akpinar et al. 2022a), and
more (Patro et al. 2022).

3 Methods
3.1 Graph framework
General overview Content recommendation in online so-
cial networks typically relies on measures of user interest,
content-related features, and tie strength between users.The
main objective is to maximize user engagement by recom-
mending the items users are most likely to interact with. In
order to conceptualize this, we consider a fixed-size graph
with n nodes corresponding to users and directed edges rep-
resenting follow or connection relations. Edges are weighted
to reflect the probability of engagement between two users.
Over time, users create content items and receive recommen-
dations based on the network structure as well as topic in-
terests. We simulate this procedure assuming two groups of
users differing in group size, topic preferences and connec-
tivity. While both the majority and minority group users are
interested in a shared work-related topic (e.g. academic or
hiring related posts), topic preferences diverge in other areas
(e.g. politics, religion, or hobbies). We posit a homophilic
network wherein users are more inclined to be connected
with others within the same group rather than with those
from different groups, a notion supported by social science
literature (Kossinets and Watts 2006; Louch 2000; McPher-
son, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001).

Nodes and content items We assume users belong to one
of two groups G0, G1 with population shares p0 and p1 =
1 − p0 respectively. Each user has an associated preference
vector modeled via group-dependent multivariate Gaussians
z ∼ N (µG,ΣG). Here, the i-th entry in z encodes the user’s
interest in content items of topic i. For simplicity, we as-
sume all content can be categorized into a finite number of
non-intersecting topic groups. We note that preference vec-
tors reflect both which type of content users’ are likely to
create, as well as which content they are likely to consume
and interact with.

Edge structure Users of social media systems typically
have the capability to influence their recommendations by
engaging with the user graph directly, such as by following
or unfollowing content creators, or blocking specific types
of content. To exclusively examine the impact of the rec-
ommendation algorithm, our simulation employs a graph

model with static connections. This means that, throughout
the observation period, users within the graph do not estab-
lish new relationships. Instead, we experiment with the fol-
lowing graph structures:
1. Homophilic: Users are more likely to follow users from

the same group than opposite groups, i.e. connections are
initialized with a stochastic block model with parame-
ters (pedge

maj , p
edge
min , p

edge
cross). Here, pedge

maj is the probability with
which a user from the majority group follows another
majority group user, pedge

min is the probability for a directed
edge within the minority group, and pedge

cross is the probabil-
ity for cross-group edges.

2. Random: Every pair of users i and j has the same prob-
ability pedge to form an edge. Note that an edge from i to
j is sampled independently from a potential edge from j
to i in order to obtain a directed graph.

3. Complete: A fully connected graph, i.e. every user fol-
lows and is eligible to be recommended content by every
other user. This is equivalent to the random graph struc-
ture with pedge = 1.

Edge weights Although the network’s directed connec-
tions remain unchanged, the weights assigned to these
edges, representing the probability of interaction between
users i and j (expressed as as pij), are dynamic and change
throughout the period under review. Following the descrip-
tions in (Kamath et al. 2014), we model this tie strength us-
ing a logistic function

log
pij

1− pij
= βT

outEdge(i, j)
inEdge(i, j)

dist(i, j)
intCount(i, j)

 . (1)

Here, β is a set of fixed parameters, outEdge(i, j) and
inEdge(i, j) are the number of common incoming and com-
mon outgoing edges between the users respectively, and
dist(i, j) is the Euclidean distance between users’ topic pref-
erence vectors ∥z1 − z2∥2. Note that, so far, all features are
non-directional, i.e. they take the same value for an edge
from i to j as for an edge j to i. This changes when consid-
ering intCount(i, j) which denotes the number of times user
i has interacted with content created by user j in the past. In-
teraction could mean the user read, liked, or shared a piece
of content. More concretely, we model intCount(i, j) with a
moving average where the interaction count feature at time
t is given by

intCountt(i, j) =


α intNumb(t, i, j)
+(1− α) intCountt−1(i, j)

if intNumb(t, i, j) > 0,

intCountt−1(i, j) else,

(2)

and intCount0(i, j) = 0. Here, intNumb(t, i, j) is the num-
ber of times user i interacted with content created by user j
in time step t.

The described edge weight model is directly inspired
by the work of (Kamath et al. 2014) which describe a tie
strength framework called RealGraph. While our model is



simplified, the use of exponentially decaying interaction
counts, common follower and following counts, similarly in
interests and logistic regression modeling is directly based
on this previous work. Twitter’s publicly available code li-
brary (Twitter 2023) suggests that some alteration of the Re-
alGraph framework may still be in production today. Yet we
hypothesize that, while not revealed to the public, reliance
on historical user-level interaction data as well as measures
of commonality between users are commonplace among so-
cial media recommendation algorithms and keep our discus-
sion on a general platform agnostic level.

3.2 Recommendation policy
We retrieve recommendations for users according to differ-
ent recommendation policies and compare the results. As-
suming user i is querying a recommendation at time t, a
candidate set of content items is collected by including all
content created at time t by followed accounts. Each of the
candidate items is then scored by a scoring function s and
a single recommendation is retrieved by sampling from the
normalized vector of scores. We consider the following scor-
ing procedures.

1. Random: Each content item c is assigned the same score
s = s(c).

2. Topic match: The score of content item c is given by the
user’s preference for the topic of c, i.e. s(c) = ztopic(c)
where z is the topic preference vector of user i.

3. RealGraph: Two sets of scores are retrieved via the topic
match procedure and the edge weights procedure de-
scribed above. We then average the two scores to receive
a recommendation policy inspired by the procedure de-
scribed in (Kamath et al. 2014).

3.3 Simulation procedure
We explore the effects of authenticity in content recommen-
dation and interaction by simulating recommendations in a
network of n users over T time steps. Content items are sep-
arated into distinct topics and users are separated into a ma-
jority group and a minority group. At each time t ∈ [T ], our
simulation goes through the following steps.

1. Content creation step: Every user in the network inde-
pendently creates a new content item with probability pc.
The topics for created content are then sampled accord-
ing to the creators’ topic preference vectors. In our simu-
lations, we set pc = 0.2. To simplify the procedure, only
the content created at time t is retained for recommenda-
tion and content items created in previous time steps are
discarded.

2. Recommendation step: Users independently seek out a
content recommendations, e.g. by clicking on a particular
tab on the website, with probability pr. Only one piece of
content is recommended at a time. Recommendations are
retrieved according to one of the recommendation poli-
cies outlined in Section 3.2. We set pr = 0.8.

3. Interaction step: After recommendations are served, we
sample whether users interact with or disregard the sug-
gested content based on topic match. More concretely, a

user with normalized preference vector z interacts with
recommended content c with probability ztopic(c). Note
that interaction here is a binary concept and could refer
to reading, liking, sharing the content or similar.

4. Update step: Given the observed interactions, we first
update the smoothed interactions counts from Equation 2
and finally the edge weights from Equation 1. All feature
matrices are standardized before computing the updated
edge weights.

4 Results
Experiments are conducted for different variations of net-
work structure, group sizes, and recommendation policies.
For each simulation, we assume 1,000 users and simulate
recommendation over 10,000 time steps. To allow the sys-
tem adequate time to stabilize before making any assess-
ments, we exclude the initial 2,500 time steps from our anal-
ysis. If not specified otherwise, we assume a 20% / 80% split
of the user population into minority and majority groups.
Results are reported as averages over simulation runs.

4.1 Parameter choices and graph structure
Topics and preferences Each post or content item in our
simulation is assigned a topic sampled from user-level topic
preference distributions. We assume posts fall into one of
three categories: (1) Professional topic posts reflecting work
related content of equal relevance to the minority and ma-
jority groups. (2) Posts covering a mainstream topic of high
interest to the majority group and decreased interest to the
minority group. (3) Marginal topic posts which are of high
interest to the minority group and lower interest for the ma-
jority group. This formulation is intentionally vague to en-
compass a wide array of settings. For example, we could
consider a social media platform used by academic scholars
to engage in discourse, share research findings and foster
professional connections (professional topic). Now assume
a large subpopulation of scholars shares a common inter-
ests such as weight lifting (mainstream topic) while a minor-
ity group prefers to engage in discussions of baking recipes
(marginal topic). In a different example, the users may be
fashion influencers whose livelihood depends on the recom-
mendation algorithms and the ostensibly unrelated topic in-
terest are Christmas (mainstream) and Ramadan (marginal).

We assume the topic of any given post is sampled from the
content creator’s preference vector of the three topics. Pref-
erence vectors follow group-dependent normal distributions
z ∼ N (µG,ΣG) where ΣG is a diagonal matrix with 0.1 on
the diagonal, µminority = (5, 1, 4), and µmajority = (5, 4, 1).
Content topics are sampled according to probabilities im-
plied by the normalized preference vectors. We intentionally
select mean topic preference vectors that demonstrate a pro-
nounced collective interest in the work-related topic, along-
side reduced interests in the other two topics, which exhibit a
strong correlation with group membership. The distribution
of resulting topic preferences is illustrated in Figure 4.

Graph structures Our experiments with homophilic net-
work structure use a stochastic block model for graph initial-
ization. With this method, each pair of minority group users



has a probability of forming a directed edge of 50%, each
majority group pair has a directed edge probability of 40%,
and each cross-group pair has a probability of 10%. These
values are selected to produce a graph structure in which in-
dividuals are more likely to follow users of the same group,
and the minority group has an increased interest in commu-
nity forming. On average, minority group users have 54.94%
minority group followers while majority group users have
94.32% majority group followers with these parameters as
illustrated in Figure 5. For the random graph structure, we
assume a fixed directed edge probability of 50%. Because
of the imbalanced group shares this implies that the average
majority group user has a following that consists of 79.98%
majority group users, and users of the minority group have
a following that comprises 19.92% minority group users.

Edge weight model Directed edge weights are modeled
using a logistic function as detailed in Equation 1. For
this, we standardize features and use parameter vector β =
(1, 1,−1, 5)T which is informed by several assumptions.
First, common followers and following accounts are associ-
ated to higher tie strength between two users. Second, the
more similar – in terms of topic preferences – two users
are, the stronger their tie. Since we measure distance be-
tween users (reverse similarity), the corresponding param-
eter is negative. We assume that the the common incoming
and outgoing edges as well as the similarity of topic pref-
erences have effects of similar magnitude. Finally, we as-
sume a large positive effect of smoothed interaction count
on users’ tie strength. This is reasonable because the interac-
tions counts are the only features that vary over time and in-
creasing their parameter in the tie strength model speeds up
our simulation and allows us to observe meaningful results
within 10,000 time steps. For interaction count smoothing in
Equation 2, we set α = 0.01.

4.2 Professional content less promoted for
minority group

We first consider recommendations of work-related or pro-
fessional content from content creators’ point of view. Vis-
ibility of professional posts on online social networks can
lead to tangible financial advantages such as attracting po-
tential clients or customers, securing business partnerships,
and showcasing expertise for career advancement. Addition-
ally, it can result in social advantages like networking with
industry peers, gaining recognition within professional com-
munities, and accessing opportunities for collaboration.

Figure 1 depicts the professional content results of our
experiment using the real graph recommendation policy for
different graph structures. We see that professional topic
posts created by minority group users in homophilic net-
works are, on average over users, time steps and simulation
runs, recommended 72.35% as often as comparable posts
created by majority group members. Furthermore, the rec-
ommendation policy perpetuates the disadvantage for the
minority group over time. This amplification effect is ex-
plained by a feedback loop of recommendations served in
one time step on the edge weight between users in the next
step. The edge weight or tie strength between users is a

(a) Moving average (window size = 1,000) of ratio of the aver-
age number of recommendations for professional topic content
created by minority and majority group users over time.

(b) Moving average (window size = 1,000) of smoothed inter-
action count of user pairs served professional topic recommen-
dations over time.

Figure 1: Recommendation results for professional topic
content using real graph recommendation policy with col-
ors indicating different network structures. Results are
averaged over 10 simulation runs. Respective plots for ran-
dom and topic match recommendation policies can be found
in Appendix A.



function of agreement between users’ interests, the num-
ber of common ‘followers’ and ‘following’ users, and the
smoothed number of previous interactions. Real graph rec-
ommendation policy and variation in topic interests lead
to interaction counts that are increasing faster for in-group
pairings of users than cross-group pairings (Figure 1b) ulti-
mately resulting in more recommendations of work-related
content for the majority group based on their size advantage.

Figure 6 explores variations of the experiment with differ-
ent minority group shares. We find that, as long as the mi-
nority group is small, both the decreased visibility for pro-
fessional content by the minority group and amplification
thereof persist. Similar effects emerge when assuming fully
connected and random graph structures rather than the ho-
mophilic case considered previously. This gives further ev-
idence to our explanation of the real graph policy as culprit
for the amplification effect. In fact, Figures 7 and 8 depict
analogous results for random and topic match recommen-
dation policies showing that the amplification effect dissi-
pates under these policies. While professional content has
equal visibility for minority and majority group members in
random and fully connected graph structures, a homophilic
graph structure translates to an approximately constant dis-
advantage for minority group visibility with random recom-
mendation policy.

Overall, our findings suggest that homophilic graph struc-
ture leads to decreased visibility of work-related content for
minority groups. This disadvantage is perpetuated and am-
plified by recommendation algorithms like the real graph
policy which are based on historical interaction counts.

4.3 Posts by assimilated minorities gain more
majority group recommendations

The most important driver for recommendations are fol-
lower counts: the more incoming edges (or followers) a user
has, the more often we can expect their posts to be recom-
mended to others (Figure 9). Professional posts by minor-
ity group users are no exception to this. Yet stratifying our
simulation results by group membership of followers reveals
an interesting picture. While, on average over all minority
group users, 45.02% of followers belong to the majority
group, only 15.07% of work-related post recommendations
are made to the majority group. Despite considerable fol-
lowings from both groups, the professional content of many
minority group users remains almost invisible to the major-
ity group.

We investigate the characteristics that influence successful
recommendation of minority-created professional content to
the majority group. As expected, Figure 2 shows that minor-
ity group users with more followers from the majority group
get their professional content recommended to the majority
group more frequently with (ρ = 0.72, p-value < 0.05)2.
While this effect appears particularly strong, we observe
various other interesting correlations. Surprisingly, minor-
ity group users who follow a greater number of majority
group members seem to gain a slight edge in receiving

2Pearson correlation coefficient ρ and p-value of two-sided cor-
relation t-test on data from 20 simulation runs.

recommendations for their professional content on average
(ρ = 0.04, p-value < 0.05). It’s important to note that
in our context, follow-relationships are directional, and fol-
lowing more users from the majority group does not nec-
essarily mean having more followers from that group. In-
stead, the observed advantage can be traced back to the real-
graph recommendation policy which draws on common out-
going and incoming edges. Since the majority of follow-
relationships (89.89%) are formed within groups rather than
across groups, minority users who follow more majority
users tend to have more connections in common with other
majority users, resulting in more recommendations to the
majority group. The bottom row of Figure 2 illustrates the
average recommendations of work-related content created
by the minority group for majority group users, highlighting
the role of topic preferences. Although there is a positive
correlation between work-related content preference and
recommendations (ρ = 0.08, p-value < 0.05), interest in
the other two topics appears to be more evidently connected
to professional content recommendations. Specifically, mi-
norities with a stronger preference for the majority-related
topic receive more recommendations for their work-related
content to the majority group (ρ = 0.14, p-value < 0.05). In
contrast, a higher interest in the minority-specific topic tends
to correlate with fewer recommendations of work content to
the majority group (ρ = −0.23, p-value < 0.05).

Overall, our simulation results indicate that minorities
who are more assimilated into the majority group, in terms
of expressed topic interests and social connections, gain en-
hanced cross-group visibility for their professional content.

4.4 Marginal topic content by majority
diminishes visibility of minorities

So far, our attention has been directed towards recommend-
ing professional posts. These posts hold significance for two
main reasons: Firstly, they can directly contribute to tangi-
ble financial and career benefits. Secondly, they are equally
appealing to users from both minority and majority groups.
Besides economic advantages, social media platforms also
provide opportunities for collective identity formation and
avenues for gaining visibility, amplifying voices, and pre-
serving cultural heritage (Brock 2009; Jackson, Bailey, and
Welles 2020; Khazraee and Novak 2018). With this in mind,
we turn our analysis towards recommendation of content
with mainstream and marginal topics by both minority and
majority group platform users.

Figure 3 illustrates the distribution of minority group
shares among recommendations of mainstream and
marginal topics, alongside the corresponding minority
group shares of created content in the same category. In
our simulation design, the minority group contributed
only 5.72% of mainstream topic content but accounted
for 49.29% of marginal topic content, influenced by both
topic preferences and group sizes. Notably, minority group-
created content is on average recommended less frequently
as compared to majority content. Specifically, only 3.40% of
mainstream topic recommendations feature minority group
posts, whereas 45.51% of marginal topic recommendations
incorporate minority group content. Further stratification by



Figure 2: Average number of times professional content created by the minority group is recommended to majority group
members in relationship to the number of incoming and outgoing edges and topic preferences. Each point corresponds to one
minority group user in one 20 simulation runs using a homophilic network structure and real graph recommendation
policy. Lines indicate linear approximations.

Figure 3: Average share of minority group recommenda-
tions compared across content topics for minority, majority,
and all groups. Data covers 20 simulation runs with 10,000
time steps using real graph recommendation policy and
homophilic network structure. Red lines depict minority
group share in content creation for each group, white dots
represent means.

the population groups of recommendation receiving users
reveals a strong tendency for in-group recommendations
over cross-group recommendations which can be problem-
atic for the aforementioned desire to increase visibility and
amplify voices by the minority group. Despite the fact that
minority group users create around half of the marginal
topic content and are, on average more interested and
engaged in the marginal topic than majority group users,
only 4.95% of marginal topic content recommendations to
the majority group feature minority created content. As a
simplified illustrative example, consider a social platform
with English language recipe videos used by a White
non-Hispanic majority and Mexican minority. Assume a
video topic of high cultural relevance and interest to the
Mexican sub-population of users, e.g. how to make tamales.
In this setting our simulation findings suggest that, given a
homophilic network structure and recommendation policy
relying on previous interactions and common connections,
the White non-Hispanic majority group is considerably
more likely to receive recommendations for tamales videos
created by fellow White non-Hispanic users, despite the
platform hosting a sufficiently large number of tamales
videos created by Mexican users. On the flip side, when
marginal topic recommendations are made to the minority
group, minority created content has an increased share of
87.10% which is higher than the minority group share of
created content.

We conclude that, while recommendation algorithms can



facilitate community building among minority group users
and increase visibility for marginal topics, this does not nec-
essarily translate to an amplification of minority voices and
visibility for minority users.

5 Discussion
Our findings show how certain components of prevalent
real-world social media recommender systems can result in
a certain type of inter-group homogenization, whereby in-
dividuals are more likely to be recommended work-related
content created by in-groups. Importantly, this happens,
even though individual interest in work-related content is in-
dependent of the group membership of the content creator.
In this section, we discuss the ethical and social implica-
tions of our results in terms of potential harms of minorities,
potential harms to collective, and the feedback mechanisms
that can exacerbate these harms. Moreover, we discuss the
limitations of our study as well as directions for future re-
search.

5.1 Potential harms to minorities: injustice and
exclusion

Our results show how, in contexts with homophily-based dy-
namics of association and engagements, certain components
of recommendation algorithms can potentially harm individ-
uals from minority groups in different ways. First, insofar
as recommendation algorithms can render the professional
content created by minority group less visible, they can be
seen as producing unjust allocative harms. Importantly, such
harms are absent from organizational settings that motivate
(and are analogous to) our simulations, in which differen-
tial engagement is limited to non-work related topics. As
a result, certain components of recommendation algorithms
can be seen as adversely impacting the professional oppor-
tunities of individuals from minority groups, beyond the
homophily-driven challenges that they face in traditional,
face-to-face settings.

What is more, the recommendation algorithms of the type
analyzed here can expand the type of epistemic injustice and
exclusion currently faced by members of marginalized com-
munities. As mentioned in Section 2, most current discus-
sions of these issues point to different types of prejudice as
the source of these harms (McKinnon 2016; Settles et al.
2021). As our simulations show, however, recommendation
algorithms can turn seemingly benign preferences towards
in-group generated non-work topics (e.g., preferring to en-
gage in conversation about TV shows that align with one’s
cultural background) to yet another source of epistemic ex-
clusion. In this way, the recommendation create yet another
source of invisibilatization of minority professionals on plat-
forms, visibility on which can contribute to one’s profes-
sional opportunities.

Finally, recommendation algorithms analyzed here can
be seen as perpetuating two types of representational harm.
On the one hand, these algorithms give more visibility to
majority-produced content, even when the majority group
is recommended marginal non-work related content. That
is, the minority voices are diminished, even on the topic on

which they might posses unique background and expertise.
This distortion arguably not only harms the minority content
producers, but also the majority who are deprived of those
users’ insights. What is more, our findings show how posts
by assimilated minorities—that is, those with similar prefer-
ences to the majority or more deeply embedded in majority
network—can gain more majority group recommendations.
In this way, and insofar as such recommendations can shape
what a “successful minority” looks like, the algorithm can
be seen as causing representational harms.

5.2 Potential harms to the collective: loss of
diversity’s benefits

Beyond the particular harms to the minority group, the re-
duced opportunities of cross-group engagement can also
harm the community as a whole. This can happen because
such engagements play a critical part in enabling the so-
cial and epistemic benefits of diversity. For example, inter-
group friendships have been shown to be mechanism for re-
ducing prejudice towards out-groups and inter-group anxi-
ety (Levin, Van Laar, and Sidanius 2003). Conversely, the
segregation created by homophily can be a mechanism for
generating group-based biases and unfairness (O’Connor
2019).

Similarly, cognitive diversity (of perspectives, methods,
ways of thinking, etc.) is often valued on account of its epis-
temic benefits for the community as a whole (Page 2019;
Rolin 2019). Often, diversity of sociocultural identities can
cause or correlate with cognitive diversity (Page 2019). As
Settles et al. (2021) note, for example, “faculty of color are
more likely than others to have diverse approaches to their
scholarship and to study populations and topics that do not
fit neatly within these disciplinary norms” (p. 495). As a re-
sult, by reducing the possibility of cross-group exchange, the
recommendation algorithms discussed above can diminish
cognitive diversity, and so its benefits for the entire commu-
nity.

5.3 Algorithmic folk theories and feedback loops
Of course, individuals are not passive subjects to policies
and algorithms. Recent research on algorithmic folk theories
offers insight on how individuals (e.g., social media users)
form beliefs about the workings of algorithms, and strate-
gically modify their behavior, including self-presentation,
in response to that understanding (DeVito et al. 2018). Im-
portantly, this work shows that users from minority and
marginalized identities also form beliefs about how social
media algorithms interact with their identities (Mayworm
et al. 2024; Karizat et al. 2021). Specifically, Karizat et al.
use the term The Identity Strainer theory to refer users’ folk
theory that “an algorithm filters content based on social iden-
tity, resulting in the suppression of marginalized social iden-
tities on a platform’s social feed” (Karizat et al. 2021, p.
305). Importantly, as Karizat et al. (2021) note, users with
minority and marginalized identities can adopt a number
of strategies of algorithmic resistance in response to how
they perceive algorithms to suppress their content because
of their identity.



Our findings provide support for this folk theory, showing
how this belief about algorithmic behavior is indeed aligned
with outcomes that can emerge from the components of
prevalent real-world social media recommender system ac-
tually work. In a context where knowledge about the “real”
working of algorithms is inaccessible (whether because of
technical literacy or, more often, commercial reasons), we
believe this type of evidential support and converge between
simulation results and user folk theories can be helpful in
empowering users and in supporting calls for transparency.

Our simulations do not consider how users can modify
their behavior in response to such understanding (see below
on “Limitations and future directions”). But it is not difficult
to see how such folk theories (especially, when grounded in
real workings of algorithms) can exacerbate the harms dis-
cussed above. For example, such a belief can lead individu-
als from minority groups to largely restrain from expressing
identity-related aspects of themselves. This not only exac-
erbates the harms to minorities (including the psychological
burden of navigating the tension), but also the loss of diver-
sity, and thus the harms to the collective as a whole. Future
work can examine the implications and trade-offs involved
in different strategies (including acts of resistance) that so-
cial media users adopt in response to beliefs about identity-
based algorithmic suppression.

5.4 Limitations and future directions
While agent-based modeling and simulation provide impor-
tant tools for the study of long-term recommendation dy-
namics, they also require a host of assumptions on agent and
model behaviour, technical parameters, and underlying val-
ues and worldviews (Patro et al. 2022; Friedler, Scheidegger,
and Venkatasubramanian 2021). We tried to explain and jus-
tify any such assumptions in the main text. Yet our results
are limited by a set of technical simplifying assumptions.

For example, our simulation model is static in terms of
both network structure and agent behavior. First, the com-
position of the overall community and how they are inter-
connected remains the same (i.e., no one leaves or enters
the community). Second, individuals do not modify their
behavior in response to (their knowledge of) how the algo-
rithms work. This fails to acknowledge the role of users as
strategic agents who may try to maximize their personal ex-
posure (Tennenholtz and Kurland 2019) (e.g., by conform-
ing to the mainstream or jumping on popular trends (Goga,
Venkatadri, and Gummadi 2015; Chakraborty et al. 2018)).

We also assume user’s interest distributions are the same
for created and consumed content, and each user creates
content and queries recommendations with the same con-
stant probabilities. In the future, inserting personalized mod-
els for these probabilities could lead to varied results.

Future research should also validate our results across dif-
ferent network configurations. Although the homophilic net-
works considered in this study are closer approximations of
real-world social networks compared to complete and ran-
dom graphs, other graph models like small-world models
(Watts and Strogatz 1998) and preferential attachment mod-
els (Jeong, Néda, and Barabási 2003) may more accurately
reflect certain aspects of social networks.

5.5 Counteracting epistemic exclusion and
homogenization

How might the harms of exclusion and homogeneity dis-
cussed above be counteracted? In discussing the phe-
nomenon in the context of traditional organizations, Phillips,
Dumas, and Rothbard (2018) note that “color blindness is
not an effective strategy for dealing with racial differences
in the workplace. Rather, our research suggests that ac-
knowledging and highlighting them, along with the related
challenges, can go a long way toward kindling relation-
ships” (Phillips, Dumas, and Rothbard 2018, p. 6). This also
holds true for our context, insofar as the differential inter-
group engagement on non-work related topics serves as a
proxy for identity.

Phillips, Dumas, and Rothbard (2018) suggest a number
of strategies that can be effective for combating homophily-
based exclusion for in-person workplace settings. While
some of these suggestions (e.g., mentorship networks) can-
not be tested in our simulation settings, other, individual-
based suggestions can. For example, as Phillips, Dumas, and
Rothbard (2018) suggest, “minorities might consider begin-
ning their self-disclosure by sharing status-disconfirming in-
terests that help them connect with others” (Phillips, Dumas,
and Rothbard 2018, p. 6). In terms of our simulations, this
is similar to the finding that minority individuals who are
more similar to the majority gain more visibility. Of course,
as noted by Phillips, Dumas, and Rothbard (2018), their
suggestion is not meant to be a case for assimilation and
lack of authenticity. Rather, it is meant as a recommendation
for “sharing information that serves to bridge boundaries”.
Nonetheless, it is true that often the effort to bridge such
boundaries fall on individuals with minority and marginal-
ized identities. It is possible that algorithms can play a pos-
itive role in this context by relieving this burden from mi-
norities.

5.6 The potential of fairness intervention
Literature on bias and fairness in recommender systems of-
fers various intervention proposals aimed at achieving more
equitable outcomes. The majority of these methods inter-
vene at the level of individual recommendation lists, e.g. by
requiring equal exposure across groups (Singh and Joachims
2018; Zehlike et al. 2017; Zehlike and Castillo 2020). How-
ever, enforcing fairness of exposure (Singh and Joachims
2018; Zehlike and Castillo 2020) or equity of attention
(Biega, Gummadi, and Weikum 2018) can be misleading, as
increased user exposure does not necessarily lead to higher
user utility. In this paper’s context, imagine an algorithmic
intervention that ensures minority and majority created con-
tent has the same chance of being recommended at every
step. If majority users are generally less likely to be inter-
ested in and engage with some of the minority content, this
does not necessarily lead to a tangible advantage for the mi-
nority group. Measurement-construct gaps of this sort be-
come particularly visible when, like in this study, the im-
pact of policy changes is monitored over a long period of
time (Akpinar et al. 2022a). Recent research underscores the
importance of adopting more holistic, long-term perspec-



tives on recommendation fairness (Patro et al. 2022). The
researchers assert that context-specific explorations are es-
sential for yielding meaningful insights. Our work takes an
initial step in this direction, emphasizing the role of authen-
ticity.

Ethical considerations statement
The technical portion of this work is based on agent-based
simulation which alleviates the potential for ethical prob-
lems related to data collection and system interference.
While we acknowledge that one of the authors is affili-
ated with a private coperation, we believe that this does not
present a conflict of interest because (1) the corporation in
question does not operate in or directly compete with social
media companies, (2) the beginnings of this research project
precede the affiliation in question, (3) no internal knowl-
edge or information has been used to complete this research
project and paper.

Researcher positionality statement
Both of the authors are from different parts of the world but
currently reside and work in the United States. This study
was inspired by the authors’ own experience of tensions
between authenticity and exclusion in the professional so-
cial media and wider professional context. Yet the authors
also recognize their relative societal advantage as affiliates
of large US-based institutions. Therefore, significant atten-
tion was devoted to the question: Does this work benefit the
community at large? We believe that this question can be
answered in the affirmative. Raising awareness for the role
social media algorithms play in the amplification of biases is
an important avenue towards developing equitable technol-
ogy.

Adverse impact statement
We draw attention to the role of social media algorithms
in replicating and amplifying tensions between authenticity
and exclusion. Similar tension has been described in the or-
ganizational science literature previously. Our work does not
focus on potential algorithmic interventions and thus we hy-
pothesize the risk for adverse impacts of this work to be neg-
ligible. We tried our best to select culturally respectful and
sensitive examples throughout this work and discuss philo-
sophical implications and technical limitations in the main
text of the paper.
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What does homophily do? A review of the consequences of
homophily. Academy of Management Annals, 16(1): 38–69.
Fabbri, F.; Bonchi, F.; Boratto, L.; and Castillo, C. 2020.
The Effect of Homophily on Disparate Visibility of Minori-
ties in People Recommender Systems. Proceedings of the
International AAAI Conference on Web and Social Media,
14: 165–175.
Fazelpour, S.; and Rubin, H. 2022. Diversity and homophily
in social networks. In Proceedings of the Annual Meeting of
the Cognitive Science Society, volume 44.
Fortunato, S.; Flammini, A.; Menczer, F.; and Vespignani,
A. 2006. Topical interests and the mitigation of search en-
gine bias. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
103(34): 12684–12689.

Fricker, M. 2007. Epistemic injustice: Power and the ethics
of knowing. OUP Oxford.
Friedler, S. A.; Scheidegger, C.; and Venkatasubramanian,
S. 2021. The (Im)possibility of fairness: different value sys-
tems require different mechanisms for fair decision making.
Commun. ACM, 64(4): 136–143.
Gallotti, R.; and De Domenico, M. 2019. Effects of ho-
mophily and academic reputation in the nomination and se-
lection of Nobel laureates. Scientific reports, 9(1): 17304.
Geyik, S. C.; Ambler, S.; and Kenthapadi, K. 2019. Fairness-
Aware Ranking in Search & Recommendation Systems with
Application to LinkedIn Talent Search. In Proceedings of
the 25th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowl-
edge Discovery & Data Mining, KDD ’19, 2221–2231. New
York, NY, USA: Association for Computing Machinery.
ISBN 9781450362016.
Goga, O.; Venkatadri, G.; and Gummadi, K. P. 2015. The
Doppelgänger Bot Attack: Exploring Identity Impersonation
in Online Social Networks. In Proceedings of the 2015 In-
ternet Measurement Conference, IMC ’15. ACM.
Golub, B.; and Jackson, M. O. 2012. How homophily af-
fects the speed of learning and best-response dynamics. The
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 127(3): 1287–1338.
Hofstra, B.; Corten, R.; van Tubergen, F.; and Ellison, N. B.
2017. Sources of Segregation in Social Networks: A Novel
Approach Using Facebook. American Sociological Review,
82(3): 625–656.
Hollenbaugh, E. E. H. E. E. 2021. Self-presentation in so-
cial media: Review and research opportunities. Review of
communication research, 9.
Hu, Y.; Da, Q.; Zeng, A.; Yu, Y.; and Xu, Y. 2018. Reinforce-
ment Learning to Rank in E-Commerce Search Engine: For-
malization, Analysis, and Application. arXiv:1803.00710.
Hurrle, D.; and Postatny, J. 2015. Introduction. In Social
Media for Scientific Institutions, 1–4. Wiesbaden: Springer
Fachmedien Wiesbaden.
Jackson, S. J.; Bailey, M.; and Welles, B. F. 2020. # Hash-
tagActivism: Networks of race and gender justice. The MIT
Press.
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A Supplementary figures

Figure 4: Histogram of scaled topic preferences over 10 sim-
ulation runs. While both groups are equally interested in
the work-related topic, the majority group prefers the main-
stream topic and the minority group prefers the marginal
topic.

Figure 5: Histogram of the number of outgoing edges (i.e.
‘follow’ relationships) to majority and minority group users
over 10 simulation runs. On average, both groups have more
in-group connections than connections across groups.



Figure 6: Moving average (window size = 1,000) of ratio
of average professional content recommendations for con-
tent created by minority and majority groups. Data obtained
from 10 simulation runs for each minority group share value,
using real graph recommendation policy and homophilic
network structure.

Figure 7: Moving average (window size = 1,000) of ratio
of the average number of recommendations for professional
topic content created by minority and majority group users
over time, using random recommendation policy. Results
are averaged over 10 simulation runs.

Figure 8: Moving average (window size = 1,000) of ratio
of the average number of recommendations for professional
topic content created by minority and majority group users
over time, using topic match recommendation policy. Re-
sults are averaged over 10 simulation runs.



Figure 9: Average number of recommendations and incom-
ing edges by content topic and creator group with linear
approximations. Each point corresponds to one user in one
of 20 simulation run with homophilic network and real
graph recommendation policy.


