arXiv:2308.02931v1 [physics.soc-ph] 5 Aug 2023 epl draft

Cultural heterogeneity constrains diffusion of innovations

Aruane M. Pineda^1, Sandro M. Reia^2, Colm Connaughton^{3,4}, José F. Fontanari^5 and Francisco A. Rodrigues^1

1 Institute of Mathematical and Computer Sciences, University of São Paulo, São Carlos, São Paulo, Brazil 2 Lyles School of Civil Engineering, Purdue University, West Lafayette, Indiana, USA 3 London Mathematical Laboratory, London, England, UK 4 Mathematics Institute, University of Warwick, Coventry, England, UK 5 São Carlos Institute of Physics, University of São Paulo, São Carlos, São Paulo, Brazil

PACS 89.75.-k – Complex systems PACS 87.23.Ge – Dynamics of social systems PACS 89.75.Fb – Structures and organization in complex systems

Abstract – Rogers’ diffusion of innovations theory asserts that the cultural similarity among individuals plays a crucial role on the acceptance of an innovation in a community. However, most studies on the diffusion of innovations have relied on epidemic-like models where the individuals have no preference on whom they interact with. Here, we use an agent based model to study the diffusion of innovations in a community of synthetic heterogeneous agents whose interaction preferences depend on their cultural similarity. The community heterogeneity and the agents’ interaction preferences are described by Axelrod’s model, whereas the diffusion of innovations is described by a variant of the Daley and Kendall model of rumour propagation. The interplay between the social dynamics and the spreading of the innovation is controlled by the parameter p ∈ [0, 1], which yields the probability that the agent engages in social interaction or attempts to spread the innovation. Our findings support Roger’s empirical observations that cultural heterogeneity curbs the diffusion of innovations.

Introduction. – Everett Rogers proposed in 1962 a theory for the diffusion of innovations that explained how novel ideas spread and are perceived by individuals in a community [1]. Among the goals of Rogers’ ambitious enterprise was the identification of the elements that determine how innovations spread among individuals, communities, societies, and nations [2,3]. The social fabric, or the relationships and connections that individuals make with each other, is one of these elements: Rogers found that the degree of cultural heterogeneity of a community influences how far information spreads among its members, concluding that cultural similarities facilitate the diffusion of innovations.

Individual heterogeneity refers to the variety of traits and behaviors that characterize the individuals within a community. Individuals that exhibit a wide range of traits and behaviors may also have varying requirements and preferences that can affect both their interests and the rate of adoption of novelties. Individual heterogeneity can result in a more varied and effective information flow, which can speed up the diffusion of innovations. The degree of shared values, beliefs, and norms among members of a community is referred to as cultural similarity [1]. People of similar cultural backgrounds may have similar requirements and preferences. According to Rogers, cultural similarity can speed up the spreading of innovations by lowering uncertainty and fostering interpersonal trust [1, 4, 5].

To facilitate mathematical analysis, individual heterogeneity is usually not taken into account in the models for the propagation of rumours, innovations, ideas, or even infectious diseases [6, 7]. However, individual heterogeneity and cultural similarity can easily be incorporated in those models by borrowing the agents’ representation and the interaction rules introduced by Axelrod in his celebrated model of culture dissemination [8]. Axerold’s model offers an explanation for the fact that although social interactions increase the similarity between individuals – a phenomenon known as social influence – there is still cultural diversity in human societies. In a two-dimensional lattice where the agents interact with their nearest neighbors only, the model exhibits two classes of absorbing config- p-1

Pineda AM et al.

Fig. 1: Mechanisms of cultural assimilation and rumour propagation. Agent i takes part in the cultural dynamics with probability p and in the spreading of the rumour with probability 1 − p. In the cultural dynamics, agent i selects a random neighbor j and assimilates a divergent feature with probability Pij . In the rumour dynamics, partially represented here, a spreader agent i transmits the rumour to an ignorant neighbor j with probability λPij .

urations: ordered (monocultural) configurations in which all agents (or the vast majority of them) exhibit the same culture, and disordered (multicultural) configurations in which multiple cultures coexist in the lattice. The absorbing configuration is the result of the interplay between the disorder of the initial configuration, tuned by the two parameters of the model, viz., F (number of cultural features) and Q (number of values each cultural feature takes on), and social influence [9, 10]. Interestingly, the model shows that multicultural configurations are possible outcomes of a dynamics where agents become more alike after each interaction.

The diffusion of new ideas in the academic world has been modeled using SIR-like epidemic models [11,12], but the standard epidemic model for studying the spreading of rumours is the DK model proposed by Daley and Kendall in the 1960s [13]. In the DK model, the agents can assume three possible states, viz., S (ignorant), I (spreader) and R (stifler). Ignorants are not aware of the rumour, spreaders are aware of the rumour and spread it, whereas stiflers are aware of the rumour but do not spread it.

Here, we combine the Axelrod model and the DK model to study the diffusion of innovations (i.e., rumours) in a more realistic scenario where the agents are culturally heterogeneous at the outset, but their cultural dissimilarities change dynamically as they interact. This approach allows us to further investigate Rogers’ empirical observations regarding the relationship between cultural heterogeneity and the success of innovations. The coupling between these models is that the spreader’s attempt to pass on the rumour to an ignorant or to a stifler is conditioned on the cultural similarity between those agents. In that sense, our approach differs starkly from previous studies of diffusion of innovations in Axelrod’s model in which the innovation was a novel value of a cultural feature [14, 15]. The cultural or Axelrod’s dynamics takes place with probability p, whereas the rumour or DK dynamics takes place with probability 1 − p, so p can be viewed as a proxy for the openness of agents to social influence. A similar idea was used to verify the impact of rumour propagation on disease spreading [16, 17] and to study interacting diseases [18]. Henceforth we will use the words innovation and rumour interchangeably.

Since we keep the number of cultural features fixed to F = 3 throughout this paper, the cultural diversity of the community is controlled solely by the parameter Q: the greater the number of distinct values that each cultural feature can take on, the more cultural diverse the community is. The main focus of this study is the fraction of agents that are aware of the rumour after the dynamics reaches an absorbing configuration, which is given by the ratio between the number of stiflers and the community size. We note that in an absorbing configuration there can be only stiflers and ignorants. Henceforth, we will denote the average of this ratio over many independent runs by ⟨R⟩. Clearly, ⟨R⟩ is a proxy for the success of the rumour: the greater it is, the more agents are aware of the rumour. The cultural diversity Q and the openness to social influence p will be the leading independent variables in our study. In particular, we find that ⟨R⟩ decreases with increasing Q and increases with increasing p. Therefore, heterogeneity makes it difficult for a rumour to spread in a community and so different narratives may emerge without need of topological changes [19–21].

Methods. – The agent based model we study here is illustrated in Fig. 1. Agents are placed in a square lattice of side L with periodic boundary conditions and neighborhood given by the four nearest sites. As mentioned before, the Axelrod and the rumour dynamics take place with probability p and 1 − p, respectively. The cultural and the rumour dynamics are, in principle, independent. In the following, we present the details of the implementation of both dynamics.

The Axelrod Model. Each agent i is assigned a cultural vector Φ_i = (ϕ_{i1}, ϕ_{i2}, ..., ϕ_{iF} ) of length F . Each component of this vector represents a cultural feature prone to social influence, and each feature can take on Q values (traits), i.e., ϕ_{ik} = {1, . . . , Q} [8]. The number of features (F ) and traits (Q) determine the degree of disorder of the initial configuration since there are Q^F possible cultural states (or cultures) for each agent. The cultural dynamics proceeds as follows:

• An agent i is selected at random.

• An agent j ∈ V_i, where V_i is the set of neighbors of agent i, is selected at random.

• With probability given by the cultural similarity of p-2

Cultural heterogeneity constrains diffusion of innovations

Fig. 2: Absorbing configurations of the coupled culture-rumour model. For a fixed number of cultural features F , the diversity of the community is captured by the number of cultural traits Q. In a scenario of low cultural diversity, interactions increase even further the similarity between agents, which in turn facilitates the spreading of the rumour. For highly diverse communities, the steady state is characterized by the presence of many distinct cultural domains, which hamper the spreading of the rumour. The top row shows the initial (a) and final (b) cultural states of the agents for F = 3 and Q = 4. Each color corresponds to a cultural vector, so we can observe the ordering effect of social influence on the disordered initial configuration. Panel (c) shows that all agents became stiflers (blue) at the final state when there is a single spreader in the initial configuration. The bottom row shows the initial (d) and final (e) cultural states of the agents for F = 3 and Q = 14. In this case, social influence is not strong enough to homogenize the cultural states of the agents. Panel (f) shows that the rumour spreads across different cultural domains, but some ignorants (light blue) remain in the community. The other parameters are L = 10, λ = 1, α = 0.01 and p = 0.1.

agents i and j, viz.,

P_{ij} = 1 F F∑ k=1 δ_{ϕik ,ϕjk} , (1) a feature k such that ϕ_{ik} ≠ ϕ_{jk} is selected at random and ϕ_{jk} → ϕ_{ik} . Here δ_{ϕik ,ϕjk} = 1 if ϕ_{ik} = ϕ_{jk} and 0 otherwise

These steps are repeated until an absorbing configuration is reached. In an absorbing configuration, any pair of neighbouring agents must share no cultural features (i.e., P_{ij} = 0) or have identical cultures (i.e., P_{ij} = 1).

The Rumour Model. Here we use the variant of the DK model introduced by Maki and Thompson [22], which we will refer to as MT model. Whereas in the DK model both agents can have their states updated in a single interaction, in the MT model only one agent is updated per interaction. Despite this difference, the outcomes of both models are similar and well described by the same meanfield approach, with the DK model exhibiting a higher dispersion of mean values than the MT model [23]. In addition, in both rumour models the agents are homogeneous, in the sense that they have (i) the same probability of receiving and re-transmitting the rumour when they become spreaders, and (ii) the same probability of becoming stiflers.

The spreading of the rumour is a contact process driven by the following rules:

• An agent i is selected at random.

• If agent i is a spreader, then:

– An agent j ∈ V_i is selected at random.

– If agent j is ignorant, then agent j becomes a spreader with probability λP_{i,j} .

– If agent j is a spreader or a stifler, then agent i becomes a stifler with probability αP_{i,j} .

These steps are repeated until the dynamics reaches an absorbing configuration where there are no spreaders in p-3

Pineda AM et al.

Fig. 3: Competition of cultural diversity and openness to social influence on the spreading of rumours. Increase of cultural diversity Q decreases the mean fraction of stiflers ⟨R⟩, whereas increase of openness to social influence p decreases ⟨R⟩. Panel A: p = 0, i.e., the culture of the agents is frozen in the initial random configuration. Panel B: p = 0.5. Panel C: p = 1, i.e., the rumour propagates only after the cultural dynamics reaches an absorbing configuration. Panels D, E and F show the variances of the fraction of stiflers for p = 0, 0.5 and 1, respectively. The peak of the variance for large L yields the approximate location of the transition point between the regimes ⟨R⟩ ≈ 1 and ⟨R⟩ ≈ 0. The lattice sizes L are indicated in Panel F. The other parameters are F = 3, λ = 1 and α = 0.01.

the lattice. To ensure convergence, we introduce the recovery probability δ = 10^{−6} for a spreader to turn into a stifler spontaneously [24].

We note that the propagation of the rumour is modulated by the cultural similarity of the interacting agents. In other words, the propagation of the rumour from agent i to agent j is possible if and only if these agents have at least one cultural feature in common to trigger a social interaction (i.e., P_{ij} > 0). The cultural dynamics, however, is not influenced by the rumour dynamics.

Results. – The mean fraction of stiflers ⟨R⟩ in the absorbing configurations is frequently used as an order parameter in epidemic models [25] and so here we use this measure to characterize the asymptotic regime of the coupled culture-rumour dynamics. As already mentioned, the cultural dynamics is controlled by the parameters F and Q, whereas the (pure) rumour dynamics is controlled by λ and α. For fixed F = 3, increase of Q leads to a sharp transition from a monocultural to a multicultural regime [9, 10], as illustrated in Fig. 2.

Figure 3 shows that ⟨R⟩ is strongly influenced by the cultural heterogeneity of the community. We observe two asymptotic regimes: a regime where the rumour spreads to a sizeable portion of the lattice (i.e., ⟨R⟩ ≈ 1), and a regime where the rumour is restricted to a microscopic portion of the lattice (i.e., ⟨R⟩ ≈ 0). The transition

Fig. 4: Effect of the basic reproduction number on the spreading of rumours. Mean fraction of stiflers ⟨R⟩ as function of the basic reproduction number R0 = λ/α for Q = 1, 5 and 14 as indicated. In low diversity communities (Q = 1 and Q = 5), the rumour spreads over a sizeable portion of the community provided that R0 > 1, but for high diversity communities (Q = 14) it is limited to a tiny region around its creator, regardless of the value of R0. The other parameters are F = 3, L = 50, p = 0.5 and α = 0.01. We keep α fixed and vary λ to change the ratio λ/α.

point between these regimes depends on the cultural and p-4

Cultural heterogeneity constrains diffusion of innovations

epidemiological parameters of the coupled culture-rumour dynamics. However, since our primary interest is the effect of cultural heterogeneity on the propagation of the rumour, we set λ = 1 and α = 0.01, which correspond to the basic reproduction number R_0 = λ/α = 100. This guarantees that the rumour spreads to the entire lattice (⟨R⟩ = 1) in the case of homogeneous agents (i.e, for Q = 1) as can be seen in the top panels of Fig. 3.

These results show that ⟨R⟩ decreases as Q increases, regardless of value of the parameter p, which measures the openness of the agents to social influence. Thus, cultural heterogeneity always impairs the spreading of the rumour. As p increases from p = 0 to p = 1, the curves ⟨R⟩ vs. Q shift to the right (top panels of Fig. 3), revealing that the spreading of the rumour is facilitated by the openness to social influence.

In fact, recalling that for p = 0 the rumour dynamics takes place in the frozen initial configuration of the agents’ cultures, which corresponds to the most heterogeneous (or disordered) configuration for a given F and Q. Consequently, we observe a very small range of Q where ⟨R⟩ ≈ 1, indicating that the spreading of the rumour is heavily impaired by cultural heterogeneity. On the other hand, for p = 1 the cultural dynamics proceeds until it reaches an absorbing configuration, and only then the rumour dynamics sets in. In this case, we observe a wider range of Q where ⟨R⟩ ≈ 1, which highlights that openness to social influence facilitates the spread of rumours.

A word is in order about the phase transition between the asymptotic regimes characterized by ⟨R⟩ > 0 and ⟨R⟩ → 0. Since a phase transition occurs only in the thermodynamic limit L → ∞, we can only infer its onset for finite systems by considering lattices of different sizes [26], as done in Fig. 3. A typical sign of the onset of a phase transition is the increase of the size of the fluctuations, which in our case is captured by the variance of the fraction of stiflers. Thus, the value Q = Q_c(L) at which the variance is maximum offers a rough estimate of the transition point, as illustrated in the bottom panels of Fig. 3.

It is interesting that for p = 0 and R_0 → ∞ our problem reduces to the bond percolation in the square lattice [27] where the probability that a bond transmits the fluid is 1 − (1 − 1/Q)^F and so Q_c = ( 1 − 2^{−1/F} )_{−1} . For F = 3, it yields Q_c ≈ 4.85 that agrees very well with the results of panel A of Fig. 3. More importantly, since in the bond percolation we have 0 < ⟨R⟩ < 1 at the critical point Q = Q_c, the transition is discontinuous and only for Q = 1 (homogeneous agents) the rumour spreads over the entire lattice. We conjecture that similar results hold for p > 0 as well.

For the sake of completeness, Fig. 4 shows the influence of the basic reproduction number R_0 = λ/α on ⟨R⟩. As expected, provided that R_0 > 1 and that Q is small enough such that the absorbing configurations of the cultural dynamics are monocultural, the rumour spreads to a sizeable portion of the lattice, but never to the entire lattice as pointed out before. The transition at R_0 = 1 is continuous [13, 22]. However, for large Q such that the absorbing configurations of the cultural dynamics are multicultural, the rumour reaches only a few agents close to the location of the initial spreader, regardless of the value of R_0.

Conclusion. – In his seminal book, Rogers has offered plentiful empirical evidence that cultural similarity plays a major role in the fate of innovations [1]: innovations are more likely to spread among individuals sharing similar beliefs. The understanding of the role of heterogeneity in the spreading of innovations has allowed companies to reduce risk and maximize the impact of new products. In this paper, we add to Roger’s conjecture by exploring a scenario in which the cultural heterogeneity of the community is described by Axelrod’s model of culture dissemination and the diffusion of the innovation is described by a variant of the Daley and Kendall model of rumour propagation. Hence the interchangeability of the words innovation and rumour throughout the paper.

Our results suggest that curbing the spread of rumours does not necessarily require changes in the social fabric, i.e., changes in the topology of the agents interaction networks [19–21]. In fact, this outcome appears naturally in communities of heterogeneous agents who are allowed to hold different opinions and beliefs, thus providing theoretical support for Roger’s empirical observations. Specifically, we find that cultural heterogeneity always impairs the propagation of the rumour and that, beyond a critical level of heterogeneity, the rumour is stuck in the neighborhood of its creator.

Rogers’ theory of the diffusion of innovations is a sociological theory that builds on many natural experiments (e.g., adoption of hybrid corn, Norplant contraceptive, rap, cellular phones and Nintendo home video-game players) to determine the characteristics of both the innovation and the target community that best correlate with the success of the innovation [1]. The theory contends that the number of adopters of an innovation increases in time following an S-shaped growth curve (see [14] for a study of these growth curves for the pure Axelrod dynamics). Since our entire analysis is based on the characterization of the absorbing configurations, we have access only to the ultimate number of adopters of the innovation, viz., ⟨R⟩. In that sense, a direct comparison with real data is not possible, as those data focus solely on the growth of the number of adopters. Nevertheless, our results support Rogers’ conjectures and empirical observations in a qualitative way. For instance, Rogers’ discussion of homophily as a barrier to the diffusion of an innovation is in full agreement with the conclusions of our study.

The study of the coupled culture-rumour dynamics adds to the rapidly growing literature on social physics [28]. In fact, the availability of high quality data on social patterns and human activity (see, e.g., [29]), as well as the great p-5

Pineda AM et al.

appeal and relevance of social issues, has prompted physicists’ contributions to several interdisciplinary areas, including (but not limited to) collective intelligence [30,31], cultural polarization [32], criminal behavior [33], human mobility [34], urban dynamics [35–37], traffic flow [38,39], social networks [40,41], and moral behavior [42,43]. These advances have been made possible by the maturing of complex systems as a research field, as attested by the 2021 Nobel Prize in Physics [44]. Perhaps the key characteristic of a complex system is the emergent phenomena resulting from its interacting components. In the coupled culture-rumour dynamics, the emergent phenomenon is the discontinuous phase transition that separates the regime where the rumour spreads over the community from the regime where it dies out close to its creator. The existence of this transition could only be revealed through a mathematical and computational modeling, hence the importance of assessing Roger’s theory for the diffusion of innovations using the tools of statistical mechanics. ∗ ∗ ∗ JFF was partially supported by Fundação de Amparo à Pesquisa do Estado de São Paulo (FAPESP), grant 2020/03041-3 and Conselho Nacional de Desenvolvimento Científico e Tecnológico (CNPq), grant 305620/2021-5. AMP acknowledges the support of São Paulo Research Foundation (FAPESP), grant 2019/22277-0. This research was conducted using the computational resources of the Center for Research in Mathematical Sciences Applied to Industry (CeMEAI) funded by FAPESP, grant 2013/07375-0.

REFERENCES

[1] Rogers E. M., Diffusion of Innovation - Third Edition (The Free Press) 1983.

[2] Rogers E. M., Singhal A. and Quinlan M. M., Diffusion of innovations in An Integrated Approach to Communication Theory and Research, edited by Stacks D. W., Salwen M. B. and Eichhorn K. C., (Routledge) 2019 pp. 432–448.

[3] Wejnert B., Annual Review of Sociology, 28 (2002) 297. [4] Dosi G., The nature of the innovative process in Technical Change and Economic Theory, edited by Dosi G., Freeman C., Nelson R., Silverberg G. and Soete L., (Pinter Publisher) 1988 pp. 221–238.

[5] Petrakis P. E., Cultural influences on innovation and competitiveness in Creativity, Innovation, and Entrepreneurship Across Cultures: Theory and Practices, edited by Dubina I. N. and Carayannis E. G., (Springer) 2016 pp. 109–119.

[6] de Arruda G. F., Rodrigues F. A. and Moreno Y., Physics Reports, 756 (2018) 1.

[7] Ferraz de Arruda G., Jeub L. G., Mata A. S., Rodrigues F. A. and Moreno Y., Nature Communications, 13 (2022) 3049.

[8] Axelrod R., Journal of Conflict Resolution, 41 (1997) 203.

[9] Castellano C., Marsili M. and Vespignani A., Physical Review Letters, 85 (2000) 3536.

[10] Klemm K., Eguíluz V. M., Toral R. and San Miguel M., Physical Review E, 67 (2003) 026120.

[11] Bettencourt L. M., Cintrón-Arias A., Kaiser D. I.

and Castillo-Chávez C., Physica A, 364 (2006) 513. [12] Reia S. M. and Fontanari J. F., European Physical Journal Plus, 136 (2021) 1.

[13] Daley D. J. and Kendall D. G., Nature, 204 (1964) 1118.

[14] Tilles P. F. C. and Fontanari J. F., Journal of Statistical Mechanics, 2015 (2015) P11026.

[15] Reia S. M., International Journal of Modern Physics C, 31 (2020) 2050116.

[16] da Silva P. C. V., Velásquez-Rojas F., Connaughton C., Vazquez F., Moreno Y. and Rodrigues F. A., Physical Review E, 100 (2019) 032313.

[17] Velásquez-Rojas F., Ventura P. C., Connaughton C., Moreno Y., Rodrigues F. A. and Vazquez F., Physical Review E, 102 (2020) 022312.

[18] Ventura P. C., Moreno Y. and Rodrigues F. A., Physical Review Research, 3 (2021) 013146.

[19] Holme P. and Newman M. E., Physical Review E, 74 (2006) 056108.

[20] Fu F. and Wang L., Physical Review E, 78 (2008) 016104.

[21] Iniguez G., Kertész J., Kaski K. K. and Barrio R. A., Physical Review E, 80 (2009) 066119.

[22] Maki D. P. and Thompson M., Mathematical Models and Applications: With Emphasis on the Social, Life, and Management Sciences (Prentice Hall) 1973.

[23] Lebensztayn E., Machado F. and Rodríguez P., SIAM Journal on Applied Mathematics, 71 (2011) 1476.

http://epubs.siam.org/doi/abs/10.1137/100819588

[24] Nekovee M., Moreno Y., Bianconi G. and Marsili M., Physica A, 374 (2007) 457.

[25] Kermack W. O. and McKendrick A. G., Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series A, 115 (1927) 700.

[26] Landau D. P., Monte Carlo studies of finite size effects at first and second order phase transitions in Finite Size Scaling and Numerical Simulation of Statistical Systems, edited by Privman V., (World Scientific) 1990 pp. 223– 260.

[27] Bollobás B. and Riordan O., Random Structures and Algorithms, 29 (2006) 524.

[28] Jusup M. et al., Physics Reports, 948 (2022) 1. [29] SocioPatterns http://www.sociopatterns.org/ accessed on 2023-07-29.

[30] Reia S. M., Amado A. C. and Fontanari J. F., Physics of Life Reviews, 31 (2019) 320.

[31] Perc M., Jordan J. J., Rand D. G., Wang Z., Boccaletti S. and Szolnoki A., Physics Reports, 687 (2017) 1.

[32] Baumann F., Lorenz-Spreen P., Sokolov I. M.

and Starnini M., Physical Review Letters, 124 (2020) 048301.

[33] D’Orsogna M. R. and Perc M., Physics of life reviews, 12 (2015) 1.

[34] Gonzalez M. C., Hidalgo C. A. and Barabasi A.-L., nature, 453 (2008) 779.

[35] Louf R. and Barthelemy M., Physical review letters, 111 (2013) 198702. p-6

Cultural heterogeneity constrains diffusion of innovations

[36] Reia S. M., Rao P. S. C., Barthelemy M. and Ukkusuri S. V., Nature communications, 13 (2022) 5931.

[37] Reia S. M., Rao P. S. C. and Ukkusuri S. V., npj Urban Sustainability, 2 (2022) 31.

[38] Nagatani T., Reports on Progress in Physics, 65 (2002) 1331.

[39] Schadschneider A., Physica A: Statistical Mechanics and its Applications, 313 (2002) 153.

[40] Watts D. J. and Strogatz S. H., Nature, 393 (1998) 440.

[41] Goh K.-I., Cusick M. E., Valle D., Childs B., Vidal M. and Barabási A.-L., Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 104 (2007) 8685.

[42] Capraro V., Perc M. and Vilone D., J. R. Soc. Interface, 16 (2019) 20190211.

[43] Fontanari J. F., Symmetry, 15 (2023) 555. [44] Bianconi G. et al., Journal of Physics Complexity, 4 (2023) 010201.

p-7