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Abstract

The diffusion of opinions in Social Networks is a relevant process for adopting positions and at-

tracting potential voters in political campaigns. Opinion polarization, bias, targeted diffusion, and

the radicalization of postures are key elements for understanding the voting dynamics’ challenges.

In particular, social bots are currently a new element that can have a pronounced effect on the

formation of opinions during electoral processes by, for instance, creating fake accounts in social

networks to manipulate elections. Here, we propose a voter model incorporating bots and radical

or intolerant individuals in the decision-making process. The dynamics of the system occur in a

multiplex network of interacting agents composed of two layers, one for the dynamics of opinions

where agents choose between two possible alternatives, and the other for the tolerance dynamics, in

which agents adopt one of two tolerance levels. The tolerance accounts for the likelihood to change

opinion in an interaction, with tolerant (intolerant) agents switching opinion with probability 1.0

(γ ≤ 1). We find that intolerance leads to a consensus of tolerant agents during an initial stage

that scales as τ+ ∼ γ−1 lnN , who then reach an opinion consensus during the second stage in a

time that scales as τ ∼ N , where N is the number of agents. Therefore, very intolerant agents

(γ � 1) could considerably slow down dynamics towards the final consensus state. We also find

that the inclusion of a fraction σ−B of bots breaks the symmetry between both opinions, driving the

system to a consensus of intolerant agents with the bots’ opinion. Thus, bots eventually impose

their opinion to the entire population, in a time that scales as τ−B ∼ γ−1 for γ � σ−B and τ−B ∼ 1/σ−B

for σ−B � γ.
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I. INTRODUCTION

“if a society is tolerant without limit, its ability

to be tolerant is eventually seized or destroyed

by the intolerant.”

— Karl Popper

The voter model describes a simple process for opinion dynamics and consensus in a pop-

ulation of agents that can hold one of two different opinions (A and B) [1, 2]. In a single step

of the dynamics, a voter chosen at random adopts a random neighbor’s opinion. This step is

repeated until voters’ population eventually reaches a state of consensus in a finite system,

where all agents share the same opinion. Due to its simplicity and analytical tractability,

the voter model has become a paradigmatic model to study basic properties of opinion dif-

fusion, and the dynamics of elections [3]. After its introduction in two independent works,

by Clifford in 1973 [1] and soon lately by Liggett in 1975 [2], many extensions of the voter

model have been proposed in the scientific literature to mimic more realistic or complex

scenarios of social dynamics, such as considering multiple opinions [5–7], heterogeneity in

transition rates [8, 9], and complex interaction topologies that are static [10–15] or evolve in

time [16, 17], where clusters of opposite opinions coexist. Other works have studied how the

presence of agents that never change opinion (stubborn individuals) affects the dynamics

and consensus properties of the system [18–20]. Moreover, the introduction of personalized

information [21], reinforcing the political orientation of an agent when its opinion changes,

has shown to prevent global consensus for strong captured information change, showing the

phenomena of strengthening political positions observed in many countries. This polariza-

tion behavior has also recently been explored through multistate voter models that include

a mechanism of opinion reinforcement, which is a consequence of exchanging persuasive

arguments [22–25]. Another implementation of the voter model has investigated the role

of confidence in individuals by introducing two states per agent, its opinion, and its level

of commitment to the opinion: unsure or tolerant and confident or intolerant [26]. After

interacting with an agent of the opposite opinion, a tolerant agent can change its opinion,

while an intolerant agent becomes tolerant but keeps its opinion. It is found that consensus

is achieved very quickly in a mean-field setup (all-to-all interactions). At the same time, in

square lattices of finite dimensions, the system reaches a metastable state where clusters of
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opposite opinions coexist for very long times until consensus is eventually reached.

Given the propensity of polarization in societies and the emergence of echo chambers

within political conversations in online social networks (OSN) [27], social bots can be used

to interfere in the political dialogue as a biased attack vector for opinion manipulation. For

instance, some works showed evidence of the prevalence of bots in the 2016 US presidential

elections [28], the UK-EU Brexit referendum [29], the 2018 Italian general election [30],

and the 2019 Spanish general election [31]. Social bots can be defined as automatic agents

designed to mimic or impersonate humans’ behavior. They are prevalent as social actors

in OSN platforms, amplifying misinformation effects in several magnitudes [27, 32]. Due to

their artificial nature, bots have specific aims, and they do not change their opinion, neither

their posture about some parties, candidates, or topics. Therefore, it is natural to wonder

how the inclusion of a minimum fraction of bots could modify the behavior of tolerant and

intolerant individuals and what could be the impact on a given electoral process. How are the

results of a simple model with bots compared to those obtained from “human” stubbornness

in the voter model?

In this article, we introduce and study an extension of the voter model that incorporates

bots and the tolerance level of agents. Each agent is endowed with an opinion (A,B)

and a tolerance (+,−) that is updated according to the voter dynamics. The opinion and

tolerance processes are coupled to each other and take place on two different networks,

forming a multiplex network topology. The dynamic on the opinion layer is affected by that

of the tolerance layer by a mechanism that makes intolerant agents more resilient to switch

opinion. This framework also allows the introduction of bots, modeled as agents that try to

change other agents’ opinions but are not influenced by them. Thus, these bots can be seen

as stubborn agents that try to model the presence of opinion makers or the use of a false

profile by political actors on a social network to influence electoral results.

We need to mention that some previous related works have also implemented voter-like

dynamics on multiplex networks [33–37]. However, the models in these works explore how

the propagation of an opinion, rumor, or information affects the spreading of a disease in

a population. Therefore, they couple the voter dynamics in one layer with that of the SI,

SIS or SIR dynamics in the other layer (S, I and R stands for susceptible, infected and

recovered individuals), unlike in our model where both layer support a voter dynamics.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. In Section II we define the model and its
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dynamics on a bi-layer network. In Section III we develop a mean-field approach to study the

version of the model without bots. We perform a stability analysis of the steady states and

estimate the consensus times. Section IV is dedicated to the study of the model with bots.

Results from Monte Carlo simulations are presented in Section V. Finally, in Section VI we

summarize and give the conclusions.

II. MULTILAYER VOTER MODEL

We consider a population of interacting agents in which each agent can adopt one of

two possible opinions O = A or B. Besides, agents are endowed with a tolerance value

T = + or − that indicates the willingness of an agent to change its opinion, where the

positive posture (+) means that the agent is more tolerant and open to switching between

both opinions, and the negative posture (−) indicates that the agent is more radical or

convinced about its own opinion, and thus less likely to change. The system of agents and

their interactions are represented by a multiplex network composed of two layers of networks

with an equal number of nodes (see Figure 1), where nodes in layers 1 (tolerance layer ±)

and 2 (opinion layer AB) describe the tolerance and opinions of agents, respectively. The

multiplex topology means that each node in the ±–layer is connected to a node in AB–

layer by an inter-layer link (dashed vertical arrow), representing an agent’s opinion and its

tolerance, but the configuration of links within each network layer (intra-layer connections)

could be different. Besides, we consider that the networks have no degree correlations, i.e.,

nodes are randomly connected.

To simplify notation, we denote by
 T
O

 the state of a node in the bi-layer system, and

thus there are four possible node states: T
O

 =


 +

A

,
 −
A

,
 +

B

,
 −
B

 . (1)

In a single time step ∆t = 1/N of the dynamics, a node i with state
 T i

Oi

 is chosen at

random, and its tolerance T i and opinion Oi are updated according to the voter dynamics.

That is, a random neighbor j with state
 T j

Oj

 is chosen from the ±–layer, and a random

neighbor k with state
 T k

Ok

 is chosen from the AB–layer. Then, node i copies the tolerance
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of the bi-layer voter model. The network of interactions between

agents’ opinions (A and B) is represented in layer 2, while layer 1 represents the interactions

between tolerance levels (+ and −) of agents. Opinion and tolerance states are updated according

to the voter dynamics, i.e., by copying the state of a random neighbor in the corresponding layer.

A tolerant agent (tolerance +) copies a neighbor’s opinion with probability 1, while an intolerant

agent (tolerance −) adopts the opinion of a neighbor with a smaller probability γ ≤ 1, and becomes

tolerant.

of node j in layer ± (T i → T i = T j): T i
Oi

  T j
Oj

 1−→

 T j
Oi

  T j
Oj

. (2)

Also, node i copies the opinion of node k in layer AB (Oi → Oi = Ok) with probability 1

if its tolerance is T i = +:  +

Oi

  T k
Ok

 1−→

 +

Ok

  T k
Ok

, (3)

and with probability γ if T i = −: −
Oi

  T k
Ok

 γ−→

 +

Ok

  T k
Ok

 when Oi 6= Ok and (4)

 −
Oi

  T k
Ok

 1−→

 −
Ok

  T k
Ok

 when Oi = Ok (5)
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Table A.1 in Appendix A shows explicitly all possible transitions when a pair of nodes

interact.

In other words, agents adopt the tolerance of a random neighbor in the tolerance ±–layer,

following a known mechanism called social influence by which a tolerant individual tends to

become intolerant or radical when most of their acquaintances are intolerant, and vice-versa.

In the opinion AB–layer, each agent copies a random neighbor’s opinion with probability 1

if it is tolerant, but with probability γ if it is intolerant. This tries to capture the fact that

intolerant or radical individuals are less likely to change opinion than tolerant or moderate

individuals, which is modeled by assuming that intolerant agents change their minds with

a reduced probability γ ≤ 1. Additionally, if an intolerant agent does change opinion, we

assume that it also becomes tolerant, as it is expected that a radical individual that changes

its mind is prone to become more tolerant or, similarly, it is rarely expected that radical

individuals suddenly adopt a radical position of the opposite view. As we can see, the

dynamics of the two layers affect each other. On the one hand, the ±–layer influences the

dynamics on the AB–layer by reducing the rate at which intolerant agents switch opinion.

On the other hand, the AB–layer influences the tolerance states in the ±–layer by turning

intolerant agents to tolerant when they change opinion.

III. MEAN-FIELD APPROACH

The state of the system at the macroscopic level is well characterized by the global

densities of nodes in each of the four tolerance–opinion states, σTO = σ+
A , σ

−
A , σ

+
B and σ−B .

Given that the number of nodes is conserved in each layer, the conditions σ+
A(t) + σ−A(t) +

σ+
B(t) + σ−B(t) = 1, σA(t) + σB(t) = 1 and σ+(t) + σ−(t) = 1 must be fulfilled for all time

t ≥ 0, where σO = σ+
O + σ−O and σT = σTA + σTB are the density of agents with opinion O

and tolerance T , respectively. Within a mean-field (MF) approach, the time evolution of
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the densities is given by the following set of rate equations:

dσ+
A

dt
=σ−Aσ

+ + γσ−BσA + σ+
BσA − σ

+
Aσ
− − σ+

AσB, (6a)

dσ−A
dt

=σ+
Aσ
− − σ−Aσ

+ − γσ−AσB, (6b)

dσ+
B

dt
=σ−Bσ

+ + γσ−AσB + σ+
AσB − σ

+
Bσ
− − σ+

BσA, (6c)

dσ−B
dt

=σ+
Bσ
− − σ−Bσ

+ − γσ−BσA. (6d)

This approach neglects state correlations between neighboring nodes in the networks. It thus

should work reasonably well for random networks with homogeneous degree distributions

and without degree correlations, such as the Erdös-Rényi networks. The gain and loss terms

in Eqs. (6) correspond to the different transitions between node states. For instance the

gain term σ−Aσ
+ in Eq. (6a) corresponds to the transition of a node to state

 −
A

 to state +

A

 in a time step, when its tolerance switches from − to +: a
 −

A

–node i is chosen with

probability σ−A and copies the tolerance of a random neighbor j, which has tolerance T j = +

with probability σ+. Within an MF approximation, we are assuming here that the fraction

of neighbors of node i with tolerance T = + is approximately equal to σ+.

Expanding the expressions for σ+, σ−, σA and σB in Eq. (6) in terms of the four densities

σ+
A , σ

−
A , σ

+
B and σ−A we obtain, after rearranging terms, the following closed system of rate

equations:

dσ+
A

dt
=2σ−Aσ

+
B + γσ−B(σ+

A + σ−A)− 2σ+
Aσ
−
B , (7a)

dσ−A
dt

=σ+
Aσ
−
B − σ

−
Aσ

+
B − γσ

−
A(σ+

B + σ−B), (7b)

dσ+
B

dt
=2σ−Bσ

+
A + γσ−A(σ+

B + σ−B)− 2σ+
Bσ
−
A , (7c)

dσ−B
dt

=σ+
Bσ
−
A − σ

−
Bσ

+
A − γσ

−
B(σ+

A + σ−A). (7d)

To study the behavior of the multilayer system, we numerically integrated Eqs. (7) subject

to the symmetric initial condition in opinion σA(0) = σB(0) = 0.5 and tolerance σ+(0) =

σ−(0) = 0.5, and for six different values of σ−B(0) = 0.25, 0.3, 0.35, 0.4, 0.45 and 0.5, so

that the other three node densities are σ+
A(0) = 0.5− σ+

B(0) = σ−B(0) and σ−A(0) = σ+
B(0) =

0.5−σ−B(0). In order to explore how radical agents of a given opinion affect the final outcome

of the model, we are considering an initial state that favors intolerant agents with opinion B
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FIG. 2. Effects of the initial conditions, tolerance level γ and the initial density of bias radical

individuals σ−B , in the outcome of the bi-layer voter model without bots: (a) the final density of

tolerant agents with opinion B (σ+B); (b) the consensus time of tolerant agents with respect of γ.

The red dotted line below is the 1/γ curve.

(σ−B(0) ≥ 0.25), compared to the perfectly symmetric condition σ+
A(0) = σ−A(0) = σ+

B(0) =

σ−B(0) = 0.25.

A. Steady states

The system of Eqs. (7) has four trivial fixed points (σ+
A , σ

−
A , σ

+
B , σ

−
B) =(1,0,0,0), (0, 1, 0, 0),

(0, 0, 1, 0) and (0, 0, 0, 1) corresponding to a consensus in states A+, A−, B+ and B−, re-

spectively. These are absorbing (inactive) states where there are no more possible updates,

as all agents have the same opinion and tolerance. Besides, Eqs. (7) have infinitely many

non-trivial fixed points ~σ∗ = (1 − σ∗B, 0, σ
∗
B, 0) that correspond to a consensus of tolerant

agents (σ+ = 1, σ− = 0), where σ∗B = σB(t =∞) = σ+
B(t =∞) (σ∗B ∈ [0, 1]) is the stationary

density of agents with opinion B. As there are only agents with + tolerance at the steady

state, we have σA(t =∞) = σ+
A(t =∞) = 1− σ∗B. This can be considered as a steady state

of coexistence between A and B tolerant agents, with constant densities over time. This

happens because the system is reduced to a simple 2-state symmetric voter model where the

fraction of voters that make a transition from state A+ to state B+ per unit time, σ+
Aσ

+
B , is

equal to the fraction of voters making the reverse transition (from B+ to A+), thus the net

flow is zero and the densities are conserved.

We have checked that the density of tolerant agents with opinion B at the stationary
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state σ∗B depends on the initial condition, controlled by the initial density of opinion B

intolerant agents σ−B(0). This can be seen in Figure 2(a), where we plot σ∗B vs the likelihood

γ of intolerant agents to change opinion, for various values of σ−B(0). We observe that, for a

fixed value of γ, σ∗B increases with σ−B(0), meaning that a larger initial number of B–agents

leads to a larger final number of B–agents. We also see a more intriguing effect, that σ∗B

increases as γ decreases. We can obtain an insight into these results from a closer inspection

of Eqs. (7). Adding Eqs. (7c) and (7d) we obtain that the density of opinion B agents

evolves according to

dσB
dt

=
(
1− γ)(σ+

Aσ
−
B − σ

−
Aσ

+
B

)
, (8)

while adding Eqs. (7b) and (7d) leads to the following evolution of the density of intolerant

(−) agents:

dσ−

dt
= −γ

(
σ+
Aσ
−
B + 2σ−Aσ

−
B + σ−Aσ

+
B

)
. (9)

Given that all four initial densities can be written in terms of σ−B(0), we arrive from Eq. (8)

that at t = 0 is

dσB(0)

dt
= (1− γ)

[
σ−B(0)− 0.25

]
, (10)

which is larger than zero for all initial conditions σ−B(0) > 0.25 of Figure 2(a). Therefore,

it is expected that, for any γ > 0, σB increases from 0.5 at t = 0 to a stationary value σ∗B

larger than 0.5 as t → ∞, explaining why all curves of Figure 2(a) are above 0.5, except

the initially symmetric case σ−B(0) = 0.25 for which the densities are conserved. Another

exception is the γ = 1 case, where opinion densities are conserved [see Eq. (8)], and so

σB(t) = σB(0) = 0.5 and σA(t) = σA(0) = 0.5 for all t ≥ 0.

As we described above, the initial asymmetric state that favors B− agents leads to a

stationary state with a majority of B–agents (σ∗B > 0.5). This behavior is more pronounced

as γ decreases [Eq. (10)], and it seems to be the reason why σ∗B increases as γ approaches

zero, as we see in Figure 2(a), showing a maximum (peak) in the γ → 0 limit.

The γ = 0 case is special because the tolerance densities are conserved [see Eq. (9)],

and so σ+(t) = σ+(0) = 0.5 and σ−(t) = σ−(0) = 0.5 for all t ≥ 0. As a consequence,

σ+
A = 0.5− σ+

B and σ−A = 0.5− σ−B for t ≥ 0. Replacing these expressions for σ+
A and σ−A in

Eq. (8) we obtain

dσB
dt

= 0.5
(
σ−B − σ

+
B

)
, (11)
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and thus

dσB(0)

dt
= 0.5

[
2σ−B(0)− 0.5

]
(12)

at t = 0. Then, for σ−B(0) ≥ 0.25 we expect that σB increases from 0.5 at t = 0 and reaches

a value σ∗B ≥ 0.5. Finally, given that σ+
B = σ−B at the stationary state [Eq. (11)], we have

that 2σ+
B = σ∗B ≥ 0.5 and thus σ+

B ≥ 0.25, as we can check in Figure 2(a) for γ = 0.

For γ > 0, the right-hand-side of Eq. (9) is always negative, thus σ− decreases and

eventually approaches zero in the t→∞ limit, corresponding to a consensus in the tolerant

state (+) at the steady-state (σ− = 0, σ+ = 1) as we mentioned before. A magnitude of

interest is the time to reach the tolerant consensus τ+. Given that the rate Eqs. (7) describe

an infinitely large system where finite-size fluctuations are neglected, we estimated τ+ as

the time for which the density of tolerant (+) agents becomes larger than 1− 1/N , that is,

when there is less than one agent with state −. Results are shown in Figure 2(b) where we

plot τ+ as a function of γ for different initial conditions. We can see that τ+ diverges as

τ+ ∼ 1/γ when γ approaches zero. The intuition behind this result is that for γ � 1 the

consensus time is determined by the slowest time scale of the system, associated with the

transition of all intolerant agents − to the tolerant state + at rate γ, which takes a time of

order 1/γ. We also see that τ+ is not strongly affected by the initial state that favors B−

agents (σ−B(0) > 0.25).

In summary, these results show that the system eventually reaches a tolerant consensus in

the long run. Still, the convergence could be extremely slow when radical agents are unlikely

to change their opinion, and that it becomes infinitely large (there is never consensus) for

the extreme case of stubborn or intolerant agents (γ = 0).

B. Stability analysis and consensus times

A better estimation of the tolerant consensus time τ+ can be obtained from a linear

stability analysis of the tolerant fixed point ~σ∗ = (1 − σ∗B, 0, σ∗B, 0). For that, we consider

small perturbations εi (i = 1, 2, 3, 4) of the components of ~σ∗ and write σ+
A = 1 − σ∗B + ε1,

σ−A = ε2, σ
+
B = σ∗B + ε3 and σ−B = ε4, where

∑4
i=0 εi = 0. Inserting these expressions for the

densities into Eqs. (7) and neglecting terms of order 2 we obtain, to first order in εi, the
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following system of linear equations in matrix representation:

d~ε

dt
= A~ε,

where

A ≡


0 2σ∗B 0 (1− σ∗B)(γ − 2))

0 −σ∗B(1 + γ) 0 1− σ∗B
0 σ∗B(γ − 2) 0 2(1− σ∗B)

0 σ∗B 0 −(1− σ∗B)(1 + γ)

 ,

and ~ε ≡ (ε1, ε2, ε3, ε4). Matrix A has two negative eigenvalues

λ± =
−1− γ ±

√
(1 + γ)2 − 4σ∗B(1− σ∗B)γ(2 + γ)

2
(13)

associated with a perturbation in the total densities of + and− agents 1.0 and 0, respectively,

but that keeps the densities of A and B–agents 1−σ∗B and σ∗B, respectively, unchanged. This

means that the tolerance consensus state is stable. The other two eigenvalues are zero. One

corresponds to the conservation of the total density of agents 1.0, and the other describes

the instability of ~σ∗ after a perturbation that changes the densities of A and B–agents.

Then, the perturbations evolve according to εi = ai + bi e
λ+t + ci e

λ−t, where ai, bi and ci are

constants given by the initial condition, and thus the density of tolerant agents σ+ = σ+
A+σ+

B

evolves after a smaller perturbation as

σ+(t) ' 1 + ε1(t) + ε3(t) = 1 + (a1 + a3) + (b1 + b3)e
λ+t + (c1 + c3)e

λ−t. (14)

As we know that σ+ approaches 1 as t→∞ [see Eq. (9)] and that λ− < λ+ < 0 for γ > 0,

the coefficient corresponding to the 0 eigenvalue a1 +a3 must be zero. Besides, at long times

only the term corresponding to the largest eigenvalue λ+ survives (smallest absolute value),

and thus Eq. (14) becomes

σ+(t) ' 1 + (b1 + b3)e
λ+t. (15)

The time to reach consensus can be estimated from Eq. (15) as the time τ+ for which the

density of tolerant + agents reaches the value 1− 1/N , that is, σ+(τ) = 1 + (b1 + b3)e
λ+τ =

1− 1/N , from where we arrive at the approximate expression

τ+ ' ln [−(b1 + b3)N ]

−λ+
. (16)
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We notice that, as b1 + b3 < 0 [Eq. (15)] and λ+ < 0, expression Eq. (16) gives a physical

time τ+ > 0. In Figure 2(b) we see that the approximate expression Eq. (16) (solid lines)

captures quite well the behavior of τ+ with γ obtained from the integration of Eqs. (7)

(symbols).

IV. INCLUSION OF BOTS

We now include in the model a fraction of Bots σ−B that remains constant over time.

Bots are artificial entities that diffuse opinions related to a specific position. Due to their

artificial nature, bots do not change opinion neither the posture. In this section, we analyze

the effects of including bots that have a fixed opinion B, and so they can be considered as

extremist intolerant agents in the state B−. The total density of agents is now decomposed

in five terms,

σ+
A + σ−A + σ+

B + σ−B + σ−B = 1, (17)

where σ−B (t) = σ−B (0) for all t ≥ 0. We also consider the same initial conditions as that

without bots, determined by σ−B(0), i.e., σ+
A(0) = σ−B(0) and σ−A(0) = σ+

B(0) = 0.5 − σ−B(0),

leading to σ+(0) = 0.5 and σA(0) = 0.5. The rates equations for the evolution of the

densities can be derived following the same procedure as that for the model with no bots

at the beginning of Section III, considering an extra compartment B− that behaves as an

intolerant state B−, but with the important distinction that transitions from state B− to

states B+ and A+ are not allowed (see table A.2 in Appendix A for a detailed description of

all possible transitions). We make clear that agents “see” a bot as another B− agent. Still,

they make transitions only between the four states A+, A−, B+ and B+ (never to the bots’

state B−), so that the total density of agents 1 − σ−B as well as the density of bots σ−B are

13



conserved quantities. The resulting set of MF equations reads

dσ+
A

dt
=2σ−Aσ

+
B + γσ−B(σ+

A + σ−A)− 2σ+
A(σ−B + σ−B ), (18a)

dσ−A
dt

=σ+
A(σ−B + σ−B )− σ−Aσ

+
B − γσ

−
A(σ+

B + σ−B + σ−B ), (18b)

dσ+
B

dt
=σ+

A(2σ−B + σ−B ) + γσ−A(σ+
B + σ−B + σ−B )− σ+

B(2σ−A + σ−B ), (18c)

dσ−B
dt

=σ+
B(σ−A + σ−B )− σ−Bσ

+
A − γσ

−
B(σ+

A + σ−A). (18d)

A. Steady states

We integrated the rate Eqs. (18) for different fractions of bots σ−B and different initial

conditions that favor σ−B , to explore how different proportions of bots, combined with tolerant

agents and asymmetric initial conditions, affects the outcome of the model. Results are

shown in Figure 3. In Figures 3(a) and (b) we observe that the stationary density of B−

agents for different initial conditions and γ > 0 is σ−B = 1 − σ−B , that is, there is always a

consensus of intolerant B–agents, except for γ = 0. It seems that bots break the symmetry of

A and B opinions observed in the baseline model without bots of Section III A, introducing

a bias towards B− agents that prevents the tolerant (+) consensus found for the case with

no bots. Indeed, as we see in Figures 3(b), for the no bots case σ−B = 0 is σ−B = 0, while

adding a small fraction of bots is enough to remove the + consensus and drive the system to

the B− consensus. For γ = 0, agents that become intolerant of the A opinion never escape

from that state, and thus a consensus in B− is never reached.

B. Consensus time and stability analysis

In Figure 3(c) we plot the time to reach the B− consensus τ−B as a function of σ−B for

various values of γ. We see that τ−B decays with σ−B as τ−B ∼ 1/σ−B for σ−B � 1, independent

of γ (solid line). In Figure 3(d) we plot τ−B as a function of γ for various values of σ−B , where

the y–axis was rescaled by σ−B to collapse the data for values of γ close to 1.0. We can see

that τ−B ∼ C/γ for γ � 1, with an amplitude C(σ−B ) that depends on σ−B . To gain a better

14
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FIG. 3. Effects of the initial conditions in the outcome of the bi-layer voter model with the

inclusion of bots. (a) The final density of intolerant agents B when the density of bots is σ−B = 0.1

and different bias densities of intolerant B. (b) The effect of the density of bots in the final density

of intolerant B agents, with no initial intolerance bias, i.e., σ+B = 0.25. (c) The numerical and

approximated consensus time to reach the final density of intolerant B. The dotted line represents

1/σ−B . (d) The numerical consensus time to reach the final density of B agents, in terms of the

density of bots σ−B . The dotted line is γ−1 curve.

understanding of these results, bellow we derive equations for the evolution of the density

of A–agents and +–agents. For that, we add Eqs. (18a) and (18b) to obtain

dσA
dt

= −(1− γ)(σ+
Aσ
−
B − σ

−
Aσ

+
B)− σ−B (σ+

A + γσ−A), (19)

and Eqs. (18a) and (18c) to arrive at

dσ+

dt
= −σ−B σ

+ + γ(σ−Aσ
+
B + 2σ−Aσ

−
B + σ+

Aσ
−
B + σ−B σ

−
A). (20)
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Although these equations can not be solved exactly, it proves instructive to analyze the

γ = 1 case, for which Eq. (19) adopts the simple form

dσA
dt

= −σ−B σA, (21)

with solution σA(t) = σA(0) e−σ
−
B t. Then, σA decays exponentially fast to zero in a time that

scales as 1/σ−B . Once the fraction of A–agents is less than 1/N (negligible small for N � 1),

the second term of Eq. (20) can be neglected assuming that all terms inside the brackets are

of order 1/N (they depend on σ±A), and thus we have

dσ+

dt
= −σ−B σ

+, (22)

from where we obtain a consensus to the − state that also scales as 1/σ−B . Therefore, as

both the initial B–consensus and the subsequent − consensus scale as 1/σ−B , we find that

τ−B ∼ 1/σ−B . This explains the pure power law behavior of τ−B with σ−B for γ = 1 [solid line

in Figure 3(a)]. For γ < 1 the arguments above are not valid any more, because both time

scales 1/σ−B and 1/γ are at play. A more precise approach to the general case of any σ−B and

γ is given by a linear stability analysis similar to that of Section III B for the case without

bots, as we describe below.

The only fixed point in the system of Eqs. (18) is (0, 0, 0, 1), corresponding to a B− con-

sensus, as we mentioned above. We consider a small generic perturbation of this absorbing

state of the form σ+
A = ε1, σ

−
A = ε2, σ

+
B = ε3 and σ−B = 1−ε4, such that

∑3
i=1 εi−ε4 = 0. The

reason why we chose the −ε4 perturbation is to give a physical meaning to all perturbations,

considering that εi > 0 (i = 1, .., 4), thus all densities fall in the [0, 1] interval, but the

analysis is also valid for εi < 0. Inserting these expressions for the densities into Eqs. (18)

and expanding to first order in |εi| � 1 we obtain d~ε/dt = A~ε, where

A ≡


γ − 2(1 + σ−B ) γ 0 0

1 + σ−B −γ(1 + σ−B ) 0 0

2 + σ−B γ(1 + σ−B ) −σ−B 0

1 + γ γ −σ−B 0

 .

The eigenvalues of matrix A are

λ1 = 0, (23)

λ2 = −σ−B , (24)

λ3,4 =
−2− (2 + γ)σ−B ±

√[
2 + (2 + γ)σ−B

]2 − 4γ(1 + σ−B )(1− γ + 2σ−B )

2
. (25)
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The eigenvalue λ1 = 0 expresses the conservation of the total density of agents excluding

bots 1 − σ−B . Given that λ2, λ3 and λ4 are negative, the consensus fixed point (0, 0, 0, 1)

is stable, as expected. As we explained in Section III B, the consensus time is estimated

by the exponential decay of the slowest mode eλmaxt (λmax < 0) to the fixed point after a

perturbation, τ−B ∼ − lnN/λmax, which corresponds to the mode with the largest negative

eigenvalue λmax. Then, given that λ4 < λ3, the consensus time is given by the largest of

the two eigenvalues λ2 and λ3, which depends non-trivially on the relation between σ−B and

γ. That is, for a fixed value of γ > 0 and decreasing σ−B , we have that λ3 approaches the

value −1 +
√

1− γ(1− γ) < 0, while λ2 = −σ−B approaches zero from bellow. Therefore, λ2

becomes larger than λ3 for σ−B small enough, and thus

τ−B ∼
lnN

σ−B
for σ−B → 0. (26)

This is the behavior observed in Figure 3(c), where τ−B decays as power law of σ−B with

an amplitude that is γ independent for γ ≥ 0.1 (solid line). For γ = 0.001, it seems

that the values of σ−B plotted are not small enough, so we expect that λ3 > λ2, and thus

τ−B ∼ − lnN/λ3. In general, for a fixed γ > 0 there is a “crossover” value σ̂−B for which

λ2 = λ3, so that τ−B is determined by λ2 for σ−B < σ̂−B and by λ3 for σ−B > σ̂−B . This is

equivalent to setting τ−B to the largest of the two functions λ−12 and λ−13 vs σ−B , as plotted in

Figure 3(c) by solid and dashed lines, respectively. We can see that the behavior τ−B ∼ 1/σ−B

(solid line) fits the data very well for small values of σ−B , while for larger values of σ−B the

behavior of τ−B is dominated by λ3 (dashed lines). Discrepancies around the crossover point

σ̂−B are due to fact that both time scales are similar close to this point, and thus τ−B is

determined by both time scales.

A similar analysis can be done for the τ−B vs γ plot [Figure 3(d)]. A Taylor series expansion

of expression Eq. (25) for λ3 to first order in γ leads to λ3 ' −(1/2 + σ−B )γ. Therefore, the

consensus time can be approximated as

τ−B (γ) '


lnN

(1/2+σ−B )γ
for γ . γ̂,

lnN
σ−B

γ & γ̂,
(27)

where γ̂ = 2σ−B /(1 + 2σ−B ). In Figure 3(d) we can see that the approximation from Eq. (27)

works well for γ small (dashed line), while approximating τ−B as a constant of γ for larger

values of γ is not a good estimation. However, it seems to give the right scaling τ−B ' lnN/σ−B
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for γ . 1, as curves for different σ−B collapse into one curve when the y–axis is rescaled by

σ−B . Indeed, at γ = 1 we have λ3(γ = 1) = −σ−B .

V. MONTE CARLO SIMULATION RESULTS

We performed extensive Monte Carlo (MC) simulations of the dynamics of the bi-layer

voter model described in section II without bots and in section IV with bots, in order to check

the results obtained with the MF approach (sections III and IV). We run the simulations

on a multiplex network composed of two networks of N = 104 nodes and mean degree

〈k〉 = 20 each, which are strongly coupled to each other, i.e., every node in one network is

connected to one node in the other network. In the first set of simulations, we used two

Erdös-Renyi (ER) networks (Poisson degree distribution), while in the second set, we used

two Barabasi-Albert (BA) or scale-free networks.

We notice that the only possible final state in the simulations is the fully ordered or

consensus state, in which all agents have the same opinion and tolerance level, unlike in

the MF analysis of the model without bots, where a stationary coexistence of both opinions

is possible. This is because fluctuations in finite-size networks make the system ultimately

fall in an absorbing state of complete order, where the system is trapped and can no longer

evolve, while MF equations are for infinite large systems and neglect fluctuations. The results

we present in this section correspond to average values over 500 independent realizations of

the dynamics for each initial condition.

In Figure 4 we show simulation results of the model without bots. Top panels (a) and (b)

correspond to ER networks, while bottom panels (c) and (d) correspond to BA networks.

In panels (a) and (c) we plot the average value of the final density of tolerant agents with

opinion B, σ∗B, as a function of γ, where we observe for both ER and BA networks a behavior

that is similar to that found with the MF approach [see Fig. 2(a)], that is, the smaller the

γ, the larger the σ∗B. Panels (b) and (d) show the mean consensus time to the tolerant

state (τ+) as a function of γ, where we can see the decay of τ+ with γ that approximately

follows a power law with an exponent close to −1 (dashed line), in close agreement with

the MF approach [Fig. 2(b)]. This confirms that the system reaches a tolerant consensus

which takes a time that increases as the intolerant agents become more resilient, i.e., as γ

decreases. However, as we mentioned before, the system ultimately reaches consensus by
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FIG. 4. Monte-Carlo results of the simulated bi-layer voter model without the inclusion of bots.

In (a) and (b), we have the average value of the final densities of tolerant individuals with opinion

B (σ+B) and the consensus time, both as a function of γ. The dotted red line represents the γ−1

curve. In the inset figure, we have the consensus time for the Layer AB. Top panels (a) and (b) are

for the synthetic Erdös-Renyi (ER) network, and the bottom panels (c) and (d) are the analysis for

the Barabási-Albert (BA) network. The legends indicate the initial density of radical individuals

with opinion B.

fluctuations, something not captured by the MF equations. In the insets of Fig. 4(b) and

(d), we plot the mean opinion consensus time τAB, where we see that τAB is independent

of γ and of order N = 104. This is because the dynamic that leads to the final opinion

consensus is that of the voter model between two symmetric states A+ and B+, which scales

as τAB ∼ N , and does not depend on γ because there are no intolerant agents.

In Fig. 5 we show simulation results of the model with bots. Panels (a) and (b) show

the final density of opinion B intolerant agents (σ−B) as a function of γ for different initial

conditions. In agreement with MF results [Figs. 3(a) and (b)], the system always reaches
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FIG. 5. Monte Carlo simulation results of the bi-layer voter model with the inclusion of bots.

Figures (a) and (b) show the final density of opinion B intolerant agents (σ−B) as a function of γ

for different initial conditions; in (b) we fixed to 10% the number of bots. Figures (c) and (d) show

the average consensus time for the ER and BA networks, respectively; In the inset figures, we have

the consensus time to reach the final density of B agents, in terms of the density of bots σ−B . The

dotted lines are the 1/σ−B curve.

a consensus of B− agents for γ > 0 and σ−B > 0, independent of the initial condition,

while for γ = 0 the final state consists of an absorbing configuration with a coexistence

of A− and B− agents. Panels (c) and (d) show the mean consensus time to the B− state

(τ−B ) for ER and BA networks, respectively. We observe that τ−B decays as power law with

exponent close to −1 (dashed line), as predicted by the MF theory [Figure 3(c)]. That is,

the consensus time increases as the fraction of bots decreases. In the insets of panels (c)

and (d) we see that τ−B does not change much with γ. This is probably due to the fact that

the values of γ used in simulations were not small enough (simulation are computationally

very costly for γ < 0.1), possible hindering the power law behavior τ−B ∼ γ−1 found in the
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MF approximation [Figure 3(d)].

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We proposed a voter model on a multiplex network to study the interplay between the

dynamics of opinions (A and B) and the tolerance (tolerant/intolerant) of individuals to

accept others’ opinions. Intolerant agents are less likely to change opinion, and they become

tolerant when they do. We have also explored the effects of introducing a fraction of agents

that play the role of bots, which are entities that never change opinion but can intentionally

align other agents’ opinions in a given direction. We performed simulations on Erdös-Renyi

and Barabási-Albert networks and studied the system using an MF approach. When there

are no bots in the population, both opinion states are symmetric. The system is initially

driven towards a state where all agents are tolerant, with fractions of A and B–opinion agents

that depend on the initial condition. This consensus of tolerant agents happens because there

is a bias of agents from the intolerant to the tolerant state. After this first stage of tolerant

consensus, there is a second stage where both opinions of tolerant agents evolve under the

voter dynamics. As this dynamics in a finite system is only driven by finite-size fluctuations,

the fractions of voters of each opinion perform a symmetric random walk until a consensus in

one opinion is eventually reached. This final state of consensus is absorbing, as opinion and

tolerance states can no longer evolve, unlike the initial tolerant consensus that is an active

state where both opinions coexist. The time to reach the initial tolerant consensus scales

as τ+ ∼ γ−1, given that it is controlled by the rate γ at which intolerant agents become

tolerant. Consequently, radical agents can slow down the dynamics towards consensus by

a factor that diverges as they become more persistent in their opinions (γ → 0). The time

to reach the final opinion consensus scales as in the voter model, τAB ∼ N , where N is the

number of agents. Thus, the overall consensus time of the system is determined by γ in the

case of very intolerant agents (γ � 1/N) and by N for very large systems (N � γ−1).

Adding in the population bots that hold opinion B breaks the system’s symmetry in both

opinion and tolerance states, introducing a bias towards the intolerant opinion B state. This

broken symmetry dramatically changes the model’s outcome, where bots eventually impose

their opinion to the rest of the system. As bots behave as intolerant agents, the final

(absorbing) consensus state consists of all intolerant agents with opinion B. The consensus
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time has a non-trivial dependence on γ and the fraction of bots σ−B , where the first controls

the time scale associated with the persistence of intolerant agents and the second controls

the bias towards intolerant opinion B. In the limiting case scenarios the consensus time

is determined by the slowest of these two time scales, that is, τ−B ∼ γ−1 for γ � σ−B and

τ−B ∼ 1/σ−B for σ−B � γ.

The results described above mean that radical individuals who are resilient to change

their minds can significantly impact the consensus of opinions, slowing down the overall

opinion consensus process. However, a striking consequence of the existence of radical or

extremist individuals is that the entire population eventually becomes tolerant, in a state

having only moderate individuals of both opinions, which are more prone to change and

reach consensus. Therefore, the consensus of opinions in the model is a two-step process

characterized by an initial extinction of extremists –who hinder opinion consensus– and a

later debate between moderate individuals that facilitate consensus. Contrary to this result,

bots can have the negative effect of preventing the state of tolerant consensus and leading

the population to a state where every individual is an extremist of the opinion imposed by

bots, which can be risky in democratic societies.

It might be interesting to study an extension of the model where intolerant agents switch

opinion with a probability that depends on its opinion A or B, i.e., γA and γB, respectively.

This could model a society where the level of individuals’ tolerance depends on their opinion

orientations, for instance, rightist or leftist. Also, it would be worthwhile to explore a

version of the model with a quote of free will by adding the possibility that agents switch

opinion spontaneously, modeled as external noise. These are variants of the model for future

investigation.
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TABLE A.1. Explicit transitions rules of the baseline bi-layer voter model without bots.

Bi-layer voter transitions without Bots

L
ay

er
±

A+ A− −→ A− A− B+ B− −→ B− B−

A− A+ −→ A+ A+ B− B+ −→ B+ B+

A+ B− −→ A− B− B+ A− −→ B− A−

A− B+ −→ A+ B+ B− A+ −→ B+ A+
L

ay
er

A
B A

+ B+ −→ B+ B+ B+ A+ −→ A+ A+

A+ B− −→ B+ B− B+ A− −→ A+ A−

A− B+ γ−→ B+ B+ B− A+ γ−→ A+ A+

A− B−
γ−→ B+ B− B− A−

γ−→ A+ A−

TABLE A.2. Explicit transition rules of the bi-layer voter model including bots.

Bi-layer voter transitions including Bots

L
ay

er
±

A+ A− −→ A− A− B+ (B− + B−) −→ B− (B− + B−)

A− A+ −→ A+ A+ (B− + B−) B+ −→ (B+ + B−) B+

A+ (B− + B−) −→ A− (B− + B−) B+ A− −→ B− A−

A− B+ −→ A+ B+ (B− + B−) A+ −→ (B+ + B−) A+

L
ay

er
A

B A+ B+ −→ B+ B+ B+ A+ −→ A+ A+

A+ (B− + B−) −→ B+ (B− + B−) B+ A− −→ A+ A−

A− B+ γ−→ B+ B+ (B− + B−) A+ γ−→ (A+ + B−) A+

A− (B− + B−)
γ−→ B+ (B− + B−) (B− + B−) A−

γ−→ (A− + B−) A−
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Appendix Appendix A: Complement of the explicit transitions rules

In this section we explicitly write all transitions between opinion and tolerance states

of agents in the model without bots (table A.1) and with bots (table A.2). The notation

A+, A−, B+ and B− correspond to states of agents with opinion and tolerance A and +,
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A and −, B and +, and B and −, respectively. In a single time step ∆t = 1/N of the

dynamics, one node is chosen at random. Then this nodes copies the tolerance of a random

neighbor in the ±–layer, and the opinion of a random neighbor in the AB–layer. In tables

A.1 and A.2, the states on the left and right of a given pair correspond, respectively, to the

focal agent –who changes state– and the random neighbor on the corresponding layer. Only

situations that lead to a state change are included in the tables.
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