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How communities respond to diverse societal challenges, from economic crises to polit-

ical upheavals [1–7], is shaped by their collective minds - shared representations of

ongoing events and current topics [8, 9]. In turn, collective minds are shaped by a

continuous stream of influences [8–12], amplified by the rapid rise of online platforms
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[13–16]. Online communities must understand these influences to maintain healthy

discourse and avoid being manipulated, but understanding is hindered by limited

observations and the inability to conduct counterfactual experiments [17, 18]. Here, we

show how collective minds in online news communities can be influenced by different

editorial agenda-setting practices and aspects of community dynamics, and how these

influences can be reversed. We develop a computational model of collective minds,

calibrated and validated with data from 400 million comments across five U.S. online

news platforms and a large-scale survey. The model enables us to describe and experi-

ment with a variety of influences and derive quantitative insights into their magnitude

and persistence in different communities. We find that some editorial influences can

be reversed relatively rapidly, but others, such as amplification and reframing of cer-

tain topics, as well as community influences such as trolling and counterspeech, tend

to persist and durably change the collective mind. These findings illuminate ways col-

lective minds can be manipulated and pathways for communities to maintain healthy

and authentic collective discourse amid ongoing societal challenges.

Collective minds [8, 9] can be represented as a semantic network [19] with concepts

as nodes and their relationships as edges [20, 21]. The network representation directly

reflects how topics are connected and how they change over time as new information

is introduced and discussed. Different aspects of collective minds have been explored

across numerous disciplines, yet our understanding of how various influences shape

their dynamics remains limited. Traditional research on collective minds typically

involved simple human experiments or observational studies of small groups [9, 22],

which produced valuable qualitative insights but did not capture large-scale dynamical

collective processes. Research on semantic networks has mainly investigated structural

properties related to individual language and memory [23, 24], with less emphasis

on collective semantic dynamics arising from community interactions [21, 25]. Going

beyond individual semantic networks, large-scale textual analyses of semantic and
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topic networks partially capture collective semantic evolution [26, 27], although they

often do not fully consider the dynamic shaping by internal and external influences.

Similarly, generative models of online discussions have examined interactions between

user behavior and conversational patterns [28, 29], but have not investigated seman-

tic relationships among topics constituting collective minds. Influences from editorial

agenda-setting [30, 31] and community dynamics [32, 33] have typically been stud-

ied independently, without modeling and integrating how they jointly shape collective

semantic networks [34].

Here we introduce our computational model which represents collective minds as

dynamic semantic networks exposed to a constant influx of information (Fig. 1). The

model is grounded in existing knowledge about the dynamics of semantic networks

[35], dynamics of online communities [36], editorial policies [30, 31, 37, 38], and com-

munity influences [39]. To ensure that it accurately captures real-world dynamics, we

calibrate and validate the model using semantic networks derived from longitudinal

data comprising millions of comments posted in comment sections of online news sites

across the US political spectrum, from Mother Jones, The Atlantic, and The Hill,

to Breitbart and Gateway Pundit. Comment sections are a common venue for online

citizen engagement [40], shaping collective minds and acting as microcosms of larger

societal debates, and sometimes devolving into uncivil battlegrounds [41, 42].

We show that the model reproduces dynamics observed in online news communities

(Figs. 2 and 3), providing quantitative descriptions of how editorial and community-

level influences shape collective minds over time (Table 1), depending on community

characteristics. Our results demonstrate how even brief influences can lead to enduring

shifts in collective minds, and show that targeted, well-timed actions by platform

designers and communities can reduce or even reverse those shifts (Figs. 4 and 5 and

Discussion).
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1 Model construction and empirical data collection
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Fig. 1: Computational model and empirical data. a, Conceptual illustration of
the computational model. The world that generates events is characterized by the gen-
eral semantic network. Events are represented by a triplet of topics (here symbolized
by geometric shapes), in which the topic that best describes the event is in the first
place, followed by two other related but less relevant topics (tier 1, 2, and 3, respec-
tively). At each time step, communities are exposed to the same set of events. Each
community has an editorial filter that accepts or rejects events, affected by both gen-
eral and community semantic networks. The accepted events become news published
on the news site of the community. The community semantic network responds to this
news through its comment section, which is characterized by a network of interrelated
topics. Finally, the community semantic network is updated based on the feedback
from the comment network, which will affect the filtering process of the next time step.
b, Data collection for calibrating the computational model. First, we gather titles and
comments from online news articles, get their BERT embeddings, and use BERTopic
to derive topics. We characterize the title by a triplet of topics that best describe
it, and each comment by its most relevant topic. For a given time interval, we count
the number of comments discussing each topic (fi) and average the embeddings of all
such comments to get the topic representation (ei). Finally, we assign weights (wij)
for each pair of topics as a cosine similarity of their representations.

The world we live in generates a continuous stream of a variety of events. The

editorial board of each news community curates these events and publishes them as

news. Community members post comments about them, creating and evolving their
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Table 1: Influences on the community semantic networks of online news communities,
model components they affect, and their control parameters.

Category Influences Description Affected model
process

Control
parameter

Alignment Aligns news coverage
with what the community
already believes are impor-
tant topics.

News generation Filter
strength (λf )

Editorial
agenda-
setting

Amplification Emphasizes certain topics
that are currently deemed
less important by the com-
munity.

News generation Amplification
strength (samp)

Reframing Distorts the narrative frame
to link a particular topic to
various unrelated topics.

(Post-) News
generation

Reframing
probability (pref)

Membership
turnover

Members leaving and join-
ing affect the content and
structure of the community
semantic networks.

Updating Memory
strength (λm)

Community
dynamics

Trolls A group of users promote
specific topics, often with
malicious intent.

Comment
generation

Troll
strength (str)

Counterspeech Community users counter-
act trolls by increasing the
volume of relevant com-
ments.

Comment
generation

Counterspeech
strength (scs)

collective mind. We model this process as an interplay of a general semantic network

that characterizes the real world where events occur, a community semantic network

that captures the characteristics of a specific community and its comments, and a

community-specific editorial filter at the interface between the general and community

semantic networks (Fig. 1). Semantic networks are defined as a complete graph with

topics as nodes, topic frequency as node weights, and inter-topic similarity as edge

weights (see Methods).

The model involves four processes (Fig. 1): (1) event generation: real-world events

are generated and described as a tuple of Nw = 3 topics ordered from most to least

relevant to the event (tiers 1, 2, and 3, respectively; for instance, adoption of new

vaccine policy for COVID-19 might be ’epidemics’, ’vaccine’, and ’government’), (2)

news generation: the editorial filter of each community stochastically determines which
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events will get posted as news, affected by both general and community semantic

networks, (3) comment generation: the community semantic network responds to the

news by posting comments, constituting the comment network, and (4) updating of

community semantic network: the comment network updates the community semantic

network of the next time step.

Two main control parameters determine the characteristics of the community. The

filter strength, λf ∈ [0, 1], effectively functions as a gatekeeper that determines whether

the news generation process is affected more by the general semantic network (low λf )

or by the community semantic network (high λf ), akin to less or more strong echo

chambers (for extreme settings where the filter strength is λf > 1 beyond the typical

range, see Supplementary Fig. 11 and Supplementary Note 9). The memory strength,

λm ∈ [0, 1], controls the decay rate of the community semantic network during the

update process. It determines how fast the community semantic network responds to

change, effectively acting as its inertia. A high memory strength (e.g., λm = 1) results

in slower and weaker changes in the community semantic network, while a low memory

strength (e.g., λm = 0) leads to faster, more pronounced changes.

We calibrate our model’s initialization and validate its dynamics using comments

and article titles posted in five US-based online news communities over 11 years,

starting in 2012, including over 400 million comments and 850 thousand news arti-

cles (Supplementary Note 3, Supplementary Fig. 4, and Supplementary Table 3). We

use BERTopic [43], a topic modeling framework that employs a large language model

(BERT) as a latent embedding model and provides topic embeddings and classifi-

cations for article titles and comments, which we then use to construct a semantic

network for each community. The process of data collection and construction of a

community semantic network is shown in Fig. 1b, and details of the topic modeling

approach are described in the Methods and Supplementary Note 4. We validate the

topic model by a survey in which participants representative of the U.S. public (N
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=1028) classified topics and rated inter-topic similarity. The survey results show a

strong alignment between the model and human judgments (Supplementary Figs. 5-9

and Supplementary Note 5).

This rich and quantitative empirical data enables us to construct our computational

model based on well-founded choices rather than arbitrary assumptions. A notable

example is the way we model comment generation: based on the observation that

users typically post more comments related to the topics of the news (i.e., “on-topic”

comments), but that some topics such as politics and the economy are always discussed

regardless of the news (as modeled by comment multipliers, see Extended Data Fig.

1 and Methods). Further empirical insights motivating our model formulation and

functional choices are presented in Supplementary Figs. 1-3 and Supplementary Note

2.

2 Model validation

We first demonstrate that our computational model accurately replicates the statistical

distributions observed in real online news communities and successfully reproduces

diverse phenomena from the empirical data.

We quantitatively compare the real data and the model output in terms of the

relative topic frequency of news titles (Fig. 2a) and comments (Fig. 2b), and the topic

similarities (Fig. 2c). Benefiting from our model design and the empirical calibration,

the model output is in good agreement with the empirical data, specifically with the

relative topic frequency of news titles (product of log and power-law with tier-specific

exponents) and comments (power-law), and the inter-topic similarity distributions

(log-normal) in all comparisons.

We show that the model can reproduce the frequency of topics in the article titles

posted in response to external events (Fig. 3a, b). We model external shocks as the
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Fig. 2: Quantitative comparison of data and model output. a, Relative fre-
quency distributions of topics in article titles in tiers 1, 2, and 3, in each community,
compared with the model simulation (right-most panel). b, Relative frequency distri-
butions of topics in comments in each community (left), compared with the model
simulation (right panel). c, Topic similarity distributions in each community (left),
compared with the model simulation (right panel). f, Topic similarity distributions
from the model simulation. The topic frequency distributions (a-b) are sorted by their
topic ranks, normalized by the total number of topics (see Method). Thick dashed
lines indicate the distributions used to calibrate the computational model, and thin
dashed lines indicate the best-fitting lines for individual communities (see Supplemen-
tary Table 7 for best-fitting parameters). Error bars indicate ±1 standard deviations
across 10, 000 simulations of 120 time steps (equivalent to 10 years).

frequency of the relevant topics increases, and we tune the filter strength λf to rep-

resent different levels of attention that editors pay to the outside world during the

shock. The model simulations show varying degrees of reactions that correspond to

those observed in real online news communities during the US Ebola outbreak and

the COVID-19 pandemic. We also show that model simulations can reproduce quali-

tative trends in comment topic frequency (Fig. 3c, d) and topic similarity (Fig. 3e, f),

such as increases, decreases, oscillations, and the presence of single or multiple peaks.

Unlike prior models of topic popularity that impose life cycle [44, 45] or in-built peri-

odicity [46] to reproduce such patterns, our model naturally generates these trends

from underlying dynamics without requiring explicit constraints.
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Fig. 3: Qualitative comparison of data and model output. a, Examples of
empirically observed trends in topic frequencies in article titles (tier 1), for four illustra-
tive topics (Vaccine, Climate, Guns, Abortion) discussed in online news communities
Mother Jones (MJ), Atlantic (AT), The Hill (TH), Breitbart (BB), and Gateway Pun-
dit (GP; left panel). We highlight two external shocks that were related to high peaks
in the title frequency of the Vaccine topic: the COVID-19 pandemic (b, left) and the
US Ebola outbreak (c, left). b-c, Empirical differences between communities (left pan-
els) can be reproduced in model simulation by tuning the filter strength λf during the
external shock (right panels). The external shock increases the target topic frequency
in the general semantic network (insets in right panels). The error bars indicate ±1
standard deviations across 10, 000 simulations. d-e, Selected representative examples
of diverse qualitative trends of comment topic frequency (increasing, decreasing, oscil-
lating in time, with single or multiple peaks) (d) and topic similarity (e), observed in
the empirical data (left panels) and the corresponding model output (right panels).

We further investigate the dynamics of the empirical comment network by char-

acterizing it as a comment topic profile, which is a vector that represents the relative

comment frequency of each topic at a given time, and track its time-series trajec-

tory (Extended Data Fig. 2a and Methods). The dimensionality reduction technique

t-SNE[47] reveals that the comment topic profiles of different communities, and with
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them the community semantic networks, are constantly moving, with each community

having different trajectories, initial positions, and speeds. We find that this behavior

is well explained in our model with different filter strengths and memory strengths,

which are all attracted by the general semantic network (Extended Data Fig. 2b).

3 Influences on collective minds

The computational model allows us to explore how editorial agenda-setting and com-

munity dynamics affect the collective minds of online news communities characterized

by different filter and memory strengths. We implement six different editorial and

community influences in Table 1, by tuning these parameters or applying modifica-

tions to model components (see Method), and observe their impacts on community

semantic networks compared to baseline dynamics.

News organizations largely determine what topics and challenges are worthy of

people’s attention. In journalism research, this is commonly called agenda setting [30].

Agenda setting can lead to various biases in the way news items are selected and

presented [31, 38]. We investigate three different editorial agenda-setting practices that

lead to such biases: alignment, amplification, and reframing.

3.1 Alignment

Consider the case where the editorial board covers more news about the bad side effects

of vaccines because the community shows great interest in it, while intentionally not

publishing other news about vaccine safety. This is an example of alignment: editorial

policies that line up news coverage with what the community already believes are the

most important topics. This can be viewed as selection bias by omission [38], in the

sense that there are events in the world that are not presented to the community.

As a result, individuals are exposed primarily to information that reinforces their
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Fig. 4: Impact of editorial influences on the community semantic networks
in the computational model. a-d, Alignment is represented as the strength of the
community filter (λf , a). It slows down the movement of the comment network relative
to the general semantic network, keeping it in its initial position. When the initial
position of the community semantic network is the same as (far from) that of the
general semantic network, alignment makes the comment network more (less) similar
to the general semantic network (b-c) for all memory strengths (λm), as measured
by Kendall-tau rank distance between the networks. The effect quickly disappears
once the alignment is removed (d). e-h, Amplification is represented as a subjective
increase (samp) in the frequency of the target topic in the general semantic network,
as perceived by the editors (e). It increases the frequency of the target topic in the
news (f) and the comments (g) for all filter strengths, and its effect remains even
after it is removed. It also increases the similarity between the target topic and other
topics, especially for the initially more similar topics (top vs. bottom 20%; Fig. 4h).
i-l. Reframing is implemented by replacing one of the topics in the news that has
passed the filter by a target topic (i), with probability pref. When applied to topics in
tier 2 of news, it increases the frequency of that topic in tier 2 (j), but over time also
in tier 1 (k), with both effects persisting after reframing is removed. It also increases
the similarity between the target topic and other topics, especially for the initially less
similar (l). The error bars indicate ±1 standard deviations across 10, 000 simulations.
The gray zone indicates the influence period. All ratios and differences are relative to
the baselines without influences. Semi-transparent lines represent raw data and solid
lines indicate denoised data. Exceptions are the similarity differences (h, l) where all
lines indicate raw data.

11



existing beliefs, creating a feedback loop that strengthens those beliefs and excludes

contradictory information.

In our model, alignment is represented by an increase in filter strength (λf ) that

determines the news items selected for publication 4a. Starting from λf = 0.2, we

investigate how alignment affects the community semantic network by increasing λf to

0.8 and how quickly its effect can be reversed by reducing the filter strength again. We

investigate the Kendall-tau rank distance between the general semantic network and

the comment network (the current instantiation of the community semantic network)

in two scenarios. In one scenario, the community semantic network is initially the same

as the general one (Fig. 4b), and in the other, it is initially far from it (Fig. 4c).

In general, without any influences, the initially same community semantic network

moves away from the general semantic network over time, due to the stochasticity

of the comment generation process. In contrast, the initially far community semantic

network moves closer to the general semantic network due to the event generation

process (Fig. 1). The resulting baseline behavior is shown by dashed lines in Fig. 4b-c

(see Extended Data Fig. 3 and Supplementary Note 8 for detailed descriptions of this

behavior). When an influence is applied, the community semantic network deviates

from its baseline behavior (Fig. 4). The speed of this change increases with λm and

decreases with λf . When the influence is removed, the community semantic network

returns to the baseline trajectory, but the speed of this return decreases with λm and

increases with λf . This behavior is consistent with all the influences that we tested.

The alignment works like friction for both, initially the same and the initially far

community semantic networks 4b-c: it slows down the movement of the community

semantic network relative to the general semantic network. Intuitively, this is because

the alignment policy forces the community to focus on the topics that are already

prevalent in its semantic network, effectively reinforcing the existing collective beliefs

and resisting changes.
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This friction-like effect disappears instantly after the alignment is removed, and

returns to its original trajectory, regardless of the memory strength (Fig. 4d). This

fast recovery suggests that although the alignment can keep the semantic network of

the community in its current state, its effect is temporary and can be easily nullified

by reverting the editorial policy.

3.2 Amplification

In some cases, an editor may overestimate the frequency of rare events, such as vaccine-

related fatalities, that support conspiracy narratives which are not widely shared

within the community. This represents amplification, editorial policies that emphasize

topics that are currently deemed less important by the community. This exemplifies

a form of selection bias by commission [38]. It can skew the perceived importance

and urgency of these events within the community, leading to a distorted community

semantic representation relative to the general semantic network.

Amplification is implemented by increasing the target topic multiplier (samp) that

subjectively amplifies the frequency of the target topic in the general semantic network

during the filter process 4d, hence exaggerating the target topic’s general popularity.

We test the amplification effect by applying samp = 25.0 and measuring the ratio

of the target topic frequency in the news and comments between the influenced and

baseline cases for different filter and memory strengths.

When applied, amplification first affects the frequency of the target topic in the

news, and through the news, indirectly, its frequency in the comments and similarity

to other topics in the community semantic network. These effects are weaker for com-

munities with higher filter strength (blue and green lines in Fig. 4f and g, time steps

t ∈ [100, 300]) because these communities are less sensitive to external influences from

the general semantic network.
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Once the amplification is removed, the communities with high filter and memory

strength are prone to retain their state because they continue being strongly influenced

by their modified community semantic network (Fig. 4g, from time step t > 300). In

turn, the target topic frequency in news also remains slightly elevated for communi-

ties with higher filter and memory strength (blue line, Fig. 4f). This suggests that

an influence like amplification can have a lasting effect on the community semantic

network, especially for communities characterized by strong filtering.

Amplification also increases the similarity between the target topic and all other

topics by co-appearing with them more frequently (Fig. 4h), especially for the initially

more similar topics (top vs. bottom 20%), which have a higher chance of co-occurring

in news.

3.3 Reframing

When an editor consistently links news about vaccines to government control or popu-

lation surveillance, this might shape and reinforce a biased narrative about epidemics

and the ways to counter them. This kind of narrative shift is often referred to as

reframing, which involves distorting the narrative frame to link a particular topic to

otherwise unrelated topics. While the concept of framing is multifaceted and complex

[48], reframing can be seen as a form of presentation bias [31]. It occurs when the

way information is presented influences the way it is interpreted, often by emphasizing

certain aspects over others.

In our model, we implement reframing by replacing x a topic in one of the three

tiers describing an already filtered event by a target topic (4i), with probability pref.

In this example, we replace topics in tier 2 with the target topic (here, topic 25) with

pref = 0.04. Here, changing tier 2 rather than tier 1 implies a subtle manipulation

of the way an event is portrayed. As for amplification, reframing increases the target

topic frequency in the news and its effect lingers after the removal, more strongly
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with high filter and memory strength (Fig. 4j). Notably, as it indirectly increases the

frequency of the comment semantic network (as in Fig. 4g, see Supplementary Fig. 12)

which in turn affects the filter, the effect also spreads to the main tier 1, increasing the

frequency of the target topic in that tier, especially for communities with high filter

strength (Fig. 4k). These results suggest that even subtle reframing can substantially

change the way events are described.

Unlike amplification, reframing ignores the existing semantic structure of both

general and community semantic networks as it affects post-filter, and is uniformly

associated with all other topics. In turn, due to the non-linear nature of Hebbian

learning that we adopted for the weight update (see Methods), the reframing effect is

stronger in initially less similar topics with the target topic (Fig. 4l).

While agenda-setting influences the way news items are selected or presented, indi-

rectly affecting the community semantic network, community dynamics impacts the

community semantic network more directly. We investigate the effect of membership

turnover, the impact of trolls, and counterspeech.

3.4 Membership turnover

Continuing the vaccine example, when a significant number of new members enter

the community and others leave, the importance and the perception of vaccine-related

topics in the community can shift considerably. Such membership turnover may sub-

stantially reshape the community’s semantic network, as highlighted in [49] that

turnover in online communities like Wikipedia can have both positive and negative

impacts, depending on the balance between new and experienced members.

We can implement the effects of turnover by changing the memory strength (λm),

representing forgetting of the past collective mind of communities, when members

change (Fig. 5a). We investigate how the community semantic network responds to the

turnover of members by decreasing the λm from 0.99 to 0.95 for some time and then
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Fig. 5: Impact of community influences on the community semantic net-
works in the computational model. a-d, Membership turnover is implemented
as a decrease in community memory strength (λm, a). It accelerates the movement
of the comment network relative to the general semantic network. When the initial
position of the community semantic network is the same as (far from) that of the gen-
eral semantic network, turnover makes the comment network less (more) similar to
the general semantic network (b-c) for all memory strengths (λm), as measured by
Kendall-tau rank distance between the networks. Once the turnover stops, its effect
persists (d). e-h, Trolls are implemented by increasing the frequency of comments dis-
cussing a target topic unrelated to the news (e, str). They increase the frequency of
the target topic in the comment network (f) and in the news (g) for all memory and
filter strengths. This effect persists for a long time even after the trolls are removed,
but the t-SNE plot of the comment topic profile reveals that eventually, the comment
network returns to its original position (h). Counterspeech is implemented as increas-
ing the frequency of comments related to the news (i, scs). It decreases the frequency
of the target topic promoted by trolls, but it needs to be much stronger than the troll
influence to remove their effect completely (j). The sooner the counterspeech is intro-
duced, the more effective it is against trolls (k). Unlike the removal of trolls, this does
not return the comment network to its original position (l). The error bars indicate
±1 standard deviations across 10, 000 simulations. The gray zone indicates the influ-
ence period. All ratios and differences are relative to the baselines without influences.
Semi-transparent lines represent raw data and solid lines indicate denoised data. For
t-SNE plots (h, l), the raw time series of t-SNE coordinates (averaged over 1, 000 sim-
ulations) are represented by semi-transparent markers while the smoothed time series
(by averaging over 25 time step interval) are plotted with larger markers connected
by arrows.
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reverting it. Similar to the amplification, we test the initially same (Fig. 5b) and far

(Fig. 5c) community semantic networks and measure the Kendall-tau rank distance

between the comment topic profile and general semantic network over time.

If a community suddenly experiences frequent membership fluctuations, its com-

munity semantic network will be more volatile and prone to random drift or external

influences [50]. This vulnerability is best illustrated by the finding that the community

semantic network experiencing a membership fluctuation accelerates its movement rel-

ative to the general one (Fig. 5b,c; see Supplementary Note 8 for more explanations).

Different from amplification, we find that these accelerated trajectories are main-

tained and not reverted after the termination of turnover, and thus a strong aftereffect

remains (5d). This hints at the possibility that the community semantic network can

be more easily manipulated by external influences when the community is in a state

of high turnover [51], and the effect can be long-lasting.

3.5 Trolls

Consider a scenario where a group of users infiltrates a community and begins ampli-

fying claims about vaccine fatality. Even without a factual basis, their coordinated

actions can erode public trust in health institutions and steer discourse in divisive

directions. Such efforts reflect a broader strategy by trolls—users who deliberately

disrupt online communities through off-topic, inflammatory, or antagonistic messages,

often aiming to upset or manipulate others [52]. By promoting specific topics, trolls

can manipulate community dynamics, steering discussions toward conflict and divi-

sion [53, 54]. In doing so, they can bias the semantic representations of a community

in subtle but lasting ways.

We model trolls through an additional troll multiplier (str) that amplifies the

frequency of comments about the target topic during the comment generation process,

regardless of the content of the news, in addition to the comment multiplier 5e. We
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test the effect of trolls by applying str = 1.5 and measuring the ratio of the target

topic frequency in the comments and news between the influenced and baseline cases

for different filter and memory strengths.

As expected, the trolls are more effective in intruding on the community semantic

networks with lower memory strength, but it takes longer to reverse the damage

inflicted on the communities with high memory strength (Fig. 5f). The frequency

of news with the target topic is also affected, with a more pronounced effect in the

community with high filter strength, as now the influenced target is the community

(Fig. 5g). We can visually represent the effect of trolls on the comment network (the

current response of the community semantic network) by plotting the trajectories of

the comment topic profile in t-SNE space (Fig. 5h). The trajectory of the comment

network experiences a sudden shift when trolls are introduced at t = 100 (upward

triangle), and try to return to their original position only if we remove the trolls at

t = 300 (yellow line, downward triangle).

Taken together, these results suggest that even though trolls do not directly influ-

ence the news, through the feedback loop from comment sections to editorial decisions,

it eventually also indirectly affects the news received by the community. Because of

that, the effect of trolls can be long-lasting even when they are removed from the

community, especially in communities with high filter and memory strength.

3.6 Counterspeech

In response to exaggerated claims about vaccine fatality introduced by trolls, commu-

nity members might deliberately promote evidence-based public health information

about the benefits of vaccines. This kind of response aligns with what is broadly

characterized as counterspeech—a community-initiated effort aimed at addressing mis-

information, incivility, or polarizing content [55]. Sometimes evoked by trolls [33], it

often involves providing evidence-based responses, promoting constructive dialogue,
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encouraging mutual respect among participants, and making more relevant and mean-

ingful contributions while ignoring harmful content. While the forms of counterspeech

vary, it generally serves to redirect discussions towards more productive paths, mitigate

disruptions, and reinforce shared norms within the community [56–58].

Among various types of counterspeech that users may put into action, we imple-

ment a simple strategy of posting more “on-topic” comments that are relevant to each

news topic, as a counter to trolls’ indiscriminate spamming of a single target topic

[59]. This strategy is implemented by adopting a counterspeech multiplier (scs) to the

comment generation process, amplifying the frequency of on-topic comments 5i. We

test the effect of counterspeech by first applying the influence of trolls at t = 100

(str = 1.5) and further applying counterspeech at t = 300 (scs) while keeping the

influence of trolls on. Here, we compare the cases with scs = 1.5 and 3.0 to see how

the strength of counterspeech affects the community semantic network.

While the trolls are still active, counterspeech effectively dilutes the relative target

topic frequency in the comments (Fig. 5j) and news (Supplementary Fig. 12). However,

we find that the same strength of multiplier (str = scs = 1.5) is insufficient. A much

stronger multiplier (scs = 3.0) is needed to nullify the trolls’ effect on the target topic.

Furthermore, our findings underscore the importance of timing of influence, especially

for weaker counterspeech (Fig. 5k), as the effect of trolls is suppressed more strongly

and quickly when we initiate the counterspeech shortly (t = 150) after the trolls invade

(see Supplementary Fig. 12 for early removal of trolls).

Also, trajectory visualization of counterspeech (Fig. 5l) clearly shows that coun-

terspeech is different from simple removal of trolls: it does not reverse the damage,

but instead guides the community semantic network into a different direction propor-

tional to scs, boosting previously moderately frequent topics at the expense of very

frequent and rare topics (Supplementary Fig. 13).
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4 Discussion

Our computational model illuminates the mechanisms underlying the dynamics of

online news communities. By tuning two main parameters–filter and memory strength–

it enables experimentation with editorial and community influences in online news

communities with different characteristics, uncovers a number of nontrivial patterns

(Figs. 1-3), and helps develop practical recommendations.

Our results for the effects of editorial influences (Fig. 4) show that the effect of

the alignment of the news content with the existing community preferences can be

removed surprisingly fast. Comparatively more subtle influences, such as amplifica-

tion and reframing, can be much more transformative and potentially disruptive than

the more obvious alignment. This echoes the findings that amplification can influence

members’ representations and attitudes [60–62]. Also, our results illuminate the dif-

ference between two seemingly similar influences that both promote a target topic

in news: amplification reinforces pre-existing relationships with other topics, while

reframing establishes new connections with previously unrelated topics.

When it comes to influences due to community dynamics (Fig. 5), we find that small

changes in community membership can have large consequences for collective minds,

in line with studies showing that shifts in cultural output are driven by changes in

community composition rather than by changes in individual minds [63, 64]. Further-

more, we find that the effect of trolls can be long-lasting even when they are removed,

especially in communities with high filter and memory strength. Counterspeech can

dilute the effect of trolls, but only when it is much stronger in promoting on-topic

discussion than the trolls are in promoting their target topics. We also find that it is

important to start with counterspeech early on, as the longer the trolls are allowed to

influence the discourse, the more difficult it is to nullify their impact. Finally, while
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both the removal of trolls and responding with counterspeech revert the relative fre-

quency of the topics promoted by the trolls to their baseline, counterspeech response

moves the community semantic network in a new direction.

Our results suggest practical recommendations to communities on how to pro-

tect their genuine collective dynamics. On the level of editorial boards of online

communities, regularly reporting detailed metrics on topic frequencies and their inter-

connections would allow the public and interested parties to detect when amplification,

reframing, or disruptive community dynamics are producing persistent shifts in the

collective semantic network. For example, the editorial board could transparently track

and post the statistics on the relative frequencies of different vaccine-related events

they observed in the real world, vaccine-related news posted on the site, and different

topics discussed in news about vaccines. Such disclosures could help mitigate unwanted

agenda-setting strategies and incentivize editors to maintain a balanced portrayal of

issues. On the level of communities, maintaining core membership as well as fostering

organized and immediate counterspeech against adversarial influences such as trolling

can lead to changes in discourse that better represent the authentic collective mind.

For example, a swift collective reaction aimed at exposing misinformation about vac-

cines in the community can help diminish adversarial attempts to diminish collective

well-being.

Beyond online news communities, our model can be easily generalized to under-

stand collective dynamics on other kinds of digital platforms. On platforms such as

Reddit and 4chan, each user can be modeled as an editor who can align, amplify,

and reframe news about real-world events in line with their own preferences and the

perceived semantic network of their followers. On platforms such as YouTube and

TikTok, we can model multiple layers of filters in addition to the users themselves,

including platform policies and diverse recommendation algorithms. The model can

also be extended to incorporate other aspects of the dynamics of digital platforms,
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including the effects of several influences at once, the influence of group emotions [65],

the interaction between communities, topic-level filter and memory strengths, as well

as feedback from the communities that may alter the general semantic network.

In summary, this work provides a foundation for a more rigorous understanding

of different influences on collective minds. The model can help anticipate changes in

community discourse that could occur because of different editorial policies, changes

in membership, and adversarial influences such as trolling. It also helps anticipate

the benefits of editorial and community practices aimed at reducing echo chambers

and countering toxic speech, such as more inclusive representation of events in the

outside world and counterspeech. Our results reveal the sources of both fragility and

robustness of collective minds, informing a path toward healthier collective discourse

and behaviors.

5 Methods

5.1 Collective mind model for online news community

In this section, we provide a detailed account of the computational model and the

procedures undertaken to simulate the dynamics of the collective mind in the online

news community. Hyperparameters, functional forms, and initialization details are

provided in Supplementary Note 1, Supplementary Fig. 1, and Supplementary Table

1 to ensure replicability.

5.1.1 Semantic network Construction

At each time step t, we define the general semantic network Gg
t =

(V g, Eg, F g
t ,W

g
t ), consisting of a set of vertices V g, edges Eg, normalized frequencies

F g
t , and edge weightsW g

t . Vertices represent topics, and edges represent their semantic

closeness. The network is complete, with |Eg| = N(N − 1)/2 edges and no self-loops.

Each topic vertex vi ∈ V g has a normalized frequency fg
i,t ∈ F g

t such that
∑

i f
g
i,t = 1.
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A normalized frequency ranking rgi,t = rank(fg
i,t)/N is also assigned. Edge weights

wg
ij,t ∈ W g

t represent topic closeness, bounded between 0 and 1. Community-specific

semantic networks Gk
t = (V k, Ek, F tk,W k

t ) share vertices and edges with Gg
t but can

have distinct frequencies and weights. In this study, we fixed our general semantic net-

work for all time steps, Gg
t = Gg (except when we applied an external shock in Fig.

3b).

5.1.2 Initialization

The general semantic network is initialized with frequencies fg
i,0 = Ff (i), where Ff is a

monotonically decreasing distribution. In our study, Ff ∝ i−1, leading to fg
i,0 = i−1/C

where C =
∑N

i=1 i
−1. Edge weights wg

ij,0 are sampled from a log-normal distribution,

Fw ∝ e− ln2((x−a)/b)/(2s2), with parameters a, b, and s controlling the distribution

shape. Community networks are initialized by perturbing the general network’s fre-

quencies and weights. For each community k, fk
i,0 = fg

i,0 + N (0, σfp) · Ff (i) and

wk
ij,0 = wg

ij,0 + N (0, σwp), where σfp and σwp are standard deviations for frequency

and weight perturbations, respectively.

5.1.3 Event Generation

At each time step t, the general semantic network generates events Xt =

{x1,t, x2,t, . . . , xNx,t}, where Nx is the number of events per time step. Each event

xi,t = {vz1 , vz2 , · · · , vzNw
} is composed of Nw topics and each tier of topics sampled

with probabilities proportional to Fns(r
g
zq,t), the event sampling distribution, where

zq indicates q-th tier topic index in the event. In this study, we used Fns ∝ − ln(rgi,t).

Events are generated sequentially, ensuring no topic duplication within an event. Rejec-

tion sampling ensures unique topics per event. To introduce temporal correlation, at

each time step, the topic frequency distribution is interpolated between the previous

one and the newly sampled one with a memory parameter λe. In our simulation, we

used Nx = 1000 and Nw = 3.
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5.1.4 Filtering

A community applies a two-stage filter to generate events. The filter criteria depend

on a combination of general and community-specific semantic network attributes,

weighted by a filter strength parameter λf as f̄k
i,t = λff

k
i,t + (1 − λf )f

g
i,t (accord-

ingly, normalized ranking r̄ki,t as well) and w̄k
ij,t = λfw

k
ij,t + (1 − λf )w

g
ij,t. The first

stage filters events based on normalized frequencies, where events are sampled without

replacement proportional to
∏

q(r̄
k
zq,t)

αq , where αq denotes q-th tier filter exponent,

retaining a fraction R1 = 0.5 of events. The second stage filters events based on inter-

topic similarity
∏

q1,q2
w̄k

zq1zq2 ,t
, retaining the top R2 = 0.5 fraction. The final set of

filtered events is Xk
t ⊆ Xt, representing community news. Each community applies a

two-stage filter to generate events. The filter criteria depend on a combination of gen-

eral and community-specific semantic network attributes, weighted by a filter strength

parameter λf as f̄k
i,t = λff

k
i,t + (1 − λf )f

g
i,t (accordingly, normalized ranking r̄ki,t as

well) and w̄k
ij,t = λfw

k
ij,t + (1 − λf )w

g
ij,t. The first stage filters events based on nor-

malized frequencies, where events are sampled without replacement proportional to∏
q(r̄

k
zq,t)

αq , where αq denotes q-th tier filter exponent, retaining a fraction R1 = 0.5 of

events. The second stage filters based on inter-topic similarity
∏

q1,q2
w̄k

zq1zq2 ,t
, retain-

ing the top R2 = 0.5 fraction. The final set of filtered events is Xk
t ⊆ Xt, representing

community news.

5.1.5 Comment network generation

To capture community response to filtered news events, we construct the comment

semantic network, defined as Ak
t = (V,E, F̂ k

t , Ŵ
k
t ). This network shares vertices (V )

and edges (E) with other semantic networks, while incorporating frequencies (F̂ k
t ) and

weights (Ŵ k
t ). Note that the frequency of the comment network F̂ k

t corresponds to

the empirical comment frequency for each topic.
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For each news xk
i,t, the comment frequency is derived by first assigning several com-

ments cki,t based on a comment number distribution. Based on the current frequency of

the community semantic network, a set of comment multipliers mk
i,t,q ∼ Pm,q(x

k
i,t, c

k
i,t)

for each tier (which depends on the tier q, community topic ranking for each tier rkzq ,

and the comment number cki,t, see Extended Data Fig. 1 and Supplementary Note 2),

are sampled to adjust the frequency of ”on-topic” comments (applied for Nw topics).

Meanwhile, all of the other topic frequencies (N −Nw topics)are scaled by a normal-

ization constant Ck
i,t. This normalization ensures that the total number of comments

remains consistent. The final comment frequency is given by summing all comment

topic frequency for all news, f̂k
j,t =

∑
i f̂

k
j,t(x

k
i,t).

The weight captures co-occurrences of topic pairs within the news for a given period

(a month), weighted by the volume of comments under that news. For each pair of

topics (a, b), the weight ŵk
ab,t is non-zero only if both topics appear in the same news

item. The overall weight at time t is calculated as ŵk
ij,t =

∑
i c

k
i,tŵ

k
ij,t(x

k
i,t).

5.1.6 Community semantic network update

To update the community semantic network, we incorporate a feedback mechanism.

The topic frequency is updated using a memory strength parameter λm as f̂k
i,t+1 =

λmfk
i,t+(1−λm)

f̂k
i,t∑
j f̂k

j,t

. Frequencies are then quantized based on rank to preserve the

initial distribution structure while reflecting new responses. The weights are updated

using a Hebbian learning-inspired approach [66]: wk
ij,t+1 = η(wmax − |wk

ij,t|)
ŵk

ij,t

Dk
t

−

γwk
ij,t + ϵij , where η is the learning rate, γ the (adaptive) decay factor, wmax the

weight cap, and ϵij a Gaussian noise term. The normalization factor Dk
t accounts for

the number of comments and potential topic pairs.

This iterative process is repeated over T time steps, simulating the dynamic

evolution of response and community semantic networks.
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5.2 Empirical data

We collected articles and comments from five different online news communities via

the comment platform Disqus, which provides all of the news and its comments as

raw text. In this study, we considered articles that have more than or equal to 10

comments and filtered out those that do not satisfy the threshold. Aggregated data

for a certain period (e.g., 3 days, a week, and a month) represents (1) all of the news

posted during the period, and (2) comments made within a short period from the news

post date to best represent the collective belief at that period. The period for data

collection, the number of articles and comments (both before and after filtering), and

their political inclinations are summarized in Supplementary Tables 3-4. More details

on the preprocessing of empirical data are provided in Supplementary Note 3.

5.3 Topic modeling

To extract a community semantic network from the data, we constructed a topic

model using data from five online news communities. We used BERTopic [43], a topic

modeling framework that extracts latent topics from a set of documents, which is a

collection of comments in this study. We first fit the model with the sampled subset

of the comments and further classified all comments with the fitted model. For the

model fitting, a total of 2 million comments were sampled (400 thousand comments

per community). We employed SBERT[67] model (all-MiniLM-L6-v2), a pre-trained

transformer-based language model, to extract the embeddings of these sample com-

ments, and then the embeddings are clustered by first applying UMAP [68] for the

dimensionality reduction and then HDBSCAN [69] for the clustering to get the classifi-

cation of each comment. We performed a two-stage grid search on the hyperparameter

space of BERTopic to find the topic model that best represents the topic space while

keeping other settings as default. As a result, the final topic model used in this study
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has 228 distinct topics, such as vaccine, climate, and taxes. In addition, we also con-

structed separate, community-specific topic models to verify the empirical distribution

by cross-validation (see Supplementary Fig. 10 and Supplementary Note 6 for the

empirical data distribution from community-specific topic models). Details of the topic

model construction and hyperparameter grid search are described in Supplementary

Note 4.

The topics are characterized by the number of comments discussing that topic at

the given time point (fi) and the average of the embeddings of such comments (topic

representation, ei). The similarity between topics is calculated as a cosine similarity

of their topic representations. In the empirical data, we find that most of the topic

similarities (more than 99.8%) are greater than 0.

5.4 Testing influences on the collective minds

For testing the effect of influences on the collective minds, the community semantic net-

work has 250 topics and is updated for T = 100 (alignment and membership turnover)

or T = 500 (other influences) time steps, where in each time step, Nx = 1, 000 events

are generated (after the filtering, this equates to roughly a day’s worth of news). For

the influences with target tier (amplification, reframing, trolls, and counterspeech)

and target tier (reframing), influence toward the target topic (25) and target tier (2)

is applied from time step t = 100 to t = 300 and then removed to examine the model

response before and after the influence. We can easily expand this test scenario with

more extensive influences by setting multiple target topics and tiers.

5.5 Normalized topic rank

In Fig. 2, when we aggregate the values like relative frequency of topics in titles

(Fig. 2a) and comments (Fig. 2c) from the empirical data, we first sort topics by

their normalized (title or frequency) topic rank. At any given time period, we define
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normalized topic rank r ∈ (0, 1] as the ranking of the (title or comment) frequency of

a topic divided by the total number of topics (228 in this case). This normalization

maps the most frequent topic (rank 1) into 1/228, and the least frequent topic (rank

228) into 1. Because this ranking changes every month, the values in Fig. 2 for certain

r indicate the average value from topics with r in each month.

5.6 Comment topic profile visualization

In this study (particularly in Fig. 5 and Extended Data Fig. 2), we characterize the

state of the semantic network at a given time step t by comment topic profile ft as

follows,

ft =
1∑
j f̂j,t

[
f̂1,t, f̂2,t, · · · , f̂N,t

]
, (1)

where f̂i,t denotes the comment frequency of topic i at time t. Note that these

values are not sorted according to their respective frequency ranking in time, but

rather according to the order of the predefined index. In practice, we chose this topic

order based on the comment frequency ranking of the overall data. We then visualize

the trajectory of the comment topic profile by applying t-SNE[47], a dimensionality

reduction technique that projects high-dimensional data into a two-dimensional space

while preserving the local structure of the data, to the time series of ft. From its initial

228 (250 for the model output) dimension, we first reduced the dimension by taking

the projection to the first 50 principal component. Then we applied t-SNE to further

reduce the dimension to 2 for visualization.

5.7 Denoising of the model output

In Fig. 4 and 5, some of the time series from the model output are denoised for better

visibility and plotted with thick lines. The denoising is performed by applying 1-D

total variation denoising [70] to the raw time series data. Given the raw time series
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(x1, x2, . . . xN ), the denoising is performed by minimizing the functional y, J(y) =

E(x, y) + λV (y) for denoised time series (y1, y2, . . . yN ), where E(x, y) = 1
n

∑
n(xn −

yn)
2 denotes the sum of squared differences between the raw and denoised time series,

and Vy =
∑

n xn+1 − xn denotes the total variation of the raw time series. In this

study, we employed λ = 0.4 for all visualizations.
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Extended Data Figures
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Fig. E1:Response of community semantic network to the news. a, Illustrative
example of the topic frequency distribution of the comments posted under all news
characterized by certain topics (here, by the triplet (38, 19, 2)) and its log scale plot
(inset). Gray bars represent the expected frequencies of these topics when they are
not in the news. Data is taken from all-time aggregated data of The Hill. b, Concep-
tual diagram that shows the modeling of the community semantic network’s response
(comment frequency) to the news (v1, v2, v3) in the proposed model. Each of the on-
topic comments’ frequencies (fi) is multiplied by comment multiplier mi, while other
off-topic comments’ frequencies follow the previous comment frequency distribution
as a common background signal.
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Model

Data

Fig. E2: Trajectories of comment topic profile a, Empirical t-SNE plot of the
trajectories of the comment topic profile for online news communities. t-SNE algorithm
is employed to visualize the trajectory of the 228-dimensional comment topic profile
in the 2D space. Two notable jumps in trajectories that affected all communities
significantly are denoted as black (Jun/Jul 2016, Orlando mass shooting) and red
(Feb/Mar 2020, COVID-19) markers. b, Model-based t-SNE plot of the trajectories
of the comment frequency profile with diverse filter strength and memory strength,
all started from the same initial frequency (orange cross) and attracted by the same
general semantic network (orange star). In the model, t-SNE algorithm is applied to
the 250-dimensional model comment topic profile, which corresponds to the comment
topic profile of the empirical data. We can observe that the lower the filter strength
and the memory strength, the more the trajectory is affected by the general semantic
network and quickly converges to it.
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Fig. E3: Behavior of the comment topic profile from model simulations. a,
Kendall-tau rank distance (Kd) between relative topic frequencies of general semantic
network (Rg) and comment frequencies of community semantic network at timestep
t (R̂c

t) for various λm (0.9, 0.95, 0.99) and different initial state (SD 0.0, 1.0) with
fixed filter strength (λf = 0.2). The final distance at t = 500 is highlighted in b,
where data with the same λm are grouped. a, Kendall-tau rank distance (Kd) between
relative topic frequencies of general semantic network (Rg) and comment frequencies
of community semantic network at timestep t (R̂c

t) for various λf (0.2, 0.5, 0.8) and
different initial state (SD 0.0, 1.0) with fixed memory strength (λm = 0.9). The final
distance at t = 500 is highlighted in d, where data with the same λf are grouped. Data
is gathered from 1, 000 iterations and the error bar indicates ±1 standard deviation.
For a and c, error bars are plotted every 50 timestep. a shares the legend with b and
c shares the legend with d. e t-SNE plot of the trajectories of the comment frequency
profile for 100 model simulation each, where the initial community frequencies are
perturbed from general frequencies by log-normal noise with standard deviation (SD)
of 0.0 (red) and 1.0 (yellow). All trajectories started from the same initial frequency
(yellow cross) and attracted by the same general semantic network (yellow star), and
(λf , λm) = (0.2, 0.9).
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Supplementary Information

S1 Computational model

Here, we provide an analytic description of the computational model of the collec-

tive mind dynamics of the online news community proposed in the main manuscript.

We first initialized the general and community semantic network and iterated the

frequency and weight update T times to get the simulated result of the model. The fol-

lowing description is aimed at formulating a general framework of our computational

model, thus, all of the specific model settings, hyperparameters, and functional forms

of the distributions used in our main study are explicitly specified in the table S1 for

the reader’s convenience. Note that most of the model settings that we employed are

chosen to reflect the empirical findings from our data, and one can freely alter settings

of our framework according to one’s data at hand.

S1.1 Semantic network definition

At any given time t, the general semantic network from the current time t is

expressed as Gg
t = (V g, Eg, F g

t ,W
g
t ), where V g and Eg denotes the set of vertices

and edges, respectively. Here, we assume the topic vertices and edges between them

are persistent through time, and there are a total of |V g| = N vertices (topics) and

|Eg| = N(N−1)/2 edges since the network is complete without self-loops. Each vertex

vgi ∈ V g indicates a single topic and has a normalized frequency value fg
i,t ∈ F g

t

where F g
t is the set of all normalized frequency values at time t and

∑
i f

g
i,t = 1.

From this normalized frequency, we can define a normalized frequency ranking

rgi,t ∈ Rg
i,t where r

g
i,t = rank(fg

i,t)/N and rank(fg
i,t) denotes a ranking of fg

i,t among F g
t .

Note that by definition, ri lies in between 0 and 1. Each edge egij,t ∈ Eg
t indicates the

semantic closeness between two topics, and has a weight value wg
ij,t ∈ W g

t where 0 ≤
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wg
ij,t ≤ 1 and W g

t is the set of all weight values at time t. Also, we consider K different

community with respective community semantic network Gk
t = (V k, Ek, F k

t ,W
k
t )

at time t, which shares vertices and edges (V k = V g, Ek = Eg) but with (potentially)

different values for F k
t (Rk

t ) and W k
t . Hence, we drop the superscript for V (v) and

E(e) from here for simplicity.

S1.2 Semantic network initialization

Without loss of generality, we set the general semantic network’s initial ranking order

to follow the indices, i.e., topic 1 is the first most frequent, topic 2 is the second most

frequent, and so on (rgi,0 = i). We achieve this ranking by setting initial frequencies

fg
i,0 = Ff (i), where Ff is a monotonically decreasing initial frequency distribution.

In our study, we chose Ff ∝ r−1
i , which leads to fg

i,0 = rgi,0
−1

/C = i−1/C where C =∑N
1 i−1. Note that we preserve this initial distribution after the updating (See S1.6), so

the while the ranking of each topic changes with respect to the frequency at the given

time (fg
i,t = rgi,t

−1
/C), the frequency distribution remains the same. We also sample

the weights wg
ij,0 from the initial weight distribution Fw, finishing the initialization

of the general semantic network. We employed the log-normal distribution for the

initial weight distribution, Fw ∝ e− ln2( x−a
b )/2s2 , where a, b, and s are the parameters

that control the distribution’s shape.

We further initialize the community semantic network depending on the initial

settings. For each community, we first copy the frequencies and weights from the

general semantic network and perturb them by adding noise. In our study, we used

fk
i,0 = fg

i,0+N (0, σfp)×Ff (i) to ensure the noise scale matters for all frequency ranges,

where σfp denotes the standard deviation for the frequency perturbation. Similarly,

wk
ij,0 = wg

ij,0 + N (0, σwp), where σwp denotes the standard deviation for the weight

perturbation. We used σfp = 0 and σwp = 0 in most of the cases, which assumes

the community semantic network is identical to the general semantic network at the
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beginning (equilibrium state). For the simulation in a non-equilibrium state (e.g.,

Alignment (Fig. 4a) and Membership turnover (Fig. 5a) scenario), we used σfp = 1.0

and σwp = 0.05.

S1.3 Events generation

At each time step t, the general semantic network Gg
t generates a new set of events

Xt = {x1,t, x2,t, · · · , xNx,t} for the current timestep, where Nx denotes the number

of events per each time step. Each event is consists of Nw number of topics, xa,t =

{vi,t,1, vi,t,2, · · · , vi,t,Nw
} = {vz1 , vz2 , · · · , vzNw

}, where the zq denotes q-th tier topic

of the event. This definition implies that the q-th tier topic of the i-th event at time

t (vi,t,q) is a topic numbered as zq (vzq ). For this work, we choose Nw = 3, so the

event is described as a triplet of topics. For each event, we sample topics for each tier

q with a probability proportional to the vi,t,q ∼ Fns(r
g
zq,t), where the Fns denotes the

event sampling distribution. In our study, we chose Fns ∝ − ln(rgi,t), independent

of tier and a monotonically decreasing function of the ranking rgi,t. Also, we ensured

the vi,t,q are unique for each tier by sequentially sampling each tier while excluding

all the previous tier’s topics and renormalizing Fns accordingly.

If one needs to ensure the time correlation of the event topics, one can consider the

previous event topics as a prior for the current event topics. This can be achieved by

first sampling the new title topic frequency distribution from the given distribution

F̂ns(r
g
i,t) every time step, and creating a set of events by choosing topics from lin-

early interpolated distribution Fns(r
g
i,t) = (1− λe)F̂ns(r

g
i,t) + λeFns(r

g
i,t−1). To ensure

the uniqueness of the topic in the events, we employed rejection sampling, where we

repeated the sampling till there were no events with the duplicate topic in the events

set. In this study, we adopted this setting with the event memory strength λe = 0.5.
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S1.4 Filter definition

After the event generation, each event xj,t passes through a filter of each community

and is determined whether it will be filtered or not and posted as news, i.e., the filtered

event becomes news. We first specify the editors’ criteria for the filtering, which is

determined by their view on both general and community semantic networks, defined

as follows.

f̄k
i,t = λff

k
i,t + (1− λf )f

g
i,t (2)

w̄k
ij,t = λfw

k
ij,t + (1− λf )w

g
ij,t (3)

Here, both the view on normalized frequency rank r̄ki,t (which is derived from f̄k
i,t)

and weight w̄k
i,t are controlled by the filter strength 0 ≤ λf ≤ 1. The filter strength

λf serves as a role of linear interpolation parameter between general and community

semantic networks and determines whether the editors’ criteria are more inclined to

the outside world or their community.

With these, the filter of each community consists of a two-stage sampling process;

one considering the frequency of topics (f̄k
i,t), and another considering the similarity

between topics (w̄k
i,t). The filtering ratio 0 ≤ R1, R2 ≤ 1 determines how much of the

events will survive for the first and second filtering, respectively. First, we calculate

the product of exponentiated frequencies of topics as
∏

q(r̄
k
zq,t)

αq , where αq denotes q-

th tier filter exponent, and normalize them as a probability for each event. We then

sample R1 of the events (without replacement) according to this probability. With

this filtered events, we further calculate the product of similarities between topics as∏
q1,q2

w̄k
zq1zq2 ,t

for each event xi,t = {vz1 , vz2 , · · · , vzNw
}, and we keep only the top

R2 of the filtered event by sorting them based on this sum. Finally, we keep a total of

R1R2Nx = N̄x events that pass both filters, and the rest of the events are filtered out.

We denote filtered events as Xk
t = {xk

1,t, x
k
2′,t, · · · , xk

N̄x,t
} ⊆ Xt for each community
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k at time t. This process is equivalent to considering both the perceived importance

(frequency) and inter-topic similarity (weight) of the topics in the event, in order to

decide whether the editors accept it as news in their community or not.

In practice, if we want to calibrate the model with αq, we apply αq/R2 at the

filtering stage. This is because the exponent gets decreased due to the second stage of

the filtering, which is effectively random (since there is no correlation between weight

and frequency in the beginning). Intuitively, random sampling reduces the steepness

of the original distribution, which is equivalent to scaling down the exponent. Strictly

speaking, the assumption of the non-correlation between the weight and frequency

is not always true, as the correlation slowly builds up as the model evolves because

the inter-topic weight(similarity) increases as the co-occurrence between two topics

happens, and the topic with higher frequency generally has more chance to get this.

However, we found that this effect is negligible in practice, and the calibration with

αq/R2 is sufficient to capture the overall behavior of the model, especially in the early

stage.

S1.5 Comment semantic network generation

The filtered events (news) will elicit responses from the collective mind of the com-

munity as a form of comments. Based on empirical evidence, we make two model

assumptions. First, the frequency of comments that match the subject of the news,

which we’ll call on-topic comments, increases. Also, the appearance of the specific

topic pair in the news increases the weight between those topics. Combining these two,

we define the comment network for community k at time t as Ak
t = (V,E, F̂ k

t , Ŵ
k
t ),

which shares vertices and edges with other semantic networks, but with comment

frequency f̂k
i,t ∈ F̂ k

i,t and comment weight ŵk
ij,t ∈ Ŵ k

ij,t.

First, we need to construct the comment frequency, which is a direct sum of all

comment frequency distributions under the news. For given news xk
i,t = {vz1 , vz2 , · · ·
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, vzNw
} (where the q-th tier topic is zq), we first assign the relative number of comments

under this news by sampling from a comment number distribution, cki,t ∼ Pc(c, x
k
i,t) (In

our implementation, we used topic-independent sampler, hence Pc(c, x
k
i,t) = Pc(c)).

We then determine whether the comment multiplier would be zero or non-zero (for

each tier) by sampling a uniform random number from 0 to 1 and comparing it to

the tier-wise zero ratio, Zq(r), and setting it to zero if it is smaller than the ratio.

If the value is higher and comment multiplier is determined to be a non-zero value,

now we sample tier-wise comment multipliers from a (non-zero) tier-wise comment

multiplier distribution, mk
i,t,q ∼ Pm,q(m, rkzq , c

k
i,t). More precisely, the multiplier

distribution is a function of the tier q itself (denoted in the subscript), community

topic ranking for each tier rkzq , and the comment number cki,t. From these comment

multipliers, we get the comment frequency distribution under the news xk
i,t as follows.

f̂k
j,t(x

k
i,t) =


cki,tm

k
i,t,qf

k
j,t if vj = vzq

cki,tf
k
j,t/C

k
i,t if vj /∈ xk

i,t

(4)

Ck
i,t =

1−min(
∑

q m
k
i,t,qf

k
q,t, 1)

1−
∑

q f
k
q,t

(5)

Here, Ck
i,t is the normalization constant for off-topic comments to keep the assigned

comment number, and the subscripts i and j denote the i-th news and j-th topic,

respectively. Basically, this means that we would like to multiply the frequency of the

q-th tier on-topic comments by mq, and the rest of the assigned comments simply

follow the previous community frequency distribution. Note that this implementation

sometimes results in the sum of the frequency of the comments being more than the

assigned number of comments. We find that this exception happens rarely in practice

(less than 2%), hence it does not affect the overall comment number distribution. The
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overall comment frequency at time t then becomes the sum of all comments frequency

distribution under the news, f̂k
j,t =

∑
i f̂

k
j,t(x

k
i,t).

Referencing the observation from the empirical data (See Fig. S1 and Supplemen-

tary Note 2), we implemented the comment multiplier distribution by splitting the

distribution into two parts: one with zero multiplier and one without. For the zero

case, we assign the zero multiplier ratio Zq(r) = Cz,qr for each tier q, which is a linear

function of normalized comment frequency ranking r and denotes the probability that

the multiplier of interest is zero. We perform the zero-check by using a Bernoulli trial

with p = Zq(r). If it passes this zero check, we sample the multiplier from the non-zero

distribution Pnz
m,q, which is a function of the tier q itself, the community topic ranking

for each tier rkzq , and the comment number cki,t.

Now, we need to construct the comment weight. For each news xk
i,t =

{vz1 , vz2 , · · · , vzNw
}, we first define a set of co-occurring pairs between news topics S

and assign comment weights as follows,

Sk
i,t = { (a, b) | va ∈ xk

i,t ∧ vb ∈ xk
i,t }, (6)

ŵk
ab,t(x

k
i,t) =


cki,t if (a, b) ∈ Sk

i,t

0 if (a, b) /∈ Sk
i,t,

(7)

where cki,t is the assigned comment number for the news xk
i,t. This setting implies

that the co-occurring topic pairs in the news with many comments will have a high

impact on the increase of inter-topic similarity. Similar to the comment frequency, the

overall comment weight at time t becomes the sum of all comment weight under the

news, ŵk
ij,t =

∑
i ŵ

k
ij,t(x

k
i,t). Note that both comment frequency and weight are not

properly normalized at this point, and we will normalize them at the update step.
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S1.6 Community semantic network update

From the comment semantic network, we finally update the community semantic net-

work to complete the feedback loop. For the frequency, we adopt a memory strength

0 ≤ λ ≤ 1 to keep the previous frequency distribution and update the frequency as

follows. First, we construct a proxy frequency distribution for this time step as

f̂k
i,t+1 = λfk

i,t + (1− λ)f̂k
i,t/

∑
j

f̂k
j,t. (8)

With this proxy frequency, we update the frequency by first computing the rank

according to the proxy frequency and assigning the frequency of that rank, fk
i,t+1 =

Ff (rank(f̂
k
i,t+1)/N). This effectively quantizes the possible frequency and ensures the

initial frequency distribution Ff is preserved after the update. Note that this only

enforces the distribution of the frequency (unobservable in real data), not the comment

frequency (observable in real data), which is a result of an additional sampling process.

For the weight, we employed a Hebbian learning scheme[66] for the update. For

each pair of topics vi and vj in the community semantic network, we update the weight

as follows.

wk
ij,t+1 = η(wmax − |wk

ij,t|)ŵk
ab,t/D

k
t − γwk

ij,t + ϵij (9)

Here, η is a learning rate, wmax is a maximum cap for a weight value, γ is a decaying

rate, and ϵij is a Gaussian noise with N (0, σ2
wn). Again, the weight is normalized

by Dk
t = Nw(Nw−1)

2

∑
i c

k
i,t before the update, which considers the number of total

comments and the possible number of topic pairs based on the event Nw. Also, to

ensure stability, we used an adaptive decaying rate γ(wk
ij,t, ŵ

k
ij,t) as

γ(wk
ij,t, ŵ

k
ij,t) = η

∑
i,j(wmax − |wk

ij,t|)ŵk
ab,t/D

k
t + ϵij∑

ij w
k
ij,t

, (10)

which normalizes the decaying rate by the relative scale of the Hebbian learning term.
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Table S1: Computational model implementation. The normalization constants are omitted for simplicity. Items
with ∗ indicate that the parameters are selectively used depending on the specific scenario. H̄(n) denotes nH(n),
where H(n) =

∑
i(1/n).

Process Components Functional form Constants

Network
initialization

Initial frequency dist. (Ff ) Ff (i) ∝ r−αc
i αc = 1.0

Initial weight dist. (Fw) Fw(w) ∝ e− ln2(w−a
b

)/2s2 a = −0.65, b = 1.0, s = 0.12
Frequency perturbation s.d. (σfp) Const. σfp = 0.0, 1.0∗

Weight perturbation s.d. (σwp) Const. σwp = 0.0, 0.05∗

Events
generation

Event sampling dist. (Fns) Fns(r
g
i,t) ∝ − ln(rgi,t) -

Event memory strength (λe) Const. λe = 0.5

Filter
definition

Filtering ratio (R1, R2) Const. R1 = 0.5, R2 = 0.5
Filter exponent (αq) Const. α1 = 0.4, α2 = 0.2, α3 = 0.1

Response
generation

Comment number dist. (Pc) Pc(c, xk
i,t) ∝ e− ln2( c−a

b
)/2s2 a = 5.7× 10−6, b = 1.0× 10−4, s = 1.5

Zero multiplier ratio (Zq) Zq(r) = Cz,qr Cz,1 = 0.7, Cz,2 = 0.9, Cz,3 = 0.9

Non-zero
distribution

(Pm,q) Pm,q(m, rkzq , c
k
i,t) ∝ e

−λq(r
k
zq

)m
, a = CcomH̄(rkzq )/c

k
i,t, b = H̄(rkzq ),

m ∈ [a, b] Ccom = 1.0× 10−6

Non-zero exponent (λq) λq(rkzq ) = aqe
−b(rkzq

)
a1 = 0.005, a2 = 0.01, a3 = 0.02, b = 0.8

Network
update

Learning rate (η) Const. η = 10.0
Maximum weight (wmax) Const. wmax = 0.8
Weight noise s.d. (σwn) Const. σwn = 0.001

With these updated frequencies and weights of each community semantic network,

the full iteration is ended, and we repeat this process T times to get the simulated

result of the model.

We mainly calibrated and chose the functional form of our model from the coun-

terpart in the empirical data, except for some notable cases. For the semantic network,

since it’s not directly observable, we used the distribution from the comment net-

work in the empirical data (See Supplementary Note 7 for discussion). Filtering ratios

(0.5, 0.5) are arbitrarily but feasibly chosen, and can be easily modified if one has prior

knowledge of the filtering behavior of the community (for instance, the survival rate of

the initial draft). For the learning rate and weight noise s.d., we chose the parameters

to ensure the stability of the model.
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S2 Analysis on empirical findings and verification of

model assumptions

Here, we provide more analysis on statistical features in our data that were used to

initialize our model, and empirical evidence to support some of the implicit model

assumptions in the proposed computational model.

S2.1 Title frequency distribution modeling

We observed that the title topic frequency follows an interesting distribution, a prod-

uct of negative log and power-law distribution with tier-specific exponent (Fig. 2 in

the main manuscript). Considering that this title topic distribution corresponds to the

title topic distribution of the filtered events in our computational model, the distribu-

tion should come from the combined effect of both event generation and the filtering

process. The event generation and the filtering process are independent in our model,

so the most natural assumption is that each process is responsible for one of the two

distributions (although a more complex division is not impossible).

While either combination is mathematically plausible, and both are monotonically

decreasing functions with a heavy tail, we chose the negative log distribution for the

event generation process and the power-law distribution for the filtering process in

this study for the following reasons. We find that the exponents of the power-law

distribution for each tier are empirically different for each community (Fig. 2), while

the log distribution is universal across communities. This suggests that the filtering

process, which is a community-specific process, is more likely to be responsible for the

power-law distribution, while the negative log part is more likely to be accountable

for the negative log part. Also, note that the choice of filtering process as a power-law

implicitly assumes that this process heavily emphasizes the high-frequency topics and

is responsible for the extremely high frequency of popular topics (see Fig. 2b, where
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a b c

d e f

Fig. S1: Empirical data distribution for computational model calibration.
a, Histograms of the relative number of comments for each community and their fit-
tings. Individual fittings are drawn in dotted lines, and thick dashed lines indicate
the distribution used to calibrate the computational model. b, Zero comment multi-
plier ratio (Zq) for community and tier, with the linear approximation used for the
model calibration. Note that we used the same linear function for Z2 and Z3. c, com-
ment multiplier histogram for different topic ranks (2, 20, 200) and their fittings. d,
comment multiplier histogram for different tiers (1, 2, 3) and their fittings. e, Scatter
plot between the comment multiplier of topic 20, tier 1 and their relative number of
comments. Two theoretical boundaries are drawn in dashed lines, where H(n) is a
harmonic series to n and Ccom is the inverse of the mean total number of comments
(in the time interval of 1 month). f, Fitting exponent λ for the exponential fitting
of comment multiplier distribution with respect to their normalized topic rank (and
their fittings). The data in c-f is aggregated from the all-time data of The Hill.

the differences in exponents are only meaningful for the popular topics), which is a

reasonable assumption considering the nature of the filtering process.
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Table S2: Additional fitting parameters for the empirical data (Global TM)

Name
# of comment

a(×10−5) b(×10−4) s

Mother Jones 26.6973 29.9659 1.7790
Atlantic 12.3054 14.4338 2.0085
The Hill 0.5928 1.0383 2.1505
Breitbart 0.6471 1.0575 2.2161
Gateway Pundit -1.8909 8.8054 0.7850

S2.2 Number of comment distribution

Each article in the online news communities has a different number of comments, and

the distribution of the number of comments can be an important factor in understand-

ing the dynamics of the collective mind, especially considering that our computational

model explicitly samples the number of comments to simulate the comment distri-

bution (by multiplying the sampled number of comments to the normalized topic

distribution). In this work, we introduce the concept of the relative number of com-

ments, which is the number of comments divided by the total number of comments in

the given period (in this case, we chose 1 month). With this, we can construct the dis-

tribution of the number of comments without dealing with the volumetric change of

the comment through time. We show the distribution of the relative number of com-

ments for each community (Extended Data Fig. 2a), which nicely fits the log-normal

distribution. The fitting parameters for the empirical data are summarized in Table

S2, and we used a = 5.7× 10−6, b = 1.0× 10−4, and s = 1.5 for the model simulation.

S2.3 Comment multiplier distribution

In our computational model, we use the concept of comment multiplier to describe

the behavior of the comment topic distribution under certain news articles. From the

time series of comment topic distribution, we can calculate the comment multiplier

for each topic, which is defined as the ratio of the comment topic frequency under the
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news article to the expected (previous) comment topic frequency. For stability, we use

12-month average topic distribution as the expected frequency.

First, we find that a considerable amount of comment multiplier is zero, which

indicates that no comment corresponds to the title topic, and the frequency of zero

increases as the topic rank gets larger (i.e., less frequent topics). We show the zero

multiplier ratio (Zq(r)) for each community and tier in the Extended Data Fig. 2b. We

used the linear approximation for the model calibration for simplification, although a

more complex fitting function can be used. In our model, we used Z1 = 0.7r, Z2 = 0.9r

and Z3 = 0.9r where the r is the normalized comment topic rank.

For the non-zero multipliers, we show that it follows the exponential distribution,

with different decay rates λ for different topic ranks and tiers (Extended Data Fig.

2b, c). We further show that the comment multiplier in the specific article has both

the theoretical upper and lower bound (Extended Data Fig. 2e). Let mn,q be the

comment multiplier for topic n with tier q. Due to the power-law distribution of

the comment topic frequency, the expected frequency for topic n is proportional to

n−αc . In case of αc = 1, the normalization constant becomes the harmonic series

H(n) =
∑n

x=1
1
x = ln(n) + γ + 1

2n
−1 − 1

12n
−2 + O(n−3) where γ = 0.5772... is the

Euler–Mascheroni constant. Considering that the expected frequency of topic n is

(1/n)/H(n), the (expected) maximum multiplier for topic n is the reciprocal of this,

Bmax = nH(n) (note that this is the case where all of the comment under that article

is topic n). Conversely, since the number of comments is a natural number, the

minimum multiplier happens when there is exactly 1 comment with topic n (since 0

comments would yield the zero multiplier, which we handled separately). So, if we know

the number of comments c under the article in interest, we can simply calculate the

minimum multiplier as Bmin(c) =
1
c/

1
nH(n) = 1

cnH(n). Here, we have two problems:

(1) the number of comments c is different for each article, and (2) we would like to

express this with the relative number of comments, x. The first issue can be handled
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by relaxing the boundary to expected minimum boundary, using the expected number

of comments E(c) by averaging over all news (at a given time interval, 1 month in this

case). E(Bmin(c)) =
1

E(c)nH(n).

Now, we can resolve the second issue by first expressing x with c as

xi =
ci∑
i ci

, (11)

where xi and ci is the i-th article’s relative and raw number of comments. The

expected number of comments is E(c) =
∑

i ci/N̄x where the N̄x is the number of news

articles (notation is aligned with the computational model, see Supplementary Note 7).

Hence, to express this with expected relative number of comments E(x) =
∑

i xi/N̄x,

E(c) =
∑
i

ci/N̄x =
∑
i

xi

∑
j cj

N̄x
=

∑
j

cjE(x). (12)

Hence, with Ccom as the inverse of the total number of comments per month

(Ccom = 1/
∑

j cj), we can express the expected minimum multiplier as

E(Bmin) =
1

E(c)
nH(n) =

1∑
j cjE(x)

nH(n) =
Ccom

E(x)
nH(n), (13)

These two lines greatly match with the empirical maximum and minimum values

in the Extended Data Fig. 2e, and we used Ccom = 1.0×10−6 for the model calibration

(which matches with the scale of a bigger community like The Hill and Breitbart, since

it assumes the number of comments per month as 1.0× 106).

All of these findings are reflected in the choice of the comment multiplier sampling

distribution in the computational model (See Supplementary Table 8).
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a b

Fig. S2: Verification of the model assumptions. a, Relative comment topic fre-
quency distributions for off-topic comments from online news communities and their
best fitting lines. The fitted exponents αc are 1.03 for Motherjones, 0.95 for Atlantic,
1.15 for Thehill, 1.10 for Breitbart, and 1.14 for Gatewaypundit. b, Difference in topic
similarity as a function of the time absent from the news title in online news commu-
nities and their best linear fitting lines. For each point, all data from instances of topic
pairs that were missing for the same months in the same community were averaged, to
highlight the dependence between the time absent and the similarity difference. The
slope for individual linear fitting lines are −5.35×10−5 for Motherjones, −4.23×10−3

for Atlantic, −3.01 × 10−4 for Thehill, 6.43 × 10−3 for Breitbart, and −9.86 × 10−3

for Gatewaypundit. Black dashed line indicates the aggregated fitting line for all 5
communities, where its slope is −2.27× 10−3. The legend from panel a is shared with
panel b.

S2.4 Off-topic frequency distribution follows previous

community frequency distribution

We modeled the response of the community to the news by assuming that the off-

topic frequency distribution is the same as the previous community semantic network’s

frequency distribution, which follows a power-law distribution with the exponent of

−1 (Extended Data Fig. 1). In Fig. S2a, we show the relative comment topic frequency

distribution for off-topic comments from the online news communities by removing all

of the on-topic comments under the news in the data aggregation stage. Considering

its fitted power-law exponents αc (see captions), we can confirm that this off-topic
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distribution is also roughly a power-law distribution with the exponent of −1, which

supports our model assumption. Note that a more detailed investigation by comparing

the off-topic frequency distribution at time t with the previous community frequency

distribution at time t− 1 is also possible.

S2.5 Similarity decays without cooccurrence

In our model, we adopted the updated scheme similar to the Hebbian learning for the

topic similarity dynamics. This is based on two assumptions: one is that the similar-

ity between two topics increases with the co-occurrence in the news, and the other is

that the similarity decays without the co-occurrence. We verified the latter assump-

tion by calculating the difference in topic similarity as a function of the time absent

from the news title in the online news communities (Fig. S2b). Atlantic, Thehill, and

Gatewaypundit show a relatively strong decaying trend. At the same time, Mother-

jones was relatively weak and Breitbart showed a positive trend (but it was only fitted

from merely 6 datapoints since no topic pair once existed and did not appear for more

than 6 months, which greatly reduces the fidelity of Breitbart case for this analysis).

Overall, (considering the fact that the overall aggregated fitting line shows a strong

negative slope), we can confirm that the similarity decays without the co-occurrence,

which supports our model assumption.

S2.6 Inter-topic similarity is enhanced by the cooccurrence in

the news

We also verified the former assumption (inter-topic similarity increases with the co-

occurrence) by comparing the similarity between on-topic and off-topic comments for

the same topic pairs. We calculated the average cosine similarity between off-topic and

on-topic comment embeddings for the same topic pairs and compared the similarity

distribution for each community (Fig. S3). The rationale behind this comparison is
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that the on-topic comments under the news with certain topic pairs are more likely

to be similar to each other since there is a much higher chance that the comment is

talking about both topics or the relation of those on-topic at the same time, compared

to the null-case off-topic comments.

Note that this averaged pair-wise similarity is not directly comparable to the sim-

ilarity between the topic pairs used in the model, since the similarity in the model is

calculated by first constructing the topic representation by averaging all of the embed-

dings first, and the cosine similarity is calculated from the averaged embeddings. The

reason we used average pair-wise cosine similarity here is because of the systematic

difference in the number of on-topic and off-topic comments, where on-topic comments

for each topic pair is much smaller (sometimes three orders of magnitude) than the off-

topic comments, hence the variance in on-topic cosine similarity gets too high. Still,

this averaged pair-wise similarity can be used as a proxy to investigate the relative

magnitude of similarities for this analysis.

In Fig. S3, we observe that the similarity between on-topic comments (blue) is

generally higher than the off-topic comments (orange) for 3 online news communities,

which indicates that the similarity between two topics is enhanced by the co-occurrence

in the news. This supports our model assumption that the similarity between two

topics increases with the co-occurrence in the news.

S3 Empirical data preparation

Here, we provide a detailed description of the empirical data from online news

communities used in the main manuscript.

We collected data from five online news communities, namely, Mother Jones (MJ),

Atlantic (AT), The Hill (TH), Breitbart (BB), and Gateway Pundit (GP). The col-

lected data consists of news articles (hereafter ’news’) and comments on the respective

websites within varying periods. We crawled the data using the Disqus API, which
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functioned as a common platform for commenting on various websites during the

period. The data includes mainly the news title text and comment text along with

the timestamp, but other metadata were also collected, such as the number of likes

on comments and user ID (which are not used in this study).

We first preprocessed the whole data by applying several cleansing steps to the

data. For the news title, we removed all the news that contains HTML addresses

(since these are typically not genuine news, but rather corrupted data or a duplicate

of another news), and removed all news from further analysis that has equal to or

fewer than θn = 10 comments. For the comments, we removed all the HTML tags

and consecutive spaces for further processing. The summary of the collected empirical

data is provided in Table S3, and the time series of the number of news and comments

before and after the filtering is shown in Fig. S4.

In this study, we used aggregated data for all analyses where data were pooled

and added together over a given period. For the aggregated data, as mentioned in the

main manuscript, we merged the news posted during 1-month intervals, and only the

comments made within 7-days from the news post date were valid to be aggregated.

During the process, we also removed news that is classified (in its top-3 classification)

as an outlier (topic ”−1”) or contains less than θn non-outlier comments, to focus on a

more meaningful (non-outlier) distribution. The rationale behind this removal is that

articles that only have outlier comments (and less than θn non-outlier comments) have

a high chance of only containing simple expressions and not significantly contribut-

ing to the landscape of the collective mind. Note that we did not remove all outlier

comments at this stage, although most of the analysis in this study (unless specified)

was done with non-outlier comments distribution. Finally, after both of the filterings

(removing overdue comments and outliers) we further removed all news that had less

than θn comments. The summary of the filtered data is provided in Table S4.
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Table S3: Online news communities data summary after data cleansing.

Name Inclination Data period (months)
# of news (k) # of comments (k)

Before After (%) Before After (%)

Mother Jones Far-left 12/06 ∼ 19/09 (87) 35.968 31.510 (87.61) 4783.86 4763.04 (99.56)
Atlantic Left 12/06 ∼ 18/05 (71) 46.262 32.144 (69.48) 6736.16 6675.60 (99.10)
The Hill Center 12/06 ∼ 22/03 (117) 380.62 313.67 (82.41) 176263.19 175989.96 (99.84)
Breitbart Right 12/06 ∼ 23/04 (130) 591.04 400.03 (67.68) 205816.32 205280.91 (99.74)

Gateway Pundit Far-right 15/01 ∼ 23/04 (99) 85.20 83.77 (98.32) 31279.42 31271.54 (99.97)

Table S4: Online news communities data summary after overdue / outlier filtering.

Name
# of news (k) # of comments (k)

Before After (%) Before After (%) Non-outlier (%)

Mother Jones 31.510 23.92 (75.91) 4763.04 3707.93 (77.85) 2027.33 (42.56)
Atlantic 32.144 25.10 (78.10) 6675.60 6223.72 (93.23) 3030.48 (45.40)
The Hill 313.67 284.86 (90.81) 175989.96 172172.40 (97.83) 88812.39 (50.46)
Breitbart 400.03 360.94 (90.23) 205280.91 199875.94 (97.37) 103869.43 (50.60)

Gateway Pundit 83.77 79.49 (94.89) 31271.54 30439.70 (97.34) 15306.64 (48.95)

S4 Topic modeling with BERTopic

In this work, we employed BERTopic[43] for the construction of topic models (TMs).

With the given model settings (See the method section in the main manuscript), The

construction consists of two steps: (1) the fitting phase, where we fit the model with

sampled comments from the full data, and (2) the transforming phase, where the rest

of the comments are classified based on the fitted model. We performed the following

procedures to construct the global TM, which used data from all 5 communities com-

bined, and also for the local TM, which used data from each community separately.

Note that we mainly used the result from global TM (which is referred to as plain

”topic model” in the main manuscript) for the analysis, and the local TM was used

for the validation of the overall results.
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S4.1 Local topic model

For the fitting phase, we sample 2 million comments from each of the five communities

using a variant of stratified sampling to better preserve the overall trend of comments

without ignoring the influence of smaller news articles. Precisely, given the histogram

of comment numbers, we choose the sampling threshold k′ that matches the following

condition,

k∗ = argmax
k∗

{
k∗ |

k∗∑
k=1

k ·X(k) + k∗ ·
kmax∑
k=k∗

X(k) < S

}
(14)

where X(k) is a histogram of the number of news articles depending on the number

of comments k, kmax is the maximum number of comments, and S is a sampling size

(2 million). Simply, given a threshold k∗, we collect all of the comments from the news

articles that have less than k∗ comments and randomly sample k∗ comments from the

news articles that have more than k∗ comments, so every news article has at most k∗

sampled comments. The k∗ values for each community are 80 for Mother Jones, 87

for Atlantic, 4 for The Hill, 6 for Breitbart, and 23 for Gateway Pundit. We repeated

the sampling process to construct a 5 different set of sampled comments (by changing

random seeds from 1 to 5) for later purposes.

With the sampled comments and their BERT embeddings, we ran the grid search

on the hyperparameter space to find the optimal hyperparameters for the BERTopic

model. The hyperparameters we tuned are the number of neighbors (neighbors, n) in

UMAP, the minimum cluster size for HDBSCAN (cluster size, c), and the random

seed for the fitting dataset (seed, s). We performed a two-stage grid search for each

TM, where we first searched the coarse-grained hyperparameter space to find a local

peak and then searched the fine-grained hyperparameter space around the optimal

hyperparameters found in the first stage. Coarse-grained hyperparameter space is

defined as follows: neighbors ∈ {30, 60, 90} and cluster size ∈ {200, 300, 400}. If the

optimal hyperparameters found in the first stage are called n1 (neighbors) and c1,
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respectively, the hyperparameter stage of the second stage is given by neighbors ∈

{n1 − 10, n1, n1 + 10} and cluster size ∈ {c1 − 25, c1, c1 + 25}. For both stages, the

random seed is chosen from {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}.

For the coarse-grained search, we chose the pair of hyperparameters (n1, c1) based

on the ”outlier/0 ratio”, which is defined as a frequency ratio between the sum of

topic −1 (outlier) and topic 0 (which we found to be quite typical and not very well

separated in most of the cases) and rest of the comments. The smaller this ratio is,

the better the model is, as it better represents the other topics other than outliers and

topic 0. For each pair of hyperparameters, we averaged this value for the 5 seeds and

chose the best pair of hyperparameters that minimize the mean outlier/0 ratio. Table

S5 shows the coarse-grained search results for each community.

For the fine-grained search, we aim to find the local peak around the (n1, c1) as

well as the best-performing seed. First, We chose top 5 triplets of hyperparameters

(n2, c2, s) that minimize the outlier/0 ratio as intial candidates. We chose the final

triplet among the candidates according to the following criteria: (1) First, we sorted

them according to the DBCV [71] metric (2) Next, we chose 4 significant topics (Guns,

Abortion, Vaccine, and Climate) and manually checked whether these topics are well-

separated in the final candidate. If the model didn’t separate these topics distinctly,

we discarded them from the candidates. (3) Finally, from the remaining candidates,

the hyperparameter triplet with the lowest DBCV metric was chosen to be the rep-

resentative model for the community. The final hyperparameters for each community

are summarized in Table S6.

S4.2 Global topic model

For the global TM, we gathered locally sampled comments from 5 communities (which

share the random seed) and further sampled 0.4 million comments each by using the

same random seed, constructing 5 sets of 2 million sampled comments (as same as the
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Table S5: Outlier/0 ratio of TM hyperparameter grid search (coarse-grained), bold-faced values indi-
cate the lowest ratio for each community.

Name
c = 200 c = 300 c = 400

s = 30 s = 60 s = 90 s = 30 s = 60 s = 90 s = 30 s = 60 s = 90

Global 0.7199 0.8976 0.8172 0.6373 0.7971 0.8875 0.8581 0.8888 0.7105
Mother Jones 0.8214 0.9905 0.9881 0.8073 0.8299 0.8807 0.8474 0.8341 0.7123

Atlantic 0.8876 0.8381 0.7757 0.8879 0.8056 0.8993 0.8887 0.9508 0.8836
The Hill 0.6954 0.6915 0.8501 0.6597 0.6758 0.6116 0.6883 0.7051 0.7588
Breitbart 0.5291 0.6151 0.5929 0.6153 0.6308 0.7253 0.7199 0.6720 0.6707

Gateway Pundit 0.8314 0.7894 0.8257 0.7850 0.8255 0.8313 0.6875 0.8221 0.7885

Table S6: Outlier/0 ratio of TM hyperparameter grid search (coarse-grained). The DBCV
rank is calculated among the top 5 candidates. Cases, where the DBCV rank is not 1st, indicate
that the higher rank models were discarded due to the topic separation check.

Name coarse-grained result (n1, c1) fine-grained result (n2, c2, s) DBCV (rank)

Global (300, 30) (325, 20, 1) 0.2901 (1st)
Mother Jones (400, 90) (425, 90, 5) 0.3918 (1st)

Atlantic (200, 90) (200, 80, 4) 0.1958 (2nd)
The Hill (300, 90) (300, 80, 2) 0.2695 (1st)
Breitbart (200, 30) (225, 20, 3) 0.2496 (1st)

Gateway Pundit (400, 30) (400, 30, 4) 0.2305 (3rd)

local case). The rest of the procedures are the same as the local TM construction, and

both the coarse-grained and fine-grained search results are summarized in Tables S1

and S2.

S5 Survey results for the topic model quality

assessment

To validate the quality of (both global and local) topic models constructed by

BERTopic, we conducted a survey using the social experiment platform, Prolific

[72]. The survey consists of the following 6 tasks with a total of 1, 028 participants,
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which are representative of the U.S. public. Note that the descriptions for a topic are

given by a set of top-4 representative keywords, chosen by the topic model.

1. T1: Word intrusion: test whether a model-generated topic has human-identifiable

semantic coherence. Subjects must identify a spurious word from 5 words, 4 from

the topic description (from the topic model), and 1 randomly selected from another

topic description. (81 tasks per subject, 10 ∼ 15 seconds per task)

2. T2: Topic assignment (comment): test whether a comment from news communities

can be correctly assigned to the model-generated topic. Given the comment, sub-

jects must identify a correct topic for the comment from 4 topic descriptions, where

3 of them are randomly chosen. (40 tasks per subject, 20 ∼ 30 seconds per task)

3. T3: Topic assignment (title): test whether a news article title can be correctly

assigned to the model-generated topic. Given the news title, subjects must provide

a score (from 0: ‘not at all related’ to 5: ‘very related’) to each of 4 presented topic

description, where 3 of them are tier 1, 2, and 3 topics of the given news title and

the other is a randomly chosen topic. (60 tasks per subject, 15 ∼ 20 seconds per

task)

4. T4: Topic similarity (description): test whether a cosine similarity between a pair of

topic embeddings (averaged BERT embeddings) correctly aligns with the human-

evaluated semantic similarity. Subjects must provide a score (from 0: ‘not at all

similar’ to 5: ‘very similar’) to a given pair of topic descriptions. In this task, the

topic descriptions are given by top-10 representative keywords instead of 4. (60

tasks per subject, 20 seconds per task)

5. T5: Topic similarity (comment): test whether a cosine similarity between a pair of

comment (BERT) embeddings correctly aligns with the human-evaluated semantic

similarity. Subjects must provide a score (from 0: ‘not at all similar’ to 5: ‘very

similar’) to a given pair of comments. (50 tasks per subject, 20 ∼ 30 seconds per

task)
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Table S7: Fitting parameters for the empirical data in Fig. 2 (Global TM)

Name
Title Comment Similarity

α1 α2 α3 αc a b s

Mother Jones 0.2269 0.1754 0.1024 1.0026 0.1315 -0.6535 0.9846
Atlantic 0.1399 0.0597 -0.0114 0.9665 0.1322 -0.6595 0.9733
The Hill 0.2363 0.1863 0.1706 1.0893 0.0989 -0.8295 1.1807
Breitbart 0.1849 0.1061 0.0519 1.0203 0.1164 -0.6515 0.9942

Gateway Pundit 0.3785 0.2847 0.2578 1.0359 0.0948 -0.8778 1.2302

We aimed to get 6 participants per survey item, but the number of subjects for

each task and each topic (survey items) consists of a Gaussian distribution (centers at

6) due to the random assignment of the platform. The survey results are summarized

in the Fig. S5, S6, S7, S8, and S9.

S6 Fitting parameters for the empirical data

S6.1 Global topic model

Here, we provide a detailed description of the fitting parameters for the empirical

data from online news communities used in the main manuscript (Fig. 2), where

the global topic model is used. In Fig. 2b, the relative title topic frequency of the

news (”Title”) is fitted to a y ∝ ln(x)x−αq , where q indicates the tier (1, 2, 3). In

Fig. 2c, the relative comment topic frequency (”Comment”) is fitted to a power-law

distribution, y ∝ x−αc . In Fig. 2d and 2e, both the probability density of the topic

similarity histogram (”Similarity”) and the relative number of comments histogram

(”# of comment”) is fitted to a log-normal distribution, y ∝ e− ln2( x−a
b )/2s2 . All of the

parameters for each community are summarized in Table S7.

S6.2 Local topic model

In the main manuscript, we have shown that the statistical distribution of the empirical

data, which is an outcome of the classification of the global topic model, matches our
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Table S8: Fitting parameters for the empirical data in Extended Data Fig. S10 (Local
TM)

Name
Title Comment Similarity

α1 α2 α3 αc s a b

Mother Jones 0.2670 0.2373 0.1603 1.4487 0.1365 -0.6650 0.9586
Atlantic 0.0951 -0.0239 -0.0946 0.9831 0.1798 -0.5377 0.8108
The Hill 0.1908 0.1471 0.0765 0.9076 0.1307 -0.5675 0.9146
Breitbart 0.1838 0.1491 0.2533 0.8983 0.1177 -0.6546 0.9869

Gateway Pundit 0.2321 0.2854 0.2533 0.9870 0.1178 -0.6501 0.9985

model results. For further verification and to demonstrate the robustness of the data

distribution, we also present empirical data, which is classified by the respective local

topic model and their fittings in Fig. S10. The fitting parameters for local models are

summarized in Table S7.

S7 Discussion on the correspondence between

empirical semantic network and comment

network

In our study, we calibrated the initial frequency (and similarity) distribution of both

general and community semantic networks from the empirical data. However, there

are some noteworthy points to rigorously address the validity of this approach.

The point here is that the semantic network is not directly observable from the

empirical data; rather, it’s a structural concept that we employed to explain the under-

lying dynamics of the collective mind and to construct the computational model. The

only thing we can directly observe are comments, which correspond to the comment

network in our model. Hence, we need to justify that the semantic network also follows

the same distribution as the empirical comment distribution.

In the case of the community semantic network, the reason is quite straightforward;

if we update our community semantic network to a comment network with memory
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strength λm ̸= 1, the distribution of the community semantic network will eventually

converge to the comment network. This can be easily shown by considering the update

rule of the community semantic network. For example, if we consider the frequency

update rule, the community semantic network’s frequency at time t+ 1 is given by

fk
i,t+1 = λmfk

i,t + (1− λm) ˆ̄fk
i,t, (15)

where the term ˆ̄fk
i,t = f̂k

i,t/
∑

j f̂
k
j,t denotes relative comment frequency distribution.

If we assume the frequency distribution of the semantic network is stationary, i.e.,

fk
i,t+1 = fk

i,t, the equation becomes

fk
i,t = λmfk

i,t + (1− λm) ˆ̄fk
i,t, (16)

and therefore fk
i,t =

ˆ̄fk
i,t, which means the community semantic network’s frequency

distribution will converge to the comment frequency distribution in the long run as a

steady state. The same logic applies to the weight update rule as well. More rigorous

proof can be done by showing the distance between probability distributions (either

L1 norm or KL divergence) decreases as the iteration goes to infinity, and is related

to concepts like mixing in the Markov process.

For the general semantic network, if we assume the general semantic network

is an averaged version of all existing community semantic networks (since it repre-

sents the general popularity and semantic structure of the entire population), the

general semantic network’s distribution will also converge to the comment network’s

distribution.
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S8 Analysis on basic behavior of computational

models

In the main manuscript (especially Fig. 4b-c, Fig. 5b-c, and Extended Data Fig. 3),

we showed that the comment topic profile is getting closer to or moving away from

the topic profile of the general semantic network, depending on its initial state. In

this section, we describe these behaviors in more detail and discuss the underlying

mechanism. Hereafter, we consider the computational model with λm ̸= 1, since the

transition of comment topic profile is impossible with an unchanging community (λm =

1).

The general semantic network is the main source of events, hence greatly affecting

the topic distribution of the filtered events (news) as well. More precisely, in our model,

the q−th tier news topic frequency is roughly proportional to − ln(rgi )(r
g
i )

αq/2 (factor

of 1/2 comes from the near-randomness of similarity-based second filter), and this pro-

portionality becomes exact in the extreme case of λf = 0. Naturally, the high frequency

of the news topic will lead to the high frequency of the comment frequency (ampli-

fied by the sampled comment multiplier), which will affect the community semantic

network’s frequency via memory strength. While it is nearly infeasible to analytically

solve the full model, with a similar argument as above (Supplementary Note 8), we can

expect that this effect will lead the community semantic network’s frequency closer to

the general frequency distribution (and especially the rank of them) in the long run.

A similar argument can be made for the weight as well, since the weight is updated by

the co-occurrence of the topics in the news, which is directly affected by the general

semantic network’s similarity pattern.

But there is another factor that prevents the community semantic network from

fully converging to the general semantic network: the randomness in the comment

generation process. Since the comment generation process is stochastic, the comment

topic profile will not be exactly the same as the general semantic network’s topic
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profile, even if the community semantic network is fully converged to the general

semantic network. This randomness then affects the community semantic network and

repels it from the general semantic network till the two forces are balanced. This effect

is well shown in the Extended Data Fig. 3, where the distance between two semantic

networks converges to the same non-zero value regardless of its starting position (SD

0.0 or 1.0).

Interestingly, we find that this equilibrium distance is inversely proportional to

both filter strength (λf ) and memory strength (λm). It is straightforward to see that

the distance is inversely proportional to the memory strength since high memory

strength suppresses the randomness in the comment generation process and affects

the community semantic network. The inverse proportionality to the filter strength is

somewhat counterintuitive at first glance since the low filter strength should lead the

community semantic network to be closer to the general semantic network. On closer

inspection, we find that the distance of the high filter strength case (0.8) from SD

0.0 in fact decreases over time after the initial soaring (around t = 50), suggesting

that the source of inverse proportionality comes from something that is changing

during the iteration. Given that the only thing that changes during the iteration is the

community semantic network, we can infer that the community semantic network that

is already attracted and become similar to the general one reinforces its effect, with

the aid of high filter strength. This paradoxical trend is well-aligned with the findings

described in the effect of influence (in the main manuscript), where the community

with high filter and high memory strength is more prone to internalize and keep the

influence from the influences. Further analyzing the asymptotic behavior of the coarse-

grained, simplified (and thus analytical tractable) version of this framework would be

a promising direction for theoretical future work.
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S9 Hypersensitive filter (λf > 1)

In the main manuscript, we set our model’s filter strength (λf ) between 0 and 1. How-

ever, our formulation enables us to expand this into the case where the filter strength

λf is greater than 1, which we call a hypersensitive filter. The hypersensitive filter is

not only more inclined to the community semantic network but also actively avoids

the general semantic network by negatively assessing their frequency and weights dur-

ing the filtering process. Since it extrapolates from the original linear interpolation

range, the criteria frequency and weight (which represents the worldview of the filter)

in both equations 6 and 7 can be negative. Although negative frequency and weight

are not meaningful in our model, it doesn’t matter since they only appear in the inter-

mediate step of the filtering process. Precisely, we only use the rank of those values,

which is perfectly valid even if any of the values are negative.

We first investigate the behavior of the model with a hypersensitive filter by vary-

ing the filter strength λf from 0.2 to 3.0 and fixing the memory strength λm = 0.9

(Supplementary Fig. S10a). We found that the model with a relatively weak hyper-

sensitive filter shows a similar trend as the model with λf < 1; the distance between

the general and community semantic network decreases over time. But, as the filter

strength increases (typically λf > 1.5), the distance between two semantic networks

increases over time, suggesting that a strong hypersensitive filter can repel the com-

munity semantic network from the general semantic network. This is well shown in

the t-SNE plot of the comment frequency profile (Supplementary Fig. S10b), where

the model with λf = 3.0 shows a clear separation from the general semantic network

while the model with λf = 0.2 is attracted. This separation resembles the behavior

of a community with an extreme echo chamber effect, which strongly rejects the con-

ventional norm and reinforces the community-specific view that is drastically different
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from the rest of society. With these demonstrations, we show that our model is capa-

ble of capturing those radical behaviors of the community by simply tuning the filter

parameter.
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Fig. S3: Comparison between on-topic and off-topic comment similarity
for the same topic pairs. For each panel, the orange and blue histograms indicate
the distribution of average cosine similarity between off-topic and on-topic comment
embeddings for the same topic pairs, aggregated from the entire data of the respec-
tive community. The Inset histogram shows the ratio between on-topic and off-topic
average cosine similarity for the same topic pairs, where the dashed line indicates the
ratio of 1 and the annotated number indicates the ratio of this ratio is greater than
1. Each panel is titled with the community name and the tier of the title topic that is
used to determine on-topic comments.

71



Fig. S4: Time series of the number of news and comments for 5 online news
community. Before (orange) and after (blue) the filtering with θn = 10 is plotted.
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Fig. S5: Results from the topic model survey, word intrusion task (T1). The
average indicates the mean accuracy of all topics’ results, while Over indicates the
percentage of topics that have an accuracy over 20% (chance level).
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Fig. S6: Results from topic model survey, topic assignment (comment) task
(T2). Topics from both the local topic model and the global topic model from the
same site are displayed next to each other. The average indicates the mean accuracy of
all topics’ results, while Over indicates the percentage of topics that have an accuracy
over 25% (chance level).
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Fig. S7:Results from topic model survey, topic assignment (title) task (T3).
Red, yellow, green, and black lines indicate the averaged scores for the (correct) tier
1, 2, and 3 topics, and a random topic, respectively. Topics from both the local topic
model and the global topic model from the same site are displayed next to each other.
Average scores for each category are shown on the right side of the plot.

75



Fig. S8: Results from topic model survey, topic similarity (description) task
(T4). Pearson correlation r is shown in each plot, and the linear fit is shown as a
dashed line. 76



Fig. S9: Results from topic model survey, topic similarity (comment) task
(T5). Pearson correlation r is shown in each plot, and the linear fit is shown as a
dashed line.
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Fig. S10: Quantitative comparison of the real data (local TM) and the
model output. a, Relative article title topic frequency of tier 1 (left), tier 2 (middle)
and tier 3 (right) from each online news communities. b, Relative comment topic
frequency distribution from online news communities. c, Topic similarity histogram
from online news communities. Individual fittings are drawn in dotted lines, and thick
dashed lines indicate the distribution used to calibrate the computational model. All
of the topic frequency distributions (a, b) are sorted by their normalized topic rank.
A legend in a(left) shows the color scheme used to represent the data from each online
community, which is applied consistently across panels b and c. All of the fitting
parameters for real data (αq, αc, ac, bc, sc) are listed in Supplementary Table S8.
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a b

Fig. S11: Behavior of model with hypersensitive filter (λf > 1). a, Kendall-
tau rank distance (Kd) between relative topic frequencies of general semantic network
(Rg) and comment frequencies of community semantic network at time step t (R̂c

t)
with various λf ranging from 0.2 fo 3.0, where the initial community frequencies are
perturbed from general frequencies by log-normal noise with standard deviation of
0.2. Data is gathered from 1, 000 iterations, and the errorbar indicates ±1 standard
deviation and is plotted every 10 time step. b, The t-SNE plot of 100 trajectories of the
comment frequency profile for the model simulation with λf = 0.2 (red) and λf = 3.0
(blue), all started from the same initial frequency (orange cross) and attracted by the
same general semantic network (orange star). λm = 0.9 was used for all simulations.

a b cReframing, Comment (direct) Counterspeech, News (indirect) Trolls, Comment (direct)

Fig. S12: Auxiliary plots from the influence result. a, Ratios between baseline
and influenced case of target topic frequency in the comment (reframing). b, Ratios
between baseline and influenced case of target topic frequency in tier 1 news topic
(counterspeech). c, Ratios between baseline and influenced case of target topic fre-
quency in the comment but with earlier removal of trolls with t = 150 (trolls). All of
the other details are the same as the corresponding plots in Fig.4 and 5 in the main
manuscript.
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Fig. S13: Relative comment topic frequency distribution after the counter-
speech. The red, yellow, and green line indicates the relative frequency of the target
topic in the comment topic profile before the trolls, after the trolls, and after the coun-
terspeech (with trolls), respectively. str = 1.5 and str = 3.0 is used. The green line
(with both troll and counterspeech existing) does not match with the original red line
(before the trolls), instead, it overrepresents the high-rank topics (r > 100, except for
the top few) while underrepresenting the low-rank (r < 100) topics.
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