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ABSTRACT

Social media manipulation poses a significant threat to cognitive autonomy and unbiased opinion formation. Prior literature

explored the relationship between online activity and emotional state, cognitive resources, sunlight and weather. However,

a limited understanding exists regarding the role of time of day in content spread and the impact of user activity patterns

on susceptibility to mis- and disinformation. This work uncovers a strong correlation between user activity patterns and

the tendency to spread manipulated content. Through quantitative analysis of Twitter data, we examine how user activity

throughout the day aligns with chronotypical archetypes. Evening types exhibit a significantly higher inclination towards

spreading potentially manipulated content, which is generally more likely between 2:30 AM and 4:15 AM. This knowledge

can become crucial for developing targeted interventions and strategies that mitigate misinformation spread by addressing

vulnerable periods and user groups more susceptible to manipulation.

Introduction

Collective intelligence and democracy rest on the shoulders of public free access to unbiased and diverse information [1, 2].

Social media blurs the borders between news creation, consumption, and distribution [3], as well as between personal commu-

nication, announcements from individuals, fiction, and advertisement. Along with the optimization criteria employed in rec-

ommendation algorithms [4, 5] and network structures, this contributes to the creation and spread of mis- and disinformation

online [3], to political manipulation [6, 7, 8, 9, 10], a collapse of content diversity [11, 12, 13] and political polarisation [14].

This leaves the responsibility to distinguish between the content types and discern truth from deception to the user. How-

ever, our ability to scrutinise new information for its reliability depends on the individual’s internal state. Cognitive re-

sources and one’s thinking style [15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 27, 30, 31], as well as emotional

state [32, 33, 34, 35, 19], have been explored extensively in this regard with diverging results. Other influential factors include

cognitive biases and prior beliefs [36, 3, 37, 38, 27, 39, 40].

These factors are not constant but exhibit regular cyclical behaviours with periods ranging from hours to seasons [41,

42, 43, 44, 45] and depend on external factors such as light exposure [46, 47, 48], atmospheric conditions [49, 50], social

interactions [48], or the device used to access social media [51, 52, 53, 54]. Beyond these zeitgebers, there are inter-individual

differences, particularly affecting circadian process timings. A process is referred to as circadian if it recurs naturally on

a twenty-four-hour cycle, and as diurnal if there is a recurrence which may or may not be endogenous. These differences

include diverging phase preferences known as chronotypes [55] (so-called “early birds” or “night owls”). In the absence

of disruptions to one’s natural rhythms, chronotypes perform better at optimal times with “evening types” achieving better

results in the evening, and “morning types” in the morning [56]. Depending on environmental or social constraints, sleep

and activity timings may be out of phase with one’s internal circadian time, leading to deterioration in cognitive performance

such as attention, memory, or decision-making capacity [56] as well as reflective thinking [57]. Finally, sleep loss itself has

long-reaching effects such as reductions in altruistic behaviour [58].

In an additional layer of complexity, social media are dynamic: They follow human circadian or diurnal rhythms, [59, 60]

or the weekday-weekend rhythms [61, 41]. The timing of a Twitter post is an essential factor in its spread and popularity [45].

Clocktime and sunrise/sunset hours have distinct impact on tweeting activity [41].

Despite all efforts to mitigate mis- and disinformation [62, 63, 64, 65], they continue to be a substantial problem, even

rising in importance with geopolitical (e.g. [66]) and epidemiological developments (e.g. [22]). Especially the global COVID-
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Figure 1. Factors influencing the spread of mis- and disinformation. Our study examines the impact of daylight, time of day,

human diurnal activity, affiliation to chronotype, and the COVID-19 pandemic.
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19 pandemic has invited a new wave of conspiracy theories [22], with up to a third of the population believing COVID-19 to

have been bio-engineered [22]. As an event with drastic and synchronous impact across a major part of the population, the

pandemic may have contributed fundamentally to polarisation [67].

We contribute to this literature by investigating mis- and disinformation about social media — well summarised, for

example, by Tucker et al. (2018) [68] — with an analysis of the interaction effects between temporal rhythms of disinformation

and social media usage in the context of COVID-19. Specifically, we aim to answer the research question of how the spread of

mis- and disinformation on Twitter varies throughout the day. Additionally, we explore whether there are individual differences

in users’ propensity to spread mis- and disinformation on Twitter based on their typical diurnal activity patterns, both during

the day and as a general inclination. Figure 1 visualises these connections.

Results

We analysed a secondary Twitter dataset [69] relating to the COVID-19 pandemic. Only tweets containing a link to a different

website were included in the dataset. Those tweets were classified into eight categories, also called content types, according

to an expert rating of the reliability of the link’s domain. We further grouped the categories into those potentially designed

to be disinformative, and those that are unlikely to be so. The categories alongside their user activity statistics are detailed in

Supplementary Table S1. See the for further details.

Four prototypical activity patterns

Our analysis focuses on the individual usage patterns on Twitter and their daily fluctuations. To that end, we first compute the

average posting activity of each user per day, including Tweets, Retweets, and Replies. We then use hierarchical clustering

to cluster the average posting activity curves. The analysis reveals the presence of three distinct clusters with unique patterns

of posting activity. Users with low post rates (< 240 posts across the time span under analysis) are separated into a fourth

cluster. While this paper focuses on Tweets originating from Italy, we conducted the same analysis for Tweets originating

from Germany and found these prototypical activity patterns to hold across the two countries (Supplementary Note A).

Figure 2a illustrates the activity patterns of the four clusters throughout the day. It indicates the smoothed posting activity

for each cluster along with the two largest respective peaks, given in detail in Supplementary Table S2. We refer to the clusters

as morning, evening, and intermediate type posters, named after their respective peak activity times, as well as infrequent type

posters. Generally, user activity follows a bimodal distribution (Supplementary Table S3 shows the Dip-test results rejecting

single-modality). The orange curve represents morning types, with the curve reaching its maximum in the morning at 9:15

AM at twice the average value. In contrast, evening types, displayed in red, exhibit their highest activity at around 10:15 PM.

Intermediate types, represented by the green curve, display two nearly identical peaks in size, with the highest peak occurring

at noon. The infrequent type group, represented by the blue curve, showed consistent activity levels throughout the day. This

cluster groups users who have contributed only a few posts to the dataset, irrespective of activity distribution throughout the

day. As a result, the cluster likely includes users from various chronotypes. Their activity patterns may average out over the

course of the day, resulting in a relatively flat curve.

We extrapolate from the users’ diurnal activity patterns on Twitter to sleeping and waking cycles, which can vary signif-

icantly between clusters. We consider the 16 continuous hours of highest aggregated activity to be a user’s average waking
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Figure 2. Smoothed diurnal activity and ratio of potentially disinformative content posted per cluster. For each cluster, the

two highest peaks of activity and ratio are stressed and annotated with time of occurrence. The shaded area in panel (b)

stresses the closeness of peak activity after waking times across the clusters.
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Table 1. One-sided Mann-Whitney U test indicating whether the distribution of ratios of potentially disinformative content

throughout the day (see Figure 2a) underlying one cluster (rows) is smaller than that of another cluster (columns).

morning intermediate evening

U p-value U p-value U p-value

infrequent 1,705 2.4e-14 3,447 1.3e-03 82 3.3e-32

morning - - 8,489 1.0e+00 0 2.6e-33

intermediate - - - - 46 1.1e-32

time. Consequently, we consider activity outside of this interval to represent prolonged wakefulness, where the user is active

despite it being a time of habitual rest. A formal definition is given in Equation 9. Onset and end values of increased activity

for each cluster are listed in Supplementary Table S3 (“heightened activity”).

Figure 2b aligns the clusters’ activity by waking time. From this perspective, the diurnal activity curves for each cluster

show remarkable similarities. The peaks for all clusters fall within a distinct time window (shaded in grey in the figure). The

first peak of activity occurs within 3:15 and 5:15 hours after waking within a window of 2 hours. The second peaks of activity

occur within 10 to 10:45 hours after waking in a strikingly short window of only 45 minutes. The sizes of the respective peaks

in activity seem to be as much of a differentiating characteristic for each chronotype as the time of occurrence of peak activity.

The activity valleys across clusters are similarly close, occurring around 3 hours before waking (Supplementary Table S2).

Evening types spread most potentially disinformative content, infrequent posters the least.

The clusters show distinct features beyond their typical activity patterns. In particular, we find a significant association between

content type and cluster affiliation (χ2 = 15,330.98, p-value< .001).

Figure 2c shows the fluctuation of the ratio of potentially disinformative content throughout the day. Notably, ratios

for evening types, ranging between .23 and .32, are consistently elevated as compared to the other clusters (see Table 1 for

statistical significance and Supplementary Table S1 for the distinct variation in ratios of content types spread by cluster).

Infrequent posters exhibit the lowest ratios of potentially disinformative content. This can again be explained by the

definition of this cluster as grouping users for whom there are few posts in the dataset, as total posting activity is positively

correlated with the dissemination of potentially disinformative content.

There is a positive correlation between the amount of posts per user in the dataset and the ratio of potentially disinformative

content across all users (ρ = .199, p-value< .001) as well as within each cluster (Table 2a).

Potentially disinformative content spreads at night

While the total number of posts per user is positively correlated with an increased ratio of potentially disinformative content,

heightened activity within a day is negatively correlated with spreading potentially disinformative content at that time (ρ =
−.308, p-value= 0.002, Table 2b). This correlation is significant for all clusters except for evening types.

One’s tendency to spread potentially disinformative content shows temporal patterns beyond correlations with activity

across the day. We find particularly strong and regular distinctions between daytime and nighttime activity levels with respect

to the spreading of potentially disinformative content and the congruent content types (Table 3). We analyse three different

time periods: daytime and nighttime as defined by the clock, by the presence of daylight, as well as by a user’s regular and

prolonged wakefulness times.

Figure 3 visually represents the comparisons between day and night periods for each cluster. The dotted vertical lines

mark times of day as defined by the clock as well as regular waking times. The shaded areas represent the average sunrise

and sunset times at the locations of the users in our dataset within Italy (which is helpfully vertical, with sunset and sunrise

times differing by less than an hour at most in between any point on the map.) In our statistical analysis, we compare the time

periods “within” these border with those “outside” them.

We find a statistically significant increase in the proportion of potentially disinformative content shared between 6:45

pm and 6:30 AM for all clusters (U >= 539,718, p-value< .001). Similarly, more potentially disinformative content is

spread outside daylight hours for all clusters (U >= 544,018, p-value< .001). The increase during prolonged wakefulness is

statistically significant for all clusters except evening types (U >= 348,336, p-value< .032 for the other clusters).

Potentially disinformative content adheres to clock time
Time of day proves a stronger predictor than a user’s activity throughout the day when looking at the continuum of potentially

disinformative content spread throughout the day. For all clusters, ratios of potentially disinformative content are highest

in the early mornings in between 2:30 AM and 4:15 AM (Figure 2c). When aligned by waking time (Figure 2d) the peak
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Table 2. Correlation tables in between diurnal and total posting activity and potentially disinformative content activity.

(a) Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient and corresponding p-value comparing a user’s total number of posts with ratios of potentially

disinformative content.

Potentially disinformative

Spearman’s ρ p-value

infrequent 0.162 1.2e-02

morning 0.185 1.8e-10

intermediate 0.068 2.2e-02

evening 0.182 3.2e-10

total 0.199 2.7e-22

(b) Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient and corresponding p-value comparing a user’s (a) raw aggregated activity level (“coarse”) and

(b) the smoothed set of diurnal user activity {A(t,c)}(t,c)∈TxC (“smooth”) at different time points in a day with the ratios of politically biased

information, fake or hoax news, and conspiracy or junk science as well as all potentially disinformative content, negatively weighted by the

author’s total number of posts. In row “smooth”, the smoothed set of potentially disinformative content {R(t,c)}(t,c)∈TxC was used to

compute the correlation coefficient.

Political Fake or hoax Conspiracy & junk science Potentially disinformative

Spearman’s ρ p-value Spearman’s ρ p-value Spearman’s ρ p-value Spearman’s ρ p-value

co
ar

se

infrequent -0.208 4.2e-02 -0.529 2.9e-08 0.263 9.6e-03 -0.307 2.3e-03

morning -0.622 1.3e-11 -0.514 8.3e-08 0.419 2.1e-05 -0.507 1.4e-07

intermediate -0.626 9.1e-12 -0.016 8.8e-01 0.182 7.7e-02 -0.332 9.4e-04

evening -0.097 3.5e-01 0.034 7.4e-01 0.157 1.3e-01 0.045 6.6e-01

total -0.209 4.1e-02 -0.529 3.0e-08 0.263 9.6e-03 -0.308 2.3e-03

sm
o
o
th

infrequent -0.188 6.7e-02 -0.550 6.3e-09 0.274 7.0e-03 -0.496 2.8e-07

morning -0.599 1.1e-10 -0.542 1.2e-08 0.409 3.5e-05 -0.781 6.5e-21

intermediate -0.604 7.1e-11 -0.037 7.2e-01 0.199 5.1e-02 -0.598 1.2e-10

evening -0.030 7.7e-01 0.058 5.7e-01 0.089 3.9e-01 -0.086 4.1e-01

total -0.189 6.6e-02 -0.549 6.8e-09 0.274 6.8e-03 -0.495 2.9e-07
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Table 3. Mann-Whitney U test comparing the distributions of content type ratios1 during different time periods: daytime

and nighttime, times between and outside of sunrise and sunset, as well as regular and prolonged wakefulness times.

p-values that were found to be statistically significant at the α = .05 level are highlighted in bold.

6:30 am–6:45 pm2,3 sunrise–sunset2,4 waking–bedtime2,5

lower6

U p-value U p-value U p-value

Potentially disinformative

infrequent 647,659 1.2e-05 654,543 5.1e-05 553,578 5.4e-03 day

morning 651,039 1.4e-04 646,905 6.8e-05 556,762 3.2e-02 day

intermediate 539,718 2.1e-06 544,018 1.2e-05 348,336 9.6e-07 day

evening 634,352 3.2e-07 624,042 1.7e-08 592,675 8.3e-01 day

Political

infrequent 575,508 3.2e-09 587,627 1.2e-07 514,388 5.5e-02 day

morning 485,640 2.5e-13 505,402 2.3e-10 371,236 3.3e-16 day

intermediate 365,540 3.1e-13 376,100 2.3e-10 136,102 9.3e-28 day

evening 516,744 3.4e-17 527,524 1.4e-14 501,261 4.3e-01 day

Fake or hoax

infrequent 562,988 4.5e-01 571,088 2.5e-01 395,852 5.0e-03 day

morning 472,360 2.3e-04 487,556 1.2e-02 333,468 1.1e-05 day

intermediate 341,718 7.5e-06 351,354 3.9e-04 85,136 6.8e-27 day

evening 543,092 2.7e-04 540,036 4.6e-05 475,132 1.1e-01 day

Conspiracy & junk science

infrequent 535,523 7.4e-01 518,803 3.2e-01 397,920 1.1e-04 night

morning 619,142 1.6e-02 600,400 3.3e-01 514253 1.0e-08 night

intermediate 428,288 8.3e-03 408,088 1.6e-04 149,368 1.8e-08 day

evening 671,979 2.6e-02 640,144 5.7e-01 493,674 4.3e-01 night

1 defined in Equation 12
2 We account for a safety margin of s = 1 hour before and after each border value.
3 compares the distribution of ratios r(t,c, f ) for t ∈ [7:30 am− 5:45 pm) (“day”) with those for t ∈ [7:45 pm− 6:30 am)

(“night”), considering the safety margin. The border values are sunrise and sunset times averages over the months, rounded

to the closest quarter hour.
4 compares the distribution of ratios sunrise and sunset (“day”) with those between sunset and sunrise (“night”). The sunset

and sunrise times are calculated geometrically using the average latitude and longitude for the users in our dataset for the

first day of each month using Python’s suntime library https://github.com/SatAgro/suntime. For users who

only listed “Italy” as their location, the coordinates are approximated around the geographical centre of the peninsula.
5 compares the distributions of ratios within [i(g(c,n),s), i(g(c,n),n− s)) (“day”) with those of the interval [i(g(c,n),n+

s), i(g(c,n),−s)) (“night”) for n = 16. i(t,n) and g(c,n) are defined in Equations 7 and 9, respectively.
6 For each row, returns the distribution for which the corresponding p-value of a one-tailed Mann-Whitney U test was lower

for all significant (p < α) comparisons.
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Figure 3. The ratio of potentially disinformative content over time of day on the x-axis, and year and month on the y-axis.

The darker a square, the higher the ratio of potentially disinformative content. The hatched curves indicate the average

sunrise and sunset times within a given month. The dotted lines represent the active times per cluster, and the times of day as

defined by the clock. Missing values are presented in grey.
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Table 4. Ratio of potentially disinformative content during and outside of the lockdown period.

evening infrequent intermediate morning

potentially disinformative posts per day

and user

no lockdown 0.003 0.068 0.077 0.064

lockdown 0.007 0.128 0.121 0.105

change 0.004 0.060 0.044 0.041

posts per day and user

no lockdown 0.000 0.017 0.013 0.021

lockdown 0.001 0.024 0.014 0.031

change 0.000 0.008 0.001 0.010

ratio of potentially disinformative

content

no lockdown 0.149 0.194 0.157 0.276

lockdown 0.128 0.156 0.113 0.244

change -0.021 -0.037 -0.044 -0.032

of potentially disinformative content spreading falls across a wider time span, between 16:45 and 20:30 hours after waking

(Supplementary Table S2). Similarly, the distance of curves of potentially disinformative content ratios robustly increased

across several metrics as compared to an alignment by time of day (Supplementary Table S4a). Therefore, the tendency to

spread potentially disinformative content seems to follow its own diurnal rhythm beyond the user’s habitual use of Twitter.

Chronotypes prefer different content types

We have so far analysed the binary categories of content that is potentially disinformative, and content that is unlikely to be

so. There are, however, also interesting observations within the individual content types.

The coloured areas of Figure 4 represent the activity of all user clusters and individual content types around a 24-hour

clock. Morning and evening types show a particular tendency towards conspiracy theories and junk science, especially as

compared to infrequent types, who show the strongest inclination towards scientific content of all clusters. Only intermediate

types spread even more conspiracy and junk science than politically biased content (Supplementary Table S1). However,

mainstream media reassuringly make up the vast majority of content spread by all clusters.

The red lines in Figure 4 represent the cumulative ratios of potentially disinformative content types. For all clusters, the

ratio of fake or hoax content increases noticeably during the nighttime when ratios of conspiracy and junk science are lowered.

The two content types show opposite tendencies over the course of the day. The positive correlation of conspiracy theories

and junk science with activity throughout the day is, however, only significant for infrequent (ρ = .263, p-value= .009) and

morning type users (ρ = .419, p-value> .001, Supplementary Table 2b).

Figure 4 also shows the times where one’s tendency to spread potentially disinformative content is in the top quartile (Q3

in a 4-quantile) by red shading in the graph’s background. The inner grey arcs represent the time of prolonged wakefulness for

each cluster (see also Supplementary Table S3). Infrequent posters experience the onset of increased spreading of potentially

disinformative content around their bedtime at 1:00 AM and only shortly before evening type individuals. Evening types,

however, only enter prolonged wakefulness at 3:30 AM. For morning and intermediate types, the times of increased tendency

to spread potentially disinformative content is spread over different parts of the day, one within and one outside of prolonged

wakefulness.

The impact of the lockdown
As our dataset collects content related to the COVID-19 pandemic, we must consider the impact of non-pharmaceutical

interventions, such as home office or curfews, on daily rhythms as well as potential changes in the macroscopic informational

landscape of Twitter [70]. We specifically consider the time period of Italy’s first lockdown from March 9th to May 18th, 2020.

During this time, as opposed to the entire span covered by the dataset, the ratio of potentially disinformative content is lowered

for all clusters by at least 2%. However, all clusters tweeted more content featuring the COVID-19-related keywords in the

dataset’s search query during the lockdown period. Potentially disinformative content was represented over-proportionally

within this rise (Table 4, lockdown and number of posts of potentially disinformative content are from different populations,

χ2 = 1344.17, p-value< .001). The reduction of potentially disinformative content ratios during lockdown can therefore be

attributed to an increase in other content types, likely including a surge of informational coverage driven by mainstream and

state media [69].

Discussion

Propaganda campaigns and targeted manipulation continue to endanger our cognitive autonomy and unhampered opinion

formation [6]. With Large Language Models tapping into an unrivalled potential to scale the generation and deployment of
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Figure 4. Figure displaying, for each cluster the cumulative number of posts with known reliability classification

throughout the day (coloured areas), the cumulative ratios of potentially disinformative content types (red lines), the user’s 8

least active hours (prolonged wakefulness, grey inner arc), and the times with the highest quantile of potentially

disinformative posts (red outer arcs). The axis scales are shared between panels.
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mis- and disinformation, the factors impacting our susceptibility and reaction thereto are at risk of and may well already be

subject to exploitation. A deeper scientific understanding of user response to potentially disinformative content can, however,

also aid in the prevention of an unwitting contribution to such campaigns.

Specifically, we extrapolate two main takeaways from our study: First, user activity on social media throughout the day

can be mapped to chronotypical archetypes on the morningness-eveningness continuum. We find these activity patterns to be

a predictor of one’s propensity to spread potentially disinformative content and the constituent content types. Evening types

have the significantly highest inclination towards potentially disinformative content, infrequent posters the lowest. Secondly,

the spread of potentially disinformative content is linked to time of day more so than to activity patterns by user type, reaching

a peak between 2:30 AM and 4:15 AM.

These lessons have implications for (a) our understanding of user responses to potentially disinformative information in

relation to user activity and time of day, and (b) the design of interventions to prevent the spread of mis- and disinformation

on social media.

Generally, our findings are in line with previous literature detailing the link between cyclical behavioural patterns and

Twitter use [59, 60, 61, 41] as well as with findings associating sunlight with cognitive function (and by extension critical

thinking) [46] and with activity on Twitter [47, 45]. There is, however, a remarkable distinction between the diurnal activity

curves and the curves of ratio of potentially disinformative content spread by the clusters. The former exhibit a significant

similarity in peak activity times (and in the time of activity trough) when aligned by waking time. The latter, in contrast,

shows a higher closeness of peak ratios under clock time rather than considering time after waking, occurring between 2:30

AM and 4:15 AM. This suggests that the likelihood of spreading potentially disinformative content is more than a function of

increasing tiredness, though indeed, prolonged wakefulness is known to impact cognitive performance [71]. The time interval

in question — the hour between 3 AM and 4 AM is fittingly known in common parlance as the witching hour [72] — coincides

with the approximate peak in melatonin (3 AM [73]) and lymphocyte levels (4 AM [74]), as well as the troughs of epinephrine

and norepinephrine (3:30 and 2:30 AM, respectively [75]). There may, therefore, exist a direct physiological link between the

time of day and susceptibility to mis- and disinformation.

Our research may inform the timing of interventions against mis- and disinformation, and concentrate efforts on limited

time frames. Continuously deploying interventions may be more costly for the implementer and may overload the user’s

attentional capacity and patience. Shorter exposition may be more resource-effective and less intrusive. Impactful times may

include the peak activity times of those users most susceptible to potentially disinformative content (such as around 10 pm to

target individuals with an evening preference) or times when users are most likely to spread potentially disinformative content

(such as around 3 AM). The potential of our findings to inform the design of protective measures is all the more relevant in

light of the rising trend in cyber operations and information warfare [6, 76].

More specifically, in the context of COVID-19, the non-pharmaceutical interventions imposed by many countries, such as

lockdowns, curfews and home office, have disrupted many peoples’ daily rhythms, plausibly giving rise to interaction effects

between circadian mismatch and the course of the pandemic [77]. We do not find an increased spread of the ratio of potentially

disinformative content shared during lockdown. However, the outcome of continued measures such as home-office or curfews

may well have aided the related spread of conspiracy theories [38, 22]. Future policy interventions should therefore consider

their possible impact on human circadian activity to limit the risk of concomitant increases in mis- and disinformation [69].

While a social media study allows the analysis of social dynamics at an unprecedented scale, it also comes with a set

of limitations. In particular, using a dataset collected entirely from Twitter biases the reference population towards being

more highly educated, working age, and male. The dataset, alongside its limitations, is discussed in detail in Gallotti et al.

(2020) [69]. In terms of analysis, we use a set of proxy metrics: the ratio of potentially disinformative content (as a proxy for

susceptibility to mis- and disinformation), activity patterns on Twitter (as a proxy for the user’s chronotype), and average times

of sunset and sunrise (as a proxy for sunlight exposure). These are computationally viable options allowing the large-scale

analysis of behavioural phenomena but cannot measure the phenomena directly.

Several questions and challenges remain unanswered by this study. Causality is yet to be established for the impact

of time of day, chronotype, and non-pharmaceutical interventions against COVID-19 on one’s susceptibility to mis- and

disinformation. Controlled behavioural experiments, in particular, would allow us to consider more direct measures of the

proxies we defined above. Further challenges include an extension and comparison across countries, languages, platforms,

and representative user groups.

On a larger scale, we hope for further research into how knowledge of the diurnal patterns of our reaction to mis- and

disinformation can effectively be leveraged and integrated into the design of interventions against large-scale manipulation.

Temporality, along with other factors impacting out susceptibility to mis- and disinformation, are likely already modeled in

the latent space of deep learning systems. An analytic understanding can aid us in maintaining integrity of mind and autonomy

of thought.
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Methods

Data

We consider a Twitter dataset [69] collected through the Twitter Filter API based on a set of hashtags and keywords surrounding

the Covid-19 pandemic, specifically coronavirus, ncov, #Wuhan, covid19, covid-19, sarscov2, covid. Analysis was limited

to the time span of January 22, 2020, when more than 6000 cases were reported in China, up to August 1st 2022. Twitter

restrictions limit collection to no more than 4.5 million messages per day, on average. 9,128 tweets collected between January

and February 2021 were not associated with a tweet type on collection and were excluded from analysis. After removal of

duplicates and posts by users identified as bots, our body of analysis encompassed 18,148,913 tweets, retweets or replies, of

which 1,001,045 are assigned a known reliability.

Source reliability mapping

Tweets were assigned a source reliability rating by the dataset authors [69] based on manually checked web domains from

multiple public databases, including journalistic and scientific sources [78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86]. From these sources,

the authors created a database of 3892 domains after cleaning and processing. Tweets containing a link are compared to

domains in the database and classified according to domain reliability. The categories were adapted to fit the project focus and

are detailed in Supplementary Table S1.

Geographic and time zone mapping

Geocoding and geodata cleaning was conducted by the dataset authors [69] based on the user’s self-declared location field

ArcGIS API. Mapping errors (based, for example, on non-toponymos entries or website URLs) entries were removed by iso-

lating single locations associated with many different unique location strings and data restricted to country-based granularity.

Within this study, we use exclusively the data found to originate from Italy. By extension, we ported the time zone of content

returned by the Twitter API to Central European Summer or Winter Time, respectively.

Clustering

Let T = {[t, t + 1
4
) | 4t ∈ N∧ 0 ≤ t < 24} be the set of 15 minute intervals within a day given in hours, F the set of content

types and I the set of users authoring content. We will subsequently use t to refer to one such interval [t, t + 1
4
) ∈ T for

simplicity. Let then {P(t,i, f )}(t,i, f )∈T×I×F be the set of posts of content type f ∈ F authored during interval t ∈ T by user i ∈ I,

indexed by a surjective function from T × I×F onto P.

We cluster users based on their average posting activity levels during an interval t ∈ T :

a(t, i) =
∑ f∈F

∣

∣

∣
P(i,t, f )

∣

∣

∣

∑t∈T ∑ f∈F

∣

∣

∣
P(i,t, f )

∣

∣

∣

(1)

The activity levels were smoothed using a rolling average over a 90 minute Gaussian window, looping the values around

midnight.

Six cluster performance indicators (specifically, Elbow [87], Context-Independent Optimality [88], Caliñski-Harabasz

[89], Davies-Boulin [90], generalised Dunn [91] and Silhouette [92]) informed our choice of cluster method and number of

clusters. We applied agglomerative hierarchical clustering with Ward’s Minimum Variance method [93]. An initial analysis re-

vealed the presence of six distinct clusters with unique patterns of posting activity. We verified to receive similar clusters when

considering posts when considering only unverified users (Supplementary Note B). One of these clusters (69 users) showed

suspicious bot-like activity with high levels of activity narrowly distributed around 10 AM, and posting almost exclusively

content including links that are anonymised and often temporary for higher obscurity. We filtered out those users of this cluster

who were classified as bots by Botometer[94] (25 users) and subsequently repeated the clustering procedure. This resulted in

three distinct clusters with unique patterns of posting activity (morning, intermediate and evening type posters). Users with

low post rates (< 240 posts) are separated into a fourth cluster (infrequent type posters).

Inter- and intra-cluster distances are detailed in Supplementary Table S4a, general information about the clusters is given

in Supplementary Table S4b.

Diurnal activity
Let C be the set of all clusters where c ∈C is a subset of I. Function

ac(t) =
∑i∈C ∑ f∈F

∣

∣

∣
P(i,t, f )

∣

∣

∣

∑t∈T ∑i∈C ∑ f∈F

∣

∣

∣
P(i,t, f )

∣

∣

∣

(2)
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calculates the activity levels during an interval t by cluster c. To denoise and compare the cluster activity curves, we transform

them from the time domain into the frequency domain using the discrete Fourier transform:

X c
k =

N−1

∑
n=0

ac,ne−
i2π
N kn k ∈ [0,N − 1] (3)

where ac,n = ac(tk) and tk = k∆. Equation 3 yields a sequence of complex numbers {X c
k }= X c

0 ,X
c
1 , ...,X

c
N−1 which describe

amplitude and phase of sinusoidal functions. On summation, the sequence produces the original discrete signal. In particular,

the kth Fourier coefficient provides information about the sinusoid that has k cycles over the given number of samples.

We then identified the coefficients with the greatest amplitude. Let {Ac} = {Ac
1,A

c
2, ...,A

c
N−1} be the set of all amplitudes

of the constituent sinusoidal functions for frequencies 0,1, ...,N, and let {A(c,m)} ⊂ {Ac} be the set of m largest amplitudes.

The signal is then recombined as follows to contain only the harmonics with m greatest amplitudes:

hc(n, t) = Ac
n cos

2π

Pc
nt −ϕc

n (4)

S
c,m
N (t)≈

Ac
0

2
+

N

∑
n=1

{

hc(n, t) if Ac
n ∈ {A(c,m)}

0 otherwise
(5)

where h(n, t) describes the nth harmonic of the Fourier series. Pc is the period of function a(t,c), Ac
n, ϕc

n and n
Pc are

amplitude, phase and frequency of harmonic hc(n, t) respectively, and S
(c,m)
N (t) approximates the recomposed signal at time

point t.

We used the value for m where the change in distance to the next larger value grew smaller for each cluster. It two values

are supported by an equal number of indicators, we chose the smaller one. Let {U} be a set of 6 distance metrics, specifically

Partial Curve Mapping [95], the area method [96], discrete Frechet distance [97], curve length [98], Dynamic Time Warping

[99] as well as mean absolute error and mean squared error. Let then {Dm
u } = ∑t∈T u(S

(c,m)
N (t),ac(t)) describe the distances

between the original signal and the reconstruction (see Equation 1 and Equation 5, respectively) for a given value of m and a

distance metric u ∈U . For a cluster c, we find the value of m as:

mc = min{mode{argmin
m∈[1,4]

(D
(c,m)
u ,D

(c,m−1)
u )}} (6)

where argmin
m∈M

h(m) = {m | h(x)≥ h(m) ∀x∈M} returns the set of points m for which a function h(m) returns the function’s

smallest value, if it exists. The mode operation returns the set of most common elements, and min finds the minimum element

of a set. We accordingly usedm = 3 for all clusters.

This leaves us with set {A(t,c)}(t,c)∈T xC of smoothed diurnal cluster activity. Details on the maxima and minima are found

in Supplementary Table S2.

Periods of heightened activity and prolonged wakefulness

To find the periods of heightened activity, let

i(t,n) = (t + n)(mod 24) (7)

return the time of day n hours past t where mod refers to the modulo operator. Then, let

j(t,s,n) =

{

t < s∧ s < i(t,n) if t < i(t,n)

s > t ∨ s < i(t,n) otherwise
(8)

indicate whether a time point s occurs within n hours past t. Then, the onset of heightened activity for cluster c and for

n = 16 is found by:

g(c,n) = argmax
t∈T

∑
s∈T∧ j(s,t,n)

A(s,c) (9)

Analogously to the argmin operation, the set of points t for which a function h(t) returns the function’s largest value, if it

exists, is found as:

argmax
t∈T

h(t) = {t | h(x)≤ h(t) ∀x ∈ T} (10)

The end of the period of heightened activity is then i(g(c,n),n). Supplementary Table S3 lists these times for each cluster.

We refer to the period after the end but before the onset of heightened activity as prolonged wakefulness.
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Weighted ratios of content types
Posts are weighted inversely to the total posts per authoring user, with the weight of a given post by user i defined as

w(i) =
1

∑t∈T ∑ f∈F

∣

∣

∣
P(t,i, f )

∣

∣

∣

. (11)

We calculate the ratio of a given content type without including the category “Other”, which is not easily classifiable,

makes up the vast majority of content in our dataset, and could possibly obstruct patterns in the data.

Let therefore FK be the subset of F without “Other”. The ratio for content type f ∈ FK , cluster c and 15 minute time

interval within a day t is calculated as

r(t,c, f ) =
∑i∈c

∣

∣

∣
P(t,i, f )

∣

∣

∣
w(i)

∑g∈FK ∑i∈c

∣

∣

∣
P(t,i,g)

∣

∣

∣
w(i)

. (12)

The ratio of potentially disinformative content is then

rH(t,c) =
∑ f∈FH ∑i∈c

∣

∣

∣
P(t,i, f )

∣

∣

∣
w(i)

∑g∈FK ∑i∈c

∣

∣

∣
P(t,i,g)

∣

∣

∣
w(i)

. (13)

where FH is the set of potentially disinformative content types, consisting of conspiracy or junk science, fake or hoax

news, and politically biased news.

In this way, each user carries the same weight across the dataset.

We applied the process described by Equations 1 to 6 also to the diurnal pattern of ratios of potentially disinformative

content. On these curves, the values of m for Equation 5 preceding the lowest change in distance metrics were m = 3 for inter-

mediate type users, and m = 2 for all other types. We refer to the set of smoothed diurnal ratios of potentially disinformative

content as {R(t,c)}(t,c)∈T xC.

We consider a time span t to reflect an increased susceptibility to spreading potentially disinformative content for a given

cluster if the smoothed ratio R(t,c) is greater than the third quartile. So t is a time of increased susceptibility for cluster c if

Pr[{R(s,c)|s ∈ T}< R(t,c)]≤ 3/4, where Pr refers to the probability of an occurrence.

Statistics

χ2-test was used for comparison of nominal variables, i.e. the relationship in between times of lockdown and potentially

disinformative content and in between content type and cluster affiliation. We used the Dip Test of Unimodality [100] to

test unimodality of distributions of diurnal activity for each cluster. Unimodality could be rejected for all clusters both for

the smoothed diurnal activity curves of set {A(t,c)}(t,c)∈T xC and for the raw activity aggregations over the day described by

Equation 2. See Supplementary Table S3 for the Dip statistic and p-values per cluster.

While we assume a monotonic relationship between the number of posts per user and the ratio of potentially disinformative

content, we do not assume a linear one. Therefore, we use Spearman’s ρ to describe correlation between these variables

(Table 2a). The same is true for correlation of user activity throughout the day with ratio of potentially disinformative content

throughout the day. Table 2b shows the correlation coefficient and p-value for the raw activity aggregations over the day and

for the smoothed activity curves.

Neither diurnal activity nor diurnal ratio of potentially disinformative content types are normally distributed (Shapiro–Wilk

W = .875, p-value> .001 and W = .886, p-value> .001, respectively). Therefore, we used the nonparametric Mann-Whitney

U test to assess the difference in distributions of ratios of potentially disinformative content throughout the day by cluster

(Table 1) and between day and nighttimes (Table 3).

References

1. Mann, R. P. & Helbing, D. Optimal incentives for collective intelligence. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 114, 5077–5082 (2017).

2. Kuklinski, J. H. et al. Misinformation and the Currency of Democratic Citizenship. J. Polit. 62, 790–816, DOI:

10.1111/0022-3816.00033 (2000).

3. Kim, B., Xiong, A., Lee, D. & Han, K. A systematic review on fake news research through the lens of news

creation and consumption: Research efforts, challenges, and future directions. PLOS One 16, e0260080, DOI:

10.1371/journal.pone.0260080 (2021).

13

10.1111/0022-3816.00033
10.1371/journal.pone.0260080


4. Diakopoulos, N. Towards a Design Orientation on Algorithms and Automation in News Production. Digit. Journalism

7, 1180–1184, DOI: 10.1080/21670811.2019.1682938 (2019).

5. Nechushtai, E. & Lewis, S. C. What kind of news gatekeepers do we want machines to be? Filter bubbles, frag-

mentation, and the normative dimensions of algorithmic recommendations. Comput. Hum. Behav. 90, 298–307, DOI:

10.1016/J.CHB.2018.07.043 (2019).

6. Lin, H. & Kerr, J. On Cyber-Enabled Information Warfare and Information Operations (2019).

7. Spaiser, V., Chadefaux, T., Donnay, K., Russmann, F. & Helbing, D. Communication power struggles on social media:

A case study of the 2011-12 Russian protests. J. Inf. Technol. Polit. 14, 132–153 (2017).

8. Quattrociocchi, W., Conte, R. & Lodi, E. Opinions manipulation: Media, power and gossip. Adv. Complex Syst. 14,

567–586 (2011).

9. Saurwein, F. & Spencer-Smith, C. Digital Journalism Combating Disinformation on Social Media: Multilevel Gover-

nance and Distributed Accountability in Europe. Digit. Journalism 8, 820–841, DOI: 10.1080/21670811.2020.1765401

(2020).

10. Susser, D., Roessler, B. & Nissenbaum, H. Technology, autonomy, and manipulation. Internet Policy Rev. 8, DOI:

10.14763/2019.2.1410 (2019).

11. Lazer, D. The rise of the social algorithm. Science 348, 1090–1091 (2015).

12. Bakshy, E., Messing, S. & Adamic, L. A. Exposure to ideologically diverse news and opinion on Facebook. Science

348, 1130–1132 (2015).

13. Heitz, L. et al. Benefits of Diverse News Recommendations for Democracy: A User Study. Digit. Journalism 10,

1710–1730, DOI: 10.1080/21670811.2021.2021804 (2022).

14. Van Bavel, J. J., Rathje, S., Harris, E., Robertson, C. & Sternisko, A. How social media shapes polarization. Trends

Cogn. Sci. 25, 913–916, DOI: 10.1016/j.tics.2021.07.013 (2021).

15. Bronstein, M. V., Pennycook, G., Bear, A., Rand, D. G. & Cannon, T. D. Belief in Fake News is Associated with

Delusionality, Dogmatism, Religious Fundamentalism, and Reduced Analytic Thinking. J. Appl. Res. Mem. Cogn. 8,

108–117, DOI: 10.1016/j.jarmac.2018.09.005 (2019).

16. Bago, B., Rand, D. G. & Pennycook, G. Fake news, fast and slow: Deliberation reduces belief in false (but not true)

news headlines. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 149, 1608–1613, DOI: 10.1037/xge0000729 (2020).

17. Pennycook, G. & Rand, D. G. Lazy, not biased: Susceptibility to partisan fake news is better explained by lack of

reasoning than by motivated reasoning. Cognition 188, 39–50, DOI: 10.1016/j.cognition.2018.06.011 (2019).

18. Pennycook, G. et al. Shifting attention to accuracy can reduce misinformation online. Nature 592, 590–595, DOI:

10.1038/s41586-021-03344-2 (2021).

19. Martel, C., Pennycook, G. & Rand, D. G. Reliance on emotion promotes belief in fake news. Cogn. Res. Princ. Implic.

5, DOI: 10.1186/s41235-020-00252-3 (2020).

20. Lyons, B. A., Montgomery, J. M., Guess, A. M., Nyhan, B. & Reifler, J. Overconfidence in news judgments is associated

with false news susceptibility. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. United States Am. 118, DOI: 10.1073/pnas.2019527118 (2021).

21. Mosleh, M., Pennycook, G., Arechar, A. A. & Rand, D. G. Cognitive reflection correlates with behavior on Twitter. Nat.

Commun. 12, 1–10, DOI: 10.1038/s41467-020-20043-0 (2021).

22. Roozenbeek, J. et al. Susceptibility to misinformation about COVID-19 around the world. Royal Soc. Open Sci. 7,

201199 (2020).

23. Imhoff, R. et al. Conspiracy mentality and political orientation across 26 countries. Nat. Hum. Behav. 6, 392–403, DOI:

10.1038/s41562-021-01258-7 (2022).

24. Scherer, L. D. et al. Who is susceptible to online health misinformation? A test of four psychosocial hypotheses. Heal.

Psychol. (2021).

25. Evans, J. S. B. T. In two minds: Dual-process accounts of reasoning. Trends Cogn. Sci. 7, 454–459, DOI:

10.1016/j.tics.2003.08.012 (2003).

26. Effron, D. A. & Raj, M. Misinformation and Morality: Encountering Fake-News Headlines Makes Them Seem Less

Unethical to Publish and Share. Psychol. Sci. 31, 75–87, DOI: 10.1177/0956797619887896 (2020).

14

10.1080/21670811.2019.1682938
10.1016/J.CHB.2018.07.043
10.1080/21670811.2020.1765401
10.14763/2019.2.1410
10.1080/21670811.2021.2021804
10.1016/j.tics.2021.07.013
10.1016/j.jarmac.2018.09.005
10.1037/xge0000729
10.1016/j.cognition.2018.06.011
10.1038/s41586-021-03344-2
10.1186/s41235-020-00252-3
10.1073/pnas.2019527118
10.1038/s41467-020-20043-0
10.1038/s41562-021-01258-7
10.1016/j.tics.2003.08.012
10.1177/0956797619887896


27. Kahan, D. M. Misconceptions, Misinformation, and the Logic of Identity-Protective Cognition. SSRN DOI:

10.2139/ssrn.2973067 (2017).

28. Knobloch-Westerwick, S., Mothes, C. & Polavin, N. Confirmation Bias, Ingroup Bias, and Negativity Bias in Selective

Exposure to Political Information. Commun. Res. 47, 104–124, DOI: 10.1177/0093650217719596 (2020).

29. Drummond, C. & Fischhoff, B. Individuals with greater science literacy and education have more polarized beliefs on

controversial science topics. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. United States Am. 114, 9587–9592, DOI: 10.1073/pnas.1704882114

(2017).

30. Kahan, D. M. et al. The polarizing impact of science literacy and numeracy on perceived climate change risks. Nat.

Clim. Chang. 2, 732–735, DOI: 10.1038/nclimate1547 (2012).

31. Ballarini, C. & Sloman, S. A. Reasons and the "Motivated Numeracy Effect". In Proceedings of the 39th annual meeting

of the cognitive science society, 1580–1585 (2017).

32. Forgas, J. P. Happy Believers and Sad Skeptics? Affective Influences on Gullibility. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 28,

306–313, DOI: 10.1177/0963721419834543 (2019).

33. Forgas, J. P. & East, R. On being happy and gullible: Mood effects on skepticism and the detection of deception. J. Exp.

Soc. Psychol. 44, 1362–1367, DOI: 10.1016/j.jesp.2008.04.010 (2008).

34. Weeks, B. E. Emotions, Partisanship, and Misperceptions: How Anger and Anxiety Moderate the Effect of Partisan Bias

on Susceptibility to Political Misinformation. J. Commun. 65, 699–719, DOI: 10.1111/jcom.12164 (2015).

35. MacKuen, M., Wolak, J., Keele, L. & Marcus, G. E. Civic engagements: Resolute partisanship or reflective deliberation.

Am. J. Polit. Sci. 54, 440–458, DOI: 10.1111/j.1540-5907.2010.00440.x (2010).

36. Pronin, E., Lin, D. Y. & Ross, L. The bias blind spot: Perceptions of bias in self versus others. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull.

28, 369–381 (2002).

37. Van Bavel, J. J. & Pereira, A. The Partisan Brain: An Identity-Based Model of Political Belief. Trends Cogn. Sci. 22,

213–224, DOI: 10.1016/j.tics.2018.01.004 (2018).

38. Dreyfuss, E. Want to make a lie seem true? Say it again. And again. And again (2017).

39. Lewandowsky, S., Ecker, U. K. H., Seifert, C. M., Schwarz, N. & Cook, J. Misinformation and Its Correc-

tion: Continued Influence and Successful Debiasing. Psychol. Sci. Public Interest, Suppl. 13, 106–131, DOI:

10.1177/1529100612451018/ASSET/IMAGES/LARGE/10.1177{_}1529100612451018-FIG1.JPEG (2012).

40. Swire-Thompson, B., DeGutis, J. & Lazer, D. Searching for the Backfire Effect: Measurement and Design Considera-

tions. J. Appl. Res. Mem. Cogn. 9, 286–299, DOI: 10.1016/J.JARMAC.2020.06.006 (2020).

41. Dzogang, F., Lightman, S. & Cristianini, N. Circadian mood variations in Twitter content. Brain Neurosci. Adv. 1

(2017).

42. Golder, S. A. & Macy, M. W. Diurnal and seasonal mood vary with work, sleep, and daylength across diverse cultures.

Science 333, 1878–1881 (2011).

43. Lampos, V., Lansdall-Welfare, T., Araya, R. & Cristianini, N. Analysing Mood Patterns in the United Kingdom through

Twitter Content. arXiv DOI: 10.48550/arxiv.1304.5507 (2013).

44. Murnane, E. L., Abdullah, S., Matthews, M., Choudhury, T. & Gay, G. Social (Media) jet lag: How usage of social

technology can modulate and reflect circadian rhythms. Proc. 2015 ACM Int. Jt. Conf. on Pervasive Ubiquitous Comput.

843–854, DOI: 10.1145/2750858.2807522 (2015).

45. Gleasure, R. Circadian Rhythms and Social Media Information-Sharing. In Information Systems and Neuroscience,

1–11 (Springer, 2020).

46. Kent, S. T. et al. Effect of sunlight exposure on cognitive function among depressed and non-depressed participants: A

REGARDS cross-sectional study. Environ. Heal. A Glob. Access Sci. Source 8, DOI: 10.1186/1476-069X-8-34 (2009).

47. Leypunskiy, E. et al. Geographically Resolved Rhythms in Twitter Use Reveal Social Pressures on Daily Activity

Patterns. Curr. Biol. 28, 3763–3775, DOI: 10.1016/j.cub.2018.10.016 (2018).

48. Roenneberg, T., Kumar, C. J. & Merrow, M. The human circadian clock entrains to sun time. Curr. Biol. 17, 44–45,

DOI: 10.1016/J.CUB.2006.12.011 (2007).

49. Baylis, P. et al. Weather impacts expressed sentiment. PLOS ONE 13, 1–11, DOI: 10.1371/journal.pone.0195750

(2018).

15

10.2139/ssrn.2973067
10.1177/0093650217719596
10.1073/pnas.1704882114
10.1038/nclimate1547
10.1177/0963721419834543
10.1016/j.jesp.2008.04.010
10.1111/jcom.12164
10.1111/j.1540-5907.2010.00440.x
10.1016/j.tics.2018.01.004
10.1177/1529100612451018/ASSET/IMAGES/LARGE/10.1177{_}1529100612451018-FIG1.JPEG
10.1016/J.JARMAC.2020.06.006
10.48550/arxiv.1304.5507
10.1145/2750858.2807522
10.1186/1476-069X-8-34
10.1016/j.cub.2018.10.016
10.1016/J.CUB.2006.12.011
10.1371/journal.pone.0195750


50. Stevens, H. R., Graham, P. L., Beggs, P. J. & Hanigan, I. C. In Cold Weather We Bark, But in Hot Weather We

Bite: Patterns in Social Media Anger, Aggressive Behavior, and Temperature. Environ. Behav. 53, 787–805, DOI:

10.1177/0013916520937455 (2021).

51. Murthy, D., Bowman, S., Gross, A. J. & McGarry, M. Do We Tweet Differently From Our Mobile Devices?

A Study of Language Differences on Mobile and Web-Based Twitter Platforms. J. Commun. 65, 816–837, DOI:

10.1111/jcom.12176 (2015).

52. Groshek, J. & Cutino, C. Meaner on Mobile: Incivility and Impoliteness in Communicating Contentious Politics on

Sociotechnical Networks. Soc. Media Soc. 2, DOI: 10.1177/2056305116677137 (2016).

53. Dunaway, J. & Soroka, S. Smartphone-size screens constrain cognitive access to video news stories. Inf. Commun. Soc.

24, 69–84, DOI: 10.1080/1369118X.2019.1631367 (2021).

54. Honma, M. et al. Reading on a smartphone affects sigh generation, brain activity, and comprehension. Sci. Reports 12,

1–8, DOI: 10.1038/s41598-022-05605-0 (2022).

55. Duarte, L. L. & Menna-Barreto, L. Chronotypes and circadian rhythms in university students. Biol. Rhythm. Res. 53,

1058–1072, DOI: 10.1080/09291016.2021.1903791 (2021).

56. Taillard, J., Sagaspe, P., Philip, P. & Bioulac, S. Sleep timing, chronotype and social jetlag: Impact on cognitive abilities

and psychiatric disorders. Biochem. Pharmacol. 191, DOI: 10.1016/J.BCP.2021.114438 (2021).

57. Oyebode, B. I. & Nicholls, N. Does the timing of assessment matter? Circadian mismatch and reflective processing in

university students. Int. Rev. Econ. Educ. 38, 100226 (2021).

58. Simon, E. B., Vallat, R., Rossi, A. & Walker, M. P. Sleep loss leads to the withdrawal of human helping across individuals,

groups, and large-scale societies. PLOS Biol. 20, e3001733, DOI: 10.1371/JOURNAL.PBIO.3001733 (2022).

59. Kates, S., Tucker, J., Nagler, J. & Bonneau, R. The Times They Are Rarely A-Changin’: Circadian Regularities in Social

Media Use. J. Quant. Descr. Digit. Media 1, DOI: 10.51685/jqd.2021.017 (2021).

60. Dzogang, F., Lightman, S. & Cristianini, N. Diurnal variations of psychometric indicators in Twitter content. PLOS One

13, DOI: 10.1371/journal.pone.0197002 (2018).

61. Mayor, E. & Bietti, L. M. Twitter, time and emotions. Royal Soc. Open Sci. 8, DOI: 10.1098/rsos.201900 (2021).

62. Munson, S. A., Lee, S. Y. & Resnick, P. Encouraging reading of diverse political viewpoints with a browser widget. In

Proceedings of the 7th International Conference on Weblogs and Social Media, ICWSM 2013, Festinger 1957, 419–428

(2013).

63. Park, S., Kang, S., Chung, S. & Song, J. NewsCube: Delivering multiple aspects of news to mitigate media bias. In

Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems - Proceedings, 443–452, DOI: 10.1145/1518701.1518772 (2009).

64. Jeon, Y., Kim, B., Xiong, A., Lee, D. & Han, K. ChamberBreaker: Mitigating the Echo Chamber Effect and Supporting

Information Hygiene through a Gamified Inoculation System. Proc. ACM on Human-Computer Interact. 5, 1–26 (2021).

65. Gillani, N., Yuan, A., Saveski, M., Vosoughi, S. & Roy, D. Me, my echo chamber, and i: Introspection on social media

polarization. In The Web Conference 2018 - Proceedings of the World Wide Web Conference, WWW 2018, 823–831,

DOI: 10.1145/3178876.3186130 (2018).

66. Zawadzki, T. Examples of Russian Information War Activity at the Beginning of Ukrainian Crisis. Int. Conf. - The

Knowledge-Based Organ. 28, 146–150, DOI: 10.2478/KBO-2022-0023 (2022).

67. Condie, S. A. & Condie, C. M. Stochastic events can explain sustained clustering and polarisation of opinions in social

networks. Sci. Reports 11, DOI: 10.1038/s41598-020-80353-7 (2021).

68. Tucker, J. A. et al. Social Media, Political Polarization, and Political Disinformation: A Review of the Scientific

Literature. SSRN DOI: 10.2139/SSRN.3144139 (2018).

69. Gallotti, R., Valle, F., Castaldo, N., Sacco, P. & De Domenico, M. Assessing the risks of ’infodemics’ in response to

COVID-19 epidemics. Nat. Hum. Behav. 4, 1285–1293, DOI: 10.1038/s41562-020-00994-6 (2020).

70. Castaldo, M., Venturini, T., Frasca, P. & Gargiulo, F. The rhythms of the night: increase in online night activity and

emotional resilience during the spring 2020 Covid-19 lockdown. EPJ Data Sci. 10, 7 (2021).

71. Alhola, P. & Polo-Kantola, P. Sleep deprivation: Impact on cognitive performance. Neuropsychiatr. Dis. Treat. 3, 553

(2007).

72. Luke, D. & Zychowicz, K. Working the graveyard shift at the witching hour: Further exploration of dreams, psi and

circadian rhythms. Int. J. Dream Res. 7 (2014).

16

10.1177/0013916520937455
10.1111/jcom.12176
10.1177/2056305116677137
10.1080/1369118X.2019.1631367
10.1038/s41598-022-05605-0
10.1080/09291016.2021.1903791
10.1016/J.BCP.2021.114438
10.1371/JOURNAL.PBIO.3001733
10.51685/jqd.2021.017
10.1371/journal.pone.0197002
10.1098/rsos.201900
10.1145/1518701.1518772
10.1145/3178876.3186130
10.2478/KBO-2022-0023
10.1038/s41598-020-80353-7
10.2139/SSRN.3144139
10.1038/s41562-020-00994-6


73. Stehle, J. H. et al. A survey of molecular details in the human pineal gland in the light of phylogeny, structure, function

and chronobiological diseases. J. Pineal Res. 51, 17–43, DOI: 10.1111/J.1600-079X.2011.00856.X (2011).

74. Suzuki, S. et al. Circadian rhythm of leucocytes and lymphocyte subsets and its possible correlation with the function of

the autonomic nervous system. Clin. Exp. Immunol. 110, 500–508, DOI: 10.1046/J.1365-2249.1997.4411460.X (2003).

75. Linsell, C. R., Lightman, S. L., Mullen, P. E., Brown, M. J. & Causon, R. C. Circadian rhythms of epinephrine and

norepinephrine in man. The J. Clin. Endocrinol. Metab. 60, 1210–1215, DOI: 10.1210/JCEM-60-6-1210 (1985).

76. Mazarr, M., Bauer, R., Casey, A., Heintz, S. & Matthews, L. The Emerging Risk of Virtual Societal Warfare: Social

Manipulation in a Changing Information Environment (RAND Corporation, 2019).

77. Romigi, A., Economou, N. T. & Maestri, M. Editorial: Effects of COVID-19 on sleep and circadian rhythms: Searching

for evidence of reciprocal interactions. Front. Neurosci. 16, 1091, DOI: 10.3389/FNINS.2022.952305/BIBTEX (2022).

78. Zimdars, M. My ’fake news listwent viral. But made-up stories are only part of the problem. (2016).

79. Silverman, C., Lytvynenko, J., Thuy Vo, L. & Singer-Vine, J. Inside The Partisan Fight For Your News Feed (2017).

80. Fake News Watch (2015).

81. PolitiFact’s guide to fake news websites and what they peddle (2017).

82. The Black List: La lista nera del web (2018).

83. Starbird, K. et al. Ecosystem or Echo-System? Exploring Content Sharing across Alternative Media Domains. Proc. Int.

AAAI Conf. on Web Soc. Media 12, DOI: 10.1609/icwsm.v12i1.15009 (2018).

84. Fletcher, R., Cornia, A., Graves, L. & Nielsen, R. K. Measuring the reach of "fake news" and online disinformation in

Europe | Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism (2018).

85. Grinberg, N., Joseph, K., Friedland, L., Swire-Thompson, B. & Lazer, D. Fake news on Twitter during the 2016 U.S.

presidential election. Science 363, 374–378, DOI: 10.1126/SCIENCE.AAU2706 (2019).

86. MediaBiasFactCheck (2020).

87. Thorndike, R. L. Who belongs in the family? Psychometrika 18, 267–276, DOI: 10.1007/BF02289263/METRICS

(1953).

88. Gurrutxaga, I. et al. SEP/COP: An efficient method to find the best partition in hierarchical clustering based on a new

cluster validity index. Pattern Recognit. 43, 3364–3373, DOI: 10.1016/J.PATCOG.2010.04.021 (2010).

89. Caliñski, T. & Harabasz, J. A Dendrite Method Foe Cluster Analysis. Commun. Stat. 3, 1–27, DOI:

10.1080/03610927408827101 (1974).

90. Davies, D. L. & Bouldin, D. W. A Cluster Separation Measure. IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis Mach. Intell. 1,

224–227, DOI: 10.1109/TPAMI.1979.4766909 (1979).

91. Dunn, J. C. A Fuzzy Relative of the ISODATA Process and Its Use in Detecting Compact Well-Separated Clusters. J.

Cybern. 3, 32–57, DOI: 10.1080/01969727308546046 (1973).

92. Rousseeuw, P. J. Silhouettes: A graphical aid to the interpretation and validation of cluster analysis. J. Comput. Appl.

Math. 20, 53–65, DOI: 10.1016/0377-0427(87)90125-7 (1987).

93. Balcan, M.-F., Liang, Y. & Gupta, P. Robust Hierarchical Clustering *. J. Mach. Learn. Res. 15, 4011–4051 (2014).

94. Yang, K. C., Ferrara, E. & Menczer, F. Botometer 101: social bot practicum for computational social scientists. J.

Comput. Soc. Sci. 5, 1511–1528, DOI: 10.1007/S42001-022-00177-5/FIGURES/5 (2022).

95. Witowski, K. & Stander, N. Parameter identification of hysteretic models using Partial Curve Mapping. 12th

AIAA Aviat. Technol. Integration Oper. (ATIO) Conf. 14th AIAA/ISSMO Multidiscip. Analysis Optim. Conf. DOI:

10.2514/6.2012-5580 (2012).

96. Jekel, C. F., Venter, G., Venter, M. P., Stander, N. & Haftka, R. T. Similarity measures for identifying

material parameters from hysteresis loops using inverse analysis. Int. J. Material Form. 12, 355–378, DOI:

10.1007/S12289-018-1421-8/FIGURES/29 (2019).

97. Fréchet, M. M. Sur quelques points du calcul fonctionnel. Rendiconti del Circolo Matematico di Palermo 22, 1–72,

DOI: 10.1007/BF03018603 (1906).

98. Andrade-Campos, A., De-Carvalho, R. & Valente, R. A. F. Novel criteria for determination of material model parameters.

Int. J. Mech. Sci. 54, 294–305, DOI: 10.1016/J.IJMECSCI.2011.11.010 (2012).

17

10.1111/J.1600-079X.2011.00856.X
10.1046/J.1365-2249.1997.4411460.X
10.1210/JCEM-60-6-1210
10.3389/FNINS.2022.952305/BIBTEX
10.1609/icwsm.v12i1.15009
10.1126/SCIENCE.AAU2706
10.1007/BF02289263/METRICS
10.1016/J.PATCOG.2010.04.021
10.1080/03610927408827101
10.1109/TPAMI.1979.4766909
10.1080/01969727308546046
10.1016/0377-0427(87)90125-7
10.1007/S42001-022-00177-5/FIGURES/5
10.2514/6.2012-5580
10.1007/S12289-018-1421-8/FIGURES/29
10.1007/BF03018603
10.1016/J.IJMECSCI.2011.11.010


99. Berndt, D. & Clifford, J. Using Dynamic Time Warping to Find Patterns in Time Series. Proc. ACM SIGKDD Int. Conf.

on Knowl. Discov. Data Min. (1994).

100. Hartigan, J. A. & Hartigan, P. M. The Dip Test of Unimodality. The Annals Stat. 13, 70–84, DOI:

10.1214/AOS/1176346577 (1985).

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to thank the HumanE-AI-Net project, which has received funds from the European Union’s Horizon

2020 research and innovation programme under grant agreement 952026. RG acknowledges the financial support received

from the European Union’s Horizon Europe research and innovation program under grant agreement 101070190. We thank

Dino Carpentras, Dirk Helbing, Giulia Dalle Sasse and Manlio De Domenico for the valuable discussions and insights.

Author contributions statement

All authors conceived and designed the experiments and wrote and reviewed the manuscript. E.S. performed the experiments,

E.S. and C.I.H. analysed the results, R.G. contributed materials and analysis tools.

Additional information

The authors declare no competing interests.

18

10.1214/AOS/1176346577


Supplementary Information for: The connection

between the spread of misinformation, time of day, and

individual user activity patterns
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Supplementary Table S1. Classification of social media content adapted from Gallotti et al. (2020)[69]. The term “potentially disinformative” refers to those

categories of concern to democratic opinion formation. Each content category is listed alongside general statistics and ratio of posts per cluster. Ratios are negatively

weighted by the author’s total number of posts. ∑t∈T r(t,c, f ) for a cluster c and a content type f , as defined in Equation 12. Ratios of potentially disinformative

content are notably elevated for evening types compared to all other clusters.

Category Characteristics total

posts

mean posts

per author

median posts

per author

ratio

infrequent morning intermediate evening

Science subject to a rigorous validation process by

scientific methods

18,831 2,261 484 0.028 0.021 0.017 0.020

Mainstream

media

subject to fact checking and media

accountability

757,467 2,683 672 0.743 0.780 0.821 0.695

Satire distorts or misrepresents information for

entertainment value, usually is easily identified

4,301 734 170 0.008 0.004 0.005 0.004

Clickbait attempts to pass fabricated to misrepresented

information as facts

12,197 735 39 0.076 0.008 0.005 0.008

Other general-purpose category collecting content

which is not easily classifiable, includes links

that are anonymised and often temporary for

higher obscurity (originally “Shadow”), or

does not contain links at all

17,147,868 1,775 364 - - - -

Political aims to build a consensus on a polarised

position by omission, manipulation and

distortion of information

98,700 2,755 721 0.107 0.078 0.057 0.146

Fake or hoax entirely fabricated or manipulated content that

aims to be perceived as realistic and reliable

43,888 2,601 1,143 0.027 0.040 0.037 0.059

Conspiracy &

junk science

strongly ideological, inflammatory content

alternative or oppositional to tested and

accountable knowledge and information with

the intent of building echo chambers

65,661 4,275 1,679 0.012 0.070 0.058 0.067

Potentially

disinformative

composite category of politically biased

information, fake or hoax news, and

conspiracy and junk science

208,249 3,202 1,110 0.146 0.188 0.152 0.272

ii



Supplementary Table S2. Times of maximum and minimum activity as well as ratios of potentially disinformative

content per cluster sorted by extremity, (i.e. the first row per cluster shows the largest maximum and smallest minimum).

max min

clock time hours past waking activity/ratio clock time hours past waking activity/ratio

ac
ti

v
it

y

infrequent
19.00 10.00 0.013 5.75 20.75 0.007

14.25 5.25 0.012 16.00 7.00 0.012

morning
9.25 3.25 0.020 3.25 21.25 0.001

16.75 10.75 0.012 15.00 9.00 0.011

intermediate
12.00 4.25 0.018 4.75 21.00 0.000

18.25 10.50 0.017 15.50 7.75 0.016

evening
22.25 10.75 0.017 9.00 21.50 0.005

16.00 4.50 0.013 17.25 5.75 0.013

ra
ti

o

infrequent
3.75 18.75 0.226 11.00 2.00 0.096

16.75 7.75 0.154 21.00 12.00 0.133

morning

2.50 20.50 0.222 14.50 8.50 0.167

20.00 14.00 0.211 8.00 2.00 0.178

10.50 4.50 0.184 22.50 16.50 0.204

intermediate

3.50 19.75 0.206 13.50 5.75 0.130

21.25 13.50 0.180 7.00 23.25 0.140

9.75 2.00 0.169 17.25 9.50 0.141

16.25 8.50 0.142 - - -

evening
4.25 16.75 0.316 11.50 0.00 0.234

17.50 6.00 0.276 21.75 10.25 0.262

Supplementary Table S3. Dip-test of modality of user activity curves (panels “coarse” and “smooth”) as well as times of

onset and end of heightened activity per cluster. Significant results (p-value< .005) are given in bold font.

coarse smooth heightened activity

dip statistic p-value dip statistic p-value onset end

infrequent 0.052 0.039 0.059 0.013 9:00 AM 1:00 AM

morning 0.028 0.908 0.063 0.007 6:00 AM 10:00 PM

intermediate 0.060 0.009 0.082 0.001 7:45 AM 11:45 PM

evening 0.068 0.001 0.085 0.001 11:30 AM 3:30 AM
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Supplementary Table S4. Cluster statistics

(a) Distance metrics for the ratio of potentially disinformative content when aligned by features of the cluster activity curves. The

minimum feature for each metric is indicated in bold font. See [95, 97, 96, 98, 99] for details on the individual metrics.

Partial

Curve

Mapping

discrete

Frechet

distance

area

between

curves

curve

length

Dynamic

Time

Warping

mean

absolute

error

mean

squared

error

clock time 2.9e+01 9.9e-02 1.5e+00 3.4e+00 6.0e+00 3.1e-02 3.0e-03

min activity 2.4e+01 1.1e-01 1.5e+00 3.5e+00 6.2e+00 3.3e-02 3.3e-03

max activity 2.9e+01 1.3e-01 1.7e+00 4.1e+00 6.9e+00 3.6e-02 3.7e-03

first inflection 2.0e+01 1.2e-01 1.5e+00 3.4e+00 6.2e+00 3.2e-02 3.4e-03

first peak 1.8e+01 1.1e-01 1.6e+00 3.6e+00 6.4e+00 3.3e-02 3.3e-03

steepest ascent 2.0e+01 1.2e-01 1.5e+00 3.4e+00 6.2e+00 3.2e-02 3.4e-03

waking time 2.0e+01 1.1e-01 1.6e+00 3.5e+00 6.3e+00 3.3e-02 3.2e-03

(b) Statistics on posts, users and distances per cluster. Distances between and within cluster activity curves. Distances are given using

Ward’s variance minimization algorithm [93]. The maximum distance within a cluster is indicated in bold font.

posts users posts per user
distances

morning intermediate evening

infrequent 7,858,209 860,228 9 2.494 2.352 2.706

morning 3,208,484 3,599 891 2.494 3.324 4.258

intermediate 4,162,911 4,297 969 3.324 2.353 3.956

evening 2,919,309 3,349 872 4.258 3.956 2.706

bot 63,313 25 2,533 - - -
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Supplementary Fig. S1. Smoothed diurnal activity aligned by waking time, and ratio of potentially disinformative

content aligned by clock time across clusters in Germany (solid line). For each cluster, the one to two highest peaks of

activity and the highest ratio are stressed and annotated with time of occurrence. The dotted curves represent activity and

ratio of potentially disinformative content in Italy.
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Supplementary Notes

Supplementary Note A User Activity Clustering in Germany

To ensure robustness of clustering method and conclusions, we cross-analysed user activity on Twitter originating within

Germany. Our dataset encompassed 18,162,387 Tweets, Retweet and Replies authored within the same time span as our main

corpus of Tweets originating out of Italy (January 22, 2020, up to August 1st, 2022).

As in the case of Italy, clustering user activity according the the same method resulted in the three distinct clusters. No

filtering of suspicious bot-like activity was necessary. The clusters strongly resemble those found within Italy in their activity

patterns. Following the same naming convention, the waking times differ from those of their Italian counterparts by an hour

at most (Supplementary Table S5a).

The peaks of activity also fall around the same times as they do for their counterparts, as evident in Supplementary Figure S1a.

However, only German intermediate types exhibit more than one peak in activity (Supplementary Table S5b).

The ratios of potentially disinformative content differ more strongly in between Germany and Italy (Supplementary Figure S1b).

Morning and evening types in particular spread less potentially disinformative content in Germany, although the diurnal pat-

terns are remarkably similar. Only the curve of potentially disinformative content ratios of intermediate types appear to follow

a different logic. Intermediate types display a peak in ratio of potentially disinformative content spreading at 4 PM, contrary

to the common trend (Supplementary Table S5b).

Supplementary Note B Behaviour of verified and unverified users

Verified and unverified users exhibit some structural differences in their posting habits. The ratios of potentially disinformative

posts are significantly different(χ2 = 8801.2 and 3127.25 for the raw and Fourier smoothed ratio values, respectively, with

both p-value> .001), with verified users posting higher values of reliable content (Supplementary Table S6).

Clustering only unverified users results qualitatively similar clusters to those found when clustering independently of

verification status (Supplementary Figure S2a). The intermediate type cluster, however, has a pronounced peak at 6:30 pm

and no true peak in activity in the morning. The ratios of potentially disinformative content, however, exhibit daily variations

remarkably similar to that of the clusters formed from verified as well as unverified users (Supplementary Figure S2b).
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Supplementary Table S5. Statistics on clusters formed by Tweets originating from Germany.

(a) Cluster statistics on posts, users, distances, and onset and end of heightened activity per cluster. Distances are given using Ward’s

variance minimization algorithm [93], with the maximum distance within each cluster indicated in bold font.

general distances heightened activity

posts users posts /user morning intermediate evening onset end

infrequent 8,554,176 911,795 9 2.182 1.911 2.591 8:00 AM 12:00 AM

morning 3,576,397 4,326 827 2.182 2.778 4.296 6:00 AM 10:00 PM

intermediate 1,897,997 2,521 753 2.778 1.860 3.838 7:45 AM 11:45 PM

evening 4,133,817 4,692 881 4.296 3.838 2.706 10:30 AM 2:30 AM

(b) Times of maximum and minimum activity as well as of the two highest maximum and lowest minimum ratios per cluster in Germany.

max min

clock time hours past waking activity/ratio clock time hours past waking activity/ratio

ac
ti

v
it

y

infrequent

11.25 3.25 0.013 3.75 19.75 0.006

20.75 12.75 0.012 18.25 10.25 0.012

15.75 7.75 0.012 14.00 6.00 0.012

morning 9.25 3.25 0.020 3.00 21.00 0.001

intermediate 11.75 4.00 0.021 3.50 19.75 0.001

evening 22.00 11.50 0.017 5.00 18.50 0.006

ra
ti

o

infrequent
3.00 19.00 0.205 10.50 2.50 0.097

16.00 8.00 0.130 19.75 11.75 0.119

morning

2.50 20.50 0.166 14.50 8.50 0.118

20.50 14.50 0.153 8.50 2.50 0.130

10.25 4.25 0.132 22.25 16.25 0.152

intermediate

16.00 8.25 0.208 4.00 20.25 0.145

8.75 1.00 0.190 20.75 13.00 0.164

- - - 11.75 4.00 0.179

evening
3.50 17.00 0.265 11.00 0.50 0.174

17.50 7.00 0.230 21.25 10.75 0.221

Supplementary Fig. S2. Smoothed diurnal activity aligned by waking time, and ratio of potentially disinformative

content aligned by clock time according to clusters formed from only unverified users (solid line). For each cluster, the one to

two highest peaks of activity and ratio are stressed and annotated with time of occurrence. The dotted lines represent activity

and ratio of potentially disinformative content across clusters formed from users independently of their verification status.
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Supplementary Table S6. Ratios of posts by content type and verification of user.

ratio by Tweet ratio by user

unverified verified unverified verified

Science 0.019 0.006 0.028 0.079

Mainstream Media 0.748 0.974 0.743 0.875

Satire 0.004 0.000 0.008 0.000

Clickbait 0.013 0.000 0.076 0.000

Political 0.102 0.013 0.107 0.038

Fake or hoax 0.045 0.004 0.027 0.004

Conspiracy & junk science 0.068 0.003 0.012 0.003

Potentially disinformative 0.216 0.020 0.146 0.045
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