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ABSTRACT

Recently developed information communication technologies, particularly the Internet, have affected how we, both as indi-
viduals and as a society, create, store, and recall information. Internet also provides us with a great opportunity to study
memory using transactional large scale data, in a quantitative framework similar to the practice in statistical physics. In this
project, we make use of online data by analysing viewership statistics of Wikipedia articles on aircraft crashes. We study
the relation between recent events and past events and particularly focus on understanding memory triggering patterns. We
devise a quantitative model that explains the flow of viewership from a current event to past events based on similarity in time,
geography, topic, and the hyperlink structure of Wikipedia articles. We show that on average the secondary flow of attention
to past events generated by such remembering processes is larger than the primary attention flow to the current event. We
are the first to report these cascading effects.

Introduction

Memory and the way individuals remember, forget, and reeadints, people, places, etc. have been prominent topics of
theoretical research for a long timeHowever, the notion of collective memory as a socially gatezl common perception of

an event has been introduced and studied only receathput the time when our societies started to become higinigected
through new channels of communication. Most of previoudisgiconcern offline settings. However, developments iitadig
technologies in recent years have significantly influenaed We keep track of events both as individuals and as a ciéect
Digital technologies have also provided us with huge an®ohtlata, which researchers are already using to studyretiffe
aspects of our social behaviour.

The Internet doesn'’t forget. On the one hand, the Internsthaal strong impacts on memory and the processes of
remembering and forgetting and on the other, it has comy@téective memory into an observable phenomenon that can
be tracked and measured online at scale. Analysing diffékeh documents, researchers have shown that more recént pas
events are remembered more vividly in the present. For ebgiinvestigated news corpora and concluded that most of the
temporal expressions are from the near past. The authémraflysed 63K web query logs and found that 10% had temporal
references, mostly to the near past or future. Furth@thie authors studied how microbloggers collectively redeirhe and
found that although several posts are about past eventheéheand now” is what they mostly refer to and care about.

Aiming to enhance our knowledge of online collective memavg use page view logs of articles on Wikipedia, the
largest online encyclopaedia.These data provide rembrlgahnularity and accuracy to study online memory. Thera is
high correlation between search volume on Google and \tisitikipedia articles related to the search keywdéftsThis
indicates that Wikipedia traffic data reliably reflect welenss behaviour in general. The high response rate and pace of
coverage in Wikipedia in relation to breaking néwS8 is another feature that makes Wikipedia a good researcfoptato
address questions related to collective memory.

Indeed, other researchers have previously used Wikipeditutly collective memory. In particular, Ferrehal 113
studied thoroughly editors’ behavior to confirm the intetption of Wikipedia as a global memory place. They explored
edit activity patterns with regard to commemoration preessthe sentiments of edits in old and recent traumatic and n
traumatic events, and the evolution of emotions in talk pagis work, however, focuses on editorial activities okiédia;
only few studies address collective memory consideringipdéttia visitors and their patterns of attention. For examnpl
Yucesoy and Barab&$iused Wikipedia viewership data to study the popularity amdd of current and retired elite athletes
and found that performance dictates visibility and membfyre specifically, Kanhabuet al1® tackle remembering signals
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using page views in Wikipedia to identify factors for memdtiggering. They calculate a remembering score made up of
different combinations of time series analysis technicared study how that score varies with regard to time and looati
However, this work stops at the empirical observations aiid fo give any general understanding of the phenomenon.

Several other prediction tasks have been done using Wildptata and metadata. For example, researchers have used
Wikipedia viewership data to predict movie box office revesify stock market mové$, electoral popularit}?1°, and in-
fluenza outbreak82!. Further, researchers have predicted the click-throughbratween Wikipedia pages, which allows to
point which existing and potential Wikipedia links are udefThey have done this using web server fgand navigational
pathg®. Researchers have also used page view counts to predigihenits of Wikipedia pages. For exampfepredicted
that the attention to promoted content on Wikipedia decagsmentially over time.

Using Wikipedia viewership data, we study how new eventgtr a flow of attention to past events, which is how we
operationalise collective memory. We limit our focus tocedft incidents and accidents as reported in English Wikige
which is the largest language edition of the online encyaéalia. We quantify and model the attention that flows from
articles about recent accidents to articles about pasti@cts and study the effect of different dimensions of theewa the
distribution of attention flow.

Results

To calculate the effect of a new event on the attention to aguesnt, we pair the page view time series of the correspgndin
Wikipedia articles. Here, we focus on all aircraft incideat accidents reported in English Wikipedia. We call thentvéhat
occurred within 2008-2016 “source events” and their Wiklijpearticles “source articles.” We pair the source events wlder
aircraft incidents or accidents, called “target eventsd their Wikipedia articles, or “target articles” (see Datal Methods).

View Flow

As an example, Figur@A shows the flow of attention from th@ermanwings Flight 952&ccident to théAmerican Airlines
Flight 587 accident represented by the viewership time series of doeiesponding Wikipedia articles. The Germanwings
accident occurred on March 24, 2015, when the co-pilot deditely crashed the plane into a mountain in the Alps, thereb
killing 150 people. The American Airlines accident took ggain November 2001 and was caused by a pilot error, which
resulted in the plane crashing into the Bell Harbor neighbod outside New York, thereby killing 265 people. We see an
increase in the views to the American Airlines Flight 587céeton the day of the Germanwings crash and this lasts devera
days. Itis worth noting that there was no Wikipedia hypédrlretween the two articles during this period. The area of the
shaded region measures the increase of the views to thé safigée relative to the average daily views of the previgaar
(dashed line), called “prior activity”. We refer to this aras theview flowand it will be the central variable of interest in our
study. The view flow is calculated over the week after the &dst of the source article. In particular, we focus on thd firs
week as then attention is expected to be maxitnallote that any area below the dashed line will count negdigtige the
view flow can theoretically be negative as well.

Our data set includes 84,761 pairs of source and targete(®es Data and Methods). In Figui® we show the view
flow from the 98 source events (vertical axis) to all 112 taeyents from the period 2000-2008 (horizontal axis). Weaeot
that some source events trigger a strong view flow on mangtasgnts while others have triggering effect on only fewar n
target events.

In the following section we analyse the factors involvedia view flow between each pair in our data set.

Triggering Factors

In this section we limit the analysis to the nine largest sear(8882 source-target-pairs), since the noise is corbigai@a

the signal of the view flow for smaller sources (see Data anthbtis). Figure2A shows the average view flow for different
groups of source-target article pairs. As expected, we fiatitarget articles about recent events are triggered mocé than
those about older events. We find that the number of deathgitatget event has an impact: events with more casualges ar
more likely to be triggered. We also find that the prior viestep of the target articles has a very large impact on the fiow o
views.

We do not find a significant effect from the geographical prog of the two events in the pair. We also find very little
impact from the location of the operating company of theaaflight. We further check the effect from when the target and
source article appear in a common Wikipedia category, asdindtion of similarity (see Data and Methods). We find that
this has a very large impact on the view flow. Finally, we chiét¢kere has been a link from the source article to the target
article during any of the seven days under study. We obshatetdirect hyperlink has a huge impact on the viewership flow
However, by removing all linked pairs (74 pairs) and perforgrthe same analysis, we get the same qualitative findiregs (s
Figure2B). The average view flow only drops by 33%, thereby showirag inks are not the main driving force responsible
for view flow.
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Figure 1. View flow. Left panel: Daily Wikipedia article view count on a logaritic scale for the Wikipedia articles
representing Germanwings Flight 9525 (source) and Amerddines Flight 587 (target). The colored area measures th
increase in views relative to the daily average of the previgear (dashed line). Right panel: View flow from 98 sources
(2008-2016) to all 112 target events from the period 2000820 he color of the pixels shows the strength of the view flow
on a logarithmic scale. Both axes are sorted according tddteof the accident such that going down or going right lering
you to more recent events. Some source events, like Germgawlight 9525 (see pointer), trigger a lot of target evewits
also point to the articles for the 9/11 crashes, which aggéned often and always in unity.

Up to here we analysed the view flow considering all variabledinary, but we can get a better resolution on year
separation, deaths, and prior activity. In Fig@fe we show the view flow as a function of the separation in ybats/een the
source and the target event. The error bars (estimated bewigtrapping) are rather big, but it is clear that we havieang
drop over the first 45 years. In Figud8, we show the view flow as a function of the deaths involvechmtarget event. As
expected, it grows for large number of deaths, but surmiginthere is a greater flow of views to target articles aboenés
with no deaths compared to those with20 deaths. In fact, the average view flow drops from 18227 to 183+ 44. One
possible explanation is that events with zero deaths amtegpin Wikipedia because they are remarkable in some othgr
Hijackings are a major contributor, but there are other gdamsuch as the 1940 Brocklesby mid-air collision, where tw
planes collided mid-air and got locked together, but stéimaged to land safely. In FiguBE, we show the view flow as a
function of the prior activity of the target article, agaireasured one year prior to the source event. In the insert o sh
the same graph in log-log scale along with a power law fit. \Wetkat the trend nicely follows the fitted power law with an
exponent of 127+ 0.04, showing a super-linear behavior.

While the source articles, combined, received 6.3 milli@ws during their respective first weeks, we estimate the-com
bined view flow to all the target articles to be 9.8 million.€Ttatio between the two is36+ 0.27, thereby indicating that the
flow of attention is on average greater than the attentiosived by the main event itself. If we remove all linked pailh&n
we are still left with a ratio of D3+ 0.28. These results tell us that view flow is no minor player teraion dynamics, but
rather a driving force.

Modeling Remembering

In the previous section we showed that the online views wiffetopics receive are strongly coupled. Therefore, onaat
describe the attention to a topic as an isolated phenomaNemwill now model the coupling between the source and target
and thereby show that a big fraction of the target views magxpdained from the source views alone. More formally, we
aim to predict the views of a target artigldbased on the views of a source artigland a number of factors that couple the
two. The goal is to maximize the coefficient of determinatiopredictingy. We introduce a model with three terms

Y = Yoftset+ Yiink + Ytriggered 1)

The first termyofiset, COMes from the fact that some target articles receive mtgaten than others on average. We model
this asyoftset = ahistory* Yhistorys Whereyhistory is the average weekly views for the previous year. The coefficherefore takes

a valueanistory ~ 1. With this alone, we are able to explain£3% of the variance among the views of the target articlesorErr
bars are estimated using bootstrapping. We then include flde&v mediated by linksyink). In order to do this, we estimate
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Figure 2. Triggering factors for view flow. Left panel: Average view flow among pairs belonging to déf@rgroups
according to different factors: The black bar labeled “Afitludes all pairs, the bars labeled “Recent” and “Old” tsghie
source-target pairs into those that are separated by mdégesothan 29 years (the median separation between paims). Th
bars “Many deaths” and “Few deaths” split the pairs accaydlinthe number of deaths of the target event (at the median
value of 22 deaths). The next two bars split the pairs acogrdi the prior activity of the target article. The bins inkigrey
area are based on whether the source and target flights weragtep by companies located the same continent, whether the
operating company is located in Europe, Australia, or Nértierica (Western), whether the source and target articmly

to the same article categories, and whether there is a diypetrlink from the source article to the target article. tlgfnel:

the same figure as in the left panel, but pairs with a hypeftioik source to target have been removed from the sample.

the number of views to the source article that are exposedtirik to the target article and call this variable “exposwrédrget
link” represented asjink (see Data and Methods). We then model link flowygg = aiink - Xiink, Which in combination with
Yoftset allows to explain 24: 5% of the variance in views among the target articles.

The final term in the modeYiriggered represents triggering of memory. Three conditions musheefor a source event to

trigger the memory of a target event. First of all, one musirfaout the source event and secondly, one must already have
the target event stored in long term memory. Finally, theptiog between the two events needs to be sufficiently strong t
trigger the memory. We expect the number of people who heauntahe source event to be proportional to the number of
views to the source article, which we namelikewise, we expect the number of people who have the tangmit stored in
memory to be proportional to the prior average views of theesponding target articlgistory- Finally, there is the coupling
between the two eventa, which is the probability that hearing about the source ewdlhtrigger the memory of the target
event. The first order approximation of the triggered viewentcan be written as

Ytriggered= X X Yhistory X 0. 2
For simplicity, we model the coupling using a linear comtima of the remaining variables (indexedz)s
a= z a;z + agp. 3)
|

Here we have not included geographical variables, whickigm®o be negligible in the above analysis. Instead, we hagd u
information regarding years separation, deaths of thestangent, shared Wikipedia category (0 or 1), and targetlarink

(0 or 1). By including the triggering term in the model we i@ase the explained variance from2%% to 36+ 9% (see
Data and Methods for parameter values). Note that this isnestly the result of adding 5 more parameters to the model.
If we introduce the coupling as an independent term in theehwaithout scaling byx and yhistory, then we obtain a mere
0.6% increase in explained variance. Also, if we randomiyflnaround they values and perform the fit afterwards, then our
model captures none of the random variance (a drop from 3630¢%6), i.e. negligible over-fitting is present. We conclude
that our model of source-target flow is capturing some ofthe tinderlying dynamics.
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Figure 3. Detailed analysis of triggering factors for view flow.Left panel: average view flow against the separation in
years between source and target event. Center panel: avgexgflow against the number of deaths involved in the target
event. Right panel: Average daily views of the target agtahliring the year prior to the source event. The insert isgAdg
scale and shows a power law fit (dashed) to the curve, whidtisy@n exponent of 1.27.

Discussion

We introduced “view flow”, or the attention to an old topic umkd by a new topic, as a quantitative measure of remembering
We then used this measure to study the factors of remembfmirthe case of aircraft accidents and incidents, using data
from Wikipedia. In particular, we studied how time, simitgygeography, previous attention, and links impact trexwilow

from a source event to a target event. We found that the mewfoay aircraft incident effectively lasts around 45 years.
This time scale might correspond to people who were aduttseatime of the accident not using Wikipedia, dying, or siynpl
forgetting about the accident, such that only written rdsare left in the end. Incidents with either many (50+) or eatts

are remembered the most on Wikipedia. The last result maylaiaed by a bias in Wikipedia, which tends to keep records
of “no death” incidents only if they are remarkable in somgentway.

Generally, we do not find that geographical similarity hagsignificant impact on remembering of aircraft incidentere
though the level of attention paid to individual incidergsconsiderably driven by locatiéh Links were found to greatly
increase the view flow between source and target, but sirgeatte only present for a small fraction of source-targatspai
they cannot explain the majority of the observed view flownt@ire general importance is the previous attention of thgetar
article, which has a super-linear effect on the view flow. sT$tiows that regardless of the strength of the coupling legtwe
events, some past events are consistently more memorable.

The view flow is especially strong when the source and tamgetianilar in some way, as measured by a shared Wikipedia
category. Overall, we find that a source event induces a awedhiiew flow, which on average is 150% of the views given
to the source event itself. This tells us that view flow is aandprce that should not be ignored. To our knowledge, no
current models of online attention and spreading of ideasiéie coupling between signals. The typical approach inipos
studies is to make predictions for the popularity of a togsdd on the recent history of that topic aléfi€. Future studies
should not model attention to a topic using self-corretaionly but should also account for cross-correlationsheraopics.
Concepts, ideas, videos, and so on are not stand-alondgljatinstead form a large network with attention flowinonfr
one to another.

We made a first attempt to model remembering. We proposed tieimemembering with a product between the current
attention to the source event, the previous attention teattget event, and a coupling between the two. The ratioretiend
this model is threefold. To trigger the memory of the targetret one must hear about the source event, the target evant mu
already be stored in long term memory, and the coupling batwviiee two events must be large enough to trigger the memory.
Our model allowed us to explain 36% of the variance in viewsiagthe Wikipedia articles about target events. Note that no
information regarding the internal dynamics of the targétke views was used to produce this result. A big limitatto our
model is the linear expression for the coupling betweerlagj which, if improved, might allow much more variance & b
explained. Furthermore, we do not account for any spregaiocesses induced by the triggering of memory. Such presess
might be responsible for the super-linear relationshigeoled in Fig.3C.

Summing up, we argue that the flow of attention between diffeevents and concepts is mediated by memory, or more
generally, associativity. We find that source events geaerflow of attention to previous events, which is even grean
the attention given to the source itself. A first model to expremembering in the case of airline crashes has beendaavi
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The theoretical framework and the mathematical formutetian be easily generalized to explain collective online wmrm
a broader context.

Methods

Data Collection

We collected data from Wikipedia using two main sources:MeeliaWiki APl and Wikidata: The MediaWiki APl is a web
service that provides access to wiki features, data, ana-aegt of articles such as links and categories. Wikidatéhe other
hand, is a Wikipedia partner project that aims to store siired data from other Wikimedia projects, including Wilkdie and

fix inconsistencies across different editidhsExamples of such structured data include the date or gpbigal coordinates
of an event.

We focused on a set of articles in English Wikipedia beloggim the categoriedviation accidents and incidents by
countryandAviation accidents and incidents by yeard their subcategories. These categories cover all@aliaidents and
incidents in different countries and throughout historgiable in English Wikipedia. Using the MediaWiki API, wetained
1606 articles from which 1496 are specifically about aittotedishes or incidents (we discard articles of biograplaiegort
attacks, etc). Furthermore, we extracted editorial inftion for the articles in the data set: the date when thelanvas
created, alternative names for the article through timd,the article links and categories. We collected the linksrfithe
page history for the seven days after the first edit of thelarind for each link, we calculated the fraction of the dat th
it remained in the article. For the 1496 articles, we systarally collected structured data from Wikidata: the datehe
event, geographical coordinates of where the event oatumember of deaths, and the continent of the aircraft compan
Unfortunately, Wikidata did not have complete informatfonall articles. To remedy this, we obtained the missingadat
automatically crawling Wikipedia infoboxésr manually checking the information in the articles.

Finally, we extracted the daily traffic to the articles betnwe1/01/2008 and 10/04/2016 from the Wikipedia pageview
dumps through an available interfat.eThere is no data available before this interval. We usedilteenative title names of
each article to merge all traffic statistics to the curretd.ti

Sampling

The source articles were created in Wikipedia within theéque®1/01/2008 — 10/04/2016. These articles have viewpechia
available from the moment they were created to the last ddheoperiod. To capture the immediate attention to a source
event right after its occurrence, we choose the correspgreburce articles created up to one day after the sourcd.even
Furthermore, we remove all source events proximate to asawuent with higher attention in the following way: (1) wetso

all the source articles by their total number of views dutimg first week in Wikipedia, (2) starting from the article withe
most views, we remove all source articles that were creatfinaa 10 day range and (3) we continue with the next article
with highest views and repeat step (2) and so on. In the ersdgves us with 98 source events.

We then pair each one of the 98 source events with target®frent our entire dataset such that each of the target events
ocurred at least two years prior to the source event. Thisrasshat the views of the target articles have enough time to
stabilize and that we calculate a representative averaye ngte on the second year, when the views are expected to have
already stabilized. This approach leaves us with 84,76fcsetarget pairs.

In sectionTriggering Factorswe restricted to the nine largest sources with the argurhamtte noise of the view flow is
comparable to the signal for smaller sources. We illusttsitein Fig. 4, which shows the average view flow from any target
to its sources. The tenth largest source is the first one wtheraverage is negative, thereby indicating the onset afenoi
domination.

Category Similarity

Categories in Wikipedia form a pseudo-hierarchical strreetind their function is to group other regular Wikipeditéctes to

a common subjeét. In general, categories are socially annotated, and sditor classify an article into a category simply by
appending one to it. The categories appended to a Wikipetiiéezare generally found at the bottom of it. In this prdjeee
consider the common categories among target and sourceé&ftliki articles as a similarity feature.

Hyperlinks
In the context of this project, hyperlinks are internal Bnik Wikipedia linking a page to another page within English
Wikipedia. These blue coloured hyperlinks are an essefalre in Wikipedia since an article can often only be under

lUsinght t ps: //cran. r- proj ect. or g/ web/ packages/ W ki dat aR/ i ndex. ht .
2Usinght t ps: // cran. r- proj ect . or g/ web/ packages/ W ki pedi R/ i ndex. ht .
Shtt ps://dunps. wi ki nedi a. or g/ ot her/ pagecount s- r aw

“http://stats. grok. se
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Figure 4. Average view flow vs. source views\e show the average view flow from each source against thes\oéthat
source during the same period. The dark dots representribdargest source events, which were used in sedtiggering
Factors Malaysia Airlines flight 370, Malaysia Airlines flight 17,ilFrance flight 447, Germanwings flight 9525, 2010
Polish Air Force Tu-154 crash, Indonesia AirAsia flight 858%iana Airlines flight 214, 2011 Lokomotiv Yaroslavl air
disaster, and Metrojet flight 9268. The smaller source e#ight blue) have not been included because the noise ddesn
the signal.

stood in the context of related articles, and internal limeke it easy to explore this contéktIn this project, we predict the
views of the source article flowing to the target article duart internal link in the source article. To do that, we usetesure

to target link,”x;ink, as an independent input variable for predicting the viefntbh® target article. The variable is calculated
using the revision histories of the source articles, whiétwaus to track the fraction of a given day with an internaklito
the target article. We then construgtk by multiplying this fraction with the number of views of thewgce article in that day.
In the prediction model, we add the resulting number of vieavsll the days considered in the prediction which in thiseca
is 7 days after the source article was created.

Parameter values
In table 1 we show the fitted parameter values with error bars estimi@ated 10000 bootstrapping samples. Tagked
parameter is part of the coupling constant and should nobbfised withajik, which is in theyjink term.

Shistory QAink Adeaths Ayears

0.84+0.04 0.04+0.03 25.109+28.10° | —2.7-108+21.10°8
Acategory Qlinked do

—1.1.-10 '£19-10° | 97-10°+54.10° | 20-10°+1.0-10°°

Table 1. Least square fit of the parameters in the model to the datar Ears are estimated using bootstrapping.
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