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Engagement with misinformation on social media poses unprecedented threats to societal well-being, particu-
larly during health crises when susceptibility to misinformation is heightened in a multi-topic context. This
paper focuses on the COVID-19 pandemic and addresses a critical gap in understanding online engagement
with multi-topic misinformation at two user levels: news sharers who share source news items on social media
and post viewers who engage with online news posts. To this end, we conduct a comprehensive analysis of
7273 fact-checked source news claims related to COVID-19 and their associated posts on X, through the lens of
topic diversity and conspiracy theories. We find that false news, particularly when accompanied by conspiracy
theories, exhibits higher topic diversity than true news. At the news sharer level, false news has a longer
lifetime and receives more posts on X than true news. Additionally, the integration of conspiracy theories is
significantly associated with a longer lifetime for COVID-19 misinformation. However, topic diversity has no
significant association with news sharer engagement in terms of news lifetime and the number of posts. At the
post viewer level, contrary to the news sharer level, news posts characterized by heightened topic diversity
receive more reposts, likes, and replies. Notably, post viewers tend to engage more with misinformation
containing conspiracy narratives: false news posts that contain conspiracy theories, on average, receive 40.8%
more reposts, 45.2% more likes, and 44.1% more replies compared to false news posts without conspiracy
theories. Our findings suggest that news sharers and post viewers exhibit different engagement patterns
on social media regarding topic diversity and conspiracy theories, offering valuable insights into designing
targeted misinformation intervention strategies at both user levels.

CCS Concepts: • Human-centered computing → Collaborative and social computing; Empirical
studies in HCI; • Information systems→ Social networks.

Additional Key Words and Phrases: Misinformation, topic diversity, conspiracy theories, COVID-19, online
engagement

1 INTRODUCTION
The spread of misinformation on social media platforms has emerged as one of the most significant
global risks in recent years, posing far-reaching consequences for societies and individuals [15].
Health misinformation, compared to misinformation in other domains, carries unique dangers due
to its potential to cause harm to human bodies and lives [5]. This issue is particularly prevalent
during public health crises, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, when heightened emotions like fear
and anxiety, uncertainty, and increased information consumption create fertile ground for the
dissemination of false or misleading information [6, 7, 9, 21, 56]. Throughout the COVID-19 pan-
demic, a substantial amount of health misinformation regarding the virus, its origin, and potential
treatments or prevention strategies spread widely on social media [17, 55, 59]. Especially, the wide-
spread COVID-19 vaccine misinformation on social media increases beliefs in the ineffectiveness
and side effects of vaccinations, contributing to individuals’ vaccination hesitancy and refusal,
thereby increasing the risk of infection [16, 43, 55].
Furthermore, during health crises, various aspects of society and individuals become intercon-

nected. The discussions traverse multiple domains and demonstrate strong interconnectedness,
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contributing to a rich and diverse informational landscape [37, 64]. However, there remains a
gap in understanding online engagement with misinformation within this multi-topic context
during health crises. A comprehensive analysis of 13.9 million COVID-19 posts on X reveals dis-
cussions spanning more than 20 topics across the societies, encompassing areas such as politics,
economy, and racism [3]. The diversity of topics within information content (i. e., multi-topic
information) plays an important role in shaping perceptions and assessments of credibility through
the mechanism of associative inference [32]. Associative inference is an adaptive process that
enables individuals to link related information and form novel connections, even in the absence
of direct experience, thereby increasing individuals’ susceptibility to online misinformation [32].
Moreover, the associative inference around online misinformation can evolve within a reinforcing
cycle. Individuals collaborate in constructing a misleading version of reality, leading to offline
actions that further reinforce this manufactured reality [45]. The interconnected and associative
multi-topic discussions during health crises underscore the importance of exploring the role of
topic diversity in engagement with misinformation on social media.

Additionally, conspiracy theories (CTs) often emerge during health crises, attempting to explain
the causes of significant public events as secret plots by powerful and malicious groups [13, 30, 57].
The integration of conspiracy theories within misinformation narratives serves as an effective
strategy to deliberately interconnect various topics [24, 37]. This deliberate approach contributes
to an increase in individuals’ beliefs in misinformation by fostering illusory pattern perception,
and promoting associative inference [32, 60]. In the early months of the COVID-19 pandemic,
social media platforms were inundated with various conspiracy theories related to the origins,
spread, and treatment of the virus [17]. The propagation of misinformation with coordinated
conspiracies promotes distrust in public health authorities and skepticism about the safety and
effectiveness of COVID-19 vaccines [54, 55]. While the proliferation of conspiracy theories on social
media has raised significant concerns, little is known about how the incorporation of conspiracy
theories in misleading narratives differentiates individuals’ engagement on social media compared
to other types of misinformation [29]. This gap calls for exploring how conspiracy theories affect
engagement with misinformation during health crises.

Research questions: In this paper, we aim to provide a comprehensive understanding of online
engagement with multi-topic misinformation during the early stages of the COVID-19 pandemic,
focusing on topic diversity and conspiracy theories. To this end, we investigate the following
Research Questions (RQs):

• RQ1: Does misinformation exhibit higher topic diversity compared to true information?
• RQ2: Does misinformation containing conspiracy theories exhibit higher topic diversity compared to
misinformation without conspiracy theories?

• RQ3: Does misinformation with higher topic diversity receive more engagement compared to true
information?

• RQ4: Does misinformation containing conspiracy theories receive more engagement compared to
misinformation without conspiracy theories?

Of note, we examine engagement at two levels: news sharer level and post viewer level. News
sharers create posts on X that link to source news items outside of the platform. Post viewers
engage with news posts within the platform through the reactions of reposting, liking, or replying.
The two user groups may have different motivations for engagement [2, 24, 59]. Additionally, while
previous studies have extensively explored post viewer engagement [9, 46, 56, 62], research on
news sharer engagement remains limited. Understanding this under-investigated area is crucial to
complement our knowledge of news-sharing behavior.
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Methodology:We conduct our analysis based on a COVID-19 dataset consisting of 7273 fact-
checked source news claims and their corresponding posts on X. These source news claims span
six languages and cover the initial period of COVID-19 from January to September 2020. At news
sharer level, the engagement metrics include the number of posts linking to a specific news item
and the lifetime of the news item, which indicates the duration from the creation of the first post to
the latest post. At post viewer level, the engagement metrics include repost count, like count, and
reply count. To gain a comprehensive understanding of the topic spectrum surrounding COVID-19
discussions, we additionally use over 15 million daily sampled posts at the early stage of COVID-19
to train a Word2Vec model and collect topic keywords. Subsequently, we use the topic keywords to
calculate topic diversity and identify conspiracy theories. Finally, we employ multiple regression
models to investigate our research questions.
Contributions: Our work reveals that elevated topic diversity has been a characteristic of

COVID-19 misinformation, particularly for those accompanied by conspiracy narratives. This
characteristic becomes more significant within the false news posts on X compared to their source
news claims. At post viewer level, the heightened topic diversity and the integration of conspiracy
theories significantly correlate with increased engagement (i. e., reposts, likes, and replies) with
misinformation on X. For instance, false news posts that contain conspiracy theories, on average,
receive 40.8% more reposts, 45.2% more likes, and 44.1% more replies compared to false news posts
without conspiracy theories. However, at news sharer level, topic diversity and conspiracy theories
have no significant association with the post count of source news items. This difference suggests
that news sharers and post viewers may have different engagement patterns. Our findings offer
valuable insights into understanding the engagement with multi-topic misinformation from news
sharers to post viewers on social media during health crises. Additionally, by highlighting the
different engagement patterns at news sharer and post viewer levels in terms of topic diversity and
conspiracy theories, this research informs the development of targeted interventions and strategies
at both user levels to mitigate engagement with false information and foster a more resilient society.

2 BACKGROUND AND RELATEDWORK
2.1 Misinformation on Social Media
Social media platforms have transformed information exchange, enabling public users to create and
engage with online content globally and instantaneously, albeit without the quality control mecha-
nisms inherent in traditional media. This has led to a significant rise in misinformation. Particularly,
the prevalence of misinformation on social media has posed far-reaching consequences across
many critical societal domains ranging from politics to public health, becoming a concerning global
issue in recent years [15, 16, 23, 43]. Consequently, social media platforms are under increasing
pressure to implement measures to reduce the spread of misinformation. Understanding how users
engage with misinformation and contribute to its viral spread on social media can help social media
platforms to design targeted interventions. Prior research has shown that online misinformation
spreads farther, faster, deeper, and more broadly compared to true information, as evidenced by the
examination of online posts fact-checked by third-party organizations [62]. Nevertheless, another
study, based on community fact-checked posts on X, indicates that misinformation receives fewer
reposts compared to true information [14]. This contradiction highlights that not every piece of
misinformation spreads faster than true information. Instead, there are likely crucial factors behind
the veracity of information that make misinformation unique and contribute to its online diffusion.

Several works have focused on understanding what characterizes misinformation and contributes
to its viral spread. For instance, misinformation is more likely to incorporate negative emotions,
such as anger, which have been identified as a main driver for information diffusion [7, 9, 26, 51].
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Additionally, there is a partisan asymmetry that misinformation tends to be right-leaning and
promote conservative positions [10]. Social media users are more likely to believe and share
information that is congruent to their political ideologies [22, 28, 41, 48, 52]. Therefore, right-
leaning users are more likely to share misinformation on social media, compared to left-leaning
users [40]. More importantly, uncertain situations, such as emergency public events or crises,
create fertile ground for online misinformation to thrive. During such times, people are eager to
know more information about the situations and thus more likely to believe and share related
misinformation, which can destroy the trust in the control policies and cause detrimental harm to
societies and individuals.

2.2 Misinformation During Public Events/Crises
During public events or crises, characterized by heightened emotions, uncertainty, and a surge in
information consumption, falsehoods that cater to specific demands and offer related information to
contextualize the situation become rampant and easily spread [9]. The preservation of democracy
is crucial during political elections. However, democracy can be undermined by the widespread
dissemination of dedicated online misinformation aimed at pursuing specific political agendas. It
has been found that people are exposed to misinformation more often during elections than usual
[1]. Election-related misinformation is often polarized, which can increase people’s susceptibility
and affect their voting behaviors [40, 49, 50]. Additionally, climate change poses challenges at
multiple levels, with any mitigation efforts carrying significant economic and political implications
[33]. Consequently, the debate surrounding global climate change has persisted for years and has
become increasingly polarized on social media [18–20]. This polarized environment fosters climate
change denial and misinformation, further complicating efforts to address and control climate
change [18, 33].

The spread of misinformation during health crises is particularly severe, as it can directly harm
human health and even cost lives [5]. Throughout the COVID-19 pandemic, a significant volume
of misinformation regarding a wide variety of COVID-19 related topics has circulated widely on
social media platforms. For example, the widespread COVID-19 vaccine misinformation reduces
users’ beliefs in its effectiveness, impeding the fight against the spread of COVID-19 [16, 35, 43]. A
global survey has revealed that a substantial part of people consider COVID-19 misinformation as
highly reliable [53]. Understanding how misinformation spreads and engages users during such
public events and crises is crucial for developing effective intervention strategies for emergency
management.

2.3 Engagement With COVID-19 Misinformation on Social Media
The engagement with misinformation during health crises, particularly COVID-19, posed significant
threats to the pandemic control and public safety. Several studies have scrutinized the factors
that can influence engagement with COVID-19 misinformation on social media. Recognizing
emotions as a significant driver of online information diffusion [9, 46, 47], research in this body
has predominantly focused on the role of emotions during COVID-19 [4, 7, 21, 56]. For example,
Solovev and Pröllochs [56] conducted a large-scale computational analysis on the role of moral
emotions in the spread of COVID-19 misinformation. They found that false posts with higher
other-condemning emotions (e. g., anger) are more viral (i. e., more reposts) than true posts. Based
on experimental design, Freiling et al. [21] investigated the role of anxiety in misinformation belief
and sharing during COVID-19, revealing that anxiety is a driving factor in believing and sharing
both true and false claims. Wang and Rzeszotarski [63] put the focus on the images and found
that online posts containing COVID-19 misinformation images receive similar interactions with
posts containing random images. However, COVID-19 misinformation images are shared for longer
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periods than non-misinformation ones. Additionally, COVID-19 misinformation, mimicking the
format and language features of news and scientific reports, is likely to receive more likes [39]. For
the concern that social bots may share a large amount of misinformation during COVID-19, Teng
et al. [59] analyzed different types of users in the engagement with misinformation. They found
that the role of social bots in misinformation sharing is limited, and individuals with human-like
behavior play a more prominent role.

Knowing the potential role of topics in engagement with misinformation, Ngai et al. [39] focused
on the specific topics in the engagement with COVID-19 vaccine misinformation. They found that
safety concern was the most significant content theme but negatively associated with likes and
shares. However, during COVID-19, various aspects of society and individuals became intercon-
nected. COVID-19 misinformation covered a broad spectrum of topics, including public health,
politics, medicine, vaccines, and so forth [3, 64]. The multi-topic misinformation about COVID-19
carries high uncertainty and easily causes confusion to individuals, thus posing threats to people
and society [64]. It has been revealed that individuals can adaptively link multiple related topics
and make novel connections through the mechanism of associative inference, which increases the
susceptibility to misinformation [32].

2.4 Multi-Topic Context and Conspiracy Theories During COVID-19
The discussion on COVID-19 during the pandemic has not only focused on the direct health
impacts but has also spilled over into various social, economic, and political domains. Within
the social domain, at the beginning of the pandemic, rumors and conspiracy theories about the
origin of the virus in China were rampant on social media, which exploits anti-Asian racism
and hate speech on social media [27]. Using COVID-19 as a weapon, malicious misinformation
fosters online hate to spread quickly beyond the control of social media platforms [61]. The
rising anti-Asian racism during the COVID-19 pandemic knocked Asian businesses [27, 36, 58].
In the economic domain, the pandemic hit the global economy, particularly impacting sectors
such as travel and leisure [66]. Additionally, the scientific uncertainty surrounding the COVID-19
pandemic fuels the weaponization of COVID-19 for politicization [31]. Some individuals and groups
have sought to exploit the pandemic to spread extremist ideologies and radicalize others [11].
The high degree of politicization within COVID-19 information contributes to polarization in
attitudes towards the pandemic and even to political ideologies [25]. For example, the discussion on
vaccination become gradually polarized, expanding far beyond the medical discourse and entering
the domain of organizational politics [12]. Taken together, the COVID-19 pandemic is incorporated
into many other societal domains to pursue specific interests, yielding significant spillover effects
on the stability of societies. In this paper, we use topic diversity to denote the extent to which the
information involves multiple topics and explore its impact on the engagement with misinformation
on social media during COVID-19.

Particularly, at the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, a myriad of conspiracy theories emerged,
providing alternative explanations for the origins, spread, and treatment of the virus [17]. Examples
include claims suggesting that the COVID-19 virus is a man-made bioweapon [17, 38]. Conspiracy
theories often revolve around the notion of secret plots orchestrated by malevolent and powerful
groups, deliberately crafted to achieve specific outcomes. This characteristic of conspiracy theories
facilitates the connection of multiple topics through an illusory perception pattern, potentially
fostering associative inference among individuals [32, 37, 60]. The integration of conspiracy theories
within misinformation became more pronounced during the COVID-19 pandemic, marked by a
significant increase in hyperlinks frommisinformation websites to conspiracy theories [24]. Despite
this observation, the question of whether misinformation containing conspiracy theories receives
more engagement than other types of misinformation remains to be explored. In light of these
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considerations, this paper tries to address the current research gaps by investigating the roles
of topic diversity and conspiracy theories in the engagement with misinformation during health
crises.

3 DATA AND METHODS
3.1 Dataset: MM-COVID
The data for our analysis is sourced from a publicly available repository on GitHub [34]. This
repository provides an extensive COVID-19 dataset that consists of 8825 source news claims and
their corresponding engagement on X. Initially, the repository gathers these news claims and their
veracity verdicts from reputable third-party fact-checking organizations worldwide, including
Snopes and Poynter, as well as official health websites. To keep the quantity of the source claims in
each language, the repository filters six languages: English, Spanish, Portuguese, Hindi, French,
and Italian, which enables a broad and diverse examination of misinformation across linguistic
and cultural contexts. Subsequently, online posts that explicitly reference these news sources are
collected from X through its advanced search API. Notably, the news sources in the dataset are
linked to the original news URLs. However, due to the diverse range of news items collected from
various languages and web pages, precisely parsing the original news pages and obtaining their
content is challenging. Instead, the dataset provides news claims, representing the main opinions
and topics.
Data preprocessing:We begin by translating all the non-English texts in source news claims

and their associated posts into English using the Googletrans Python package. Subsequently, we
perform text preprocessing by removing non-alphabetic and non-numerical characters, stop words,
and URLs. We lemmatize all the words using the English transformer pipeline on Spacy and only
consider news claims and posts that contain at least one lemmatized word. Additionally, we exclude
posts that were posted before January 1, 2020. Due to the absence of release dates for source news
items in the dataset, we use the first post that links to the specific source news item as its release
date. In the end, we obtain 8822 news claims and associated 85,978 posts. Specifically, 59,363 posts
are linked to 1543 false news claims, and 26,615 posts are linked to 7279 true news claims.

3.2 COVID-19 Topic Spectrum
A previous study analyzed over 13 million English COVID-19 posts and identified 26 topics within
10 broad themes, including source, prevention, spread and growth, treatment and recovery, impact
on the economy and markets, impact on health care sector, and government response, political
impact, and racism [3]. This research also provided keywords corresponding to each topic. To
ensure a comprehensive understanding of the topic spectrum surrounding COVID-19 discussions,
we utilize these keywords as seeds to identify similar words and construct a topic lexicon based on
a Word2Vec model. Notably, after reexamination, we remove the topic about locations that have no
specific meanings and consider the remaining 25 topics across 10 themes (Table 1).

Word2Vec model: To train the Word2Vec model, we additionally collect a large-scale COVID-19
dataset from a public repository on Kaggle.1 This dataset contains 26,854,078 posts in multiple
languages, posted from March 9 to April 30, 2020 on X. Given the size of the dataset, we only
filter English posts and do not involve the translation process. By combining this dataset with
MM-COVID, we obtain a total of 15,059,238 English posts. After removing non-alphabetic and
non-numerical characters as well as URLs in the posts, we utilize the refined corpus to train a

1https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/smid80/coronavirus-covid19-tweets

https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/smid80/coronavirus-covid19-tweets
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Table 1. COVID-19 topic spectrum. 25 topics across 10 broad themes are included.

Theme Topic

Source (origin) Outbreak, alternative causes
Prevention Social distancing, disinfecting and cleanliness
Symptoms Symptoms
Spread and growth Modes of transmission, spread of cases, death reports
Treatment and recovery Drugs and vaccines, therapies, alternative methods,

testing
Impact on health care sector Impact on hospitals and clinics, policy changes,

frontline workers
Government response Travel restrictions, financial measures,

lockdown regulations
Impact on the economy and markets Shortage of products, panic buying, stock markets,

employment, impact on business
Political impact Political impact
Racism Racism

Table 2. The examples of topic seeds (bioweapon, vaccine, election, and quarantine) and their 10 most similar
words.

bioweapon vaccine election quarantine

biowarfare vaccines elections isolation
biologicalweapon vaccination primaries quarantined
bioweapons vaccin voting selfquarantine
bioengineered vax 2020election quarentine
biologicalwarfare vacine electoral selfisolation
bioterrorism cure election2020 quarantining
engineered inoculation referendum qurantine
weaponized treatments vote lockdown
wuhanlab coronavirusvaccine votes quarintine
biowar antibodies generalelection isolating

Word2vec model with a vector size of 200 using the gensim library.2 The examples of the keywords
and their ten most similar words are shown in Table 2.
Topic lexicon: We expand our set of topic keywords by incorporating words that exhibit

similarities of more than 0.6 with the initial topic seeds. This process yields 828 additional topic
keywords. Next, we conduct a manual review of these keywords, identifying that 90.6% of them are
indeed relevant to the corresponding topic seeds and effectively represent the associated topics.
Consequently, we integrate the topic seeds with these related keywords to create a comprehensive
topic lexicon.
Topic identification: We utilize the topic lexicon to identify topics discussed in both news

claims and their associated posts. As a result, 82.4% of news claims contained at least one topic.
Additionally, our analysis considers both the content of the source claims and the content of the
corresponding posts when identifying topics in online posts. Consequently, 91.4% of posts contain
at least one topic.
2The model is trained on the High Performance Computing platform at the University of Luxembourg.
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(a) (b)
Fig. 1. Topic co-occurrence in true and false news claims. (a) Topic co-occurrence network in true news claims.
The number of edges is 107. (b) Topic co-occurrence network in false news claims. The number of edges is 167.

3.3 Topic Diversity
Topic diversity indicates the extent to which the content involves multiple topics. To give a sense
of topic diversity, we construct topic co-occurrence networks for true and false news claims.
Specifically, we calculate the frequency of topic co-occurrence of any two topics out of 25 topics
in true and false news claims, and retain the co-occurrence edges with frequencies exceeding the
median threshold. In the network of true news claims (Fig. 1a), the number of edges is 107, while
in the network of false news claims (Fig. 1b), the number of edges is 167. Compared to true news
claims, false news claims contain 56.1% more co-occurrence edges and are more interconnected,
indicating higher interconnectedness and suggesting greater topic diversity in false news claims.
Building upon previous research that used the Gini coefficient to measure the inequality of topic
distribution in the content [37], we quantitatively measure topic diversity (Diversity) as:

Diversity = 1 − Gini = 1 −
∑𝑛

𝑖=1
∑𝑛

𝑗=1 |𝑥𝑖 − 𝑥 𝑗 |
2𝑛2𝑥

, (1)

where xi denotes the number of words associated to topic i in each news claim (post), and n is the
number of topics. In our analysis, we exclude news items and posts that do not relate to any topic,
resulting in 7273 source news claims with corresponding 70,904 posts (see details in Table 4).

3.4 COVID-19 Conspiracy Theories
Conspiracy theories have been often thought of as a subset of misinformation [24]. Following the
method commonly adopted by previous related research [17, 38, 55], we select a set of keywords
(phrases) from the topic lexicon to identify the conspiracy theories embedded in the false news
items and associated posts. Specifically, we consider eight COVID-19 conspiracy theory categories
that connect to at least one topic in our analysis: the sources and origins of the virus that caused the
outbreak of COVID-19 (VirusOrigin), the connection between 5G and COVID-19 (5G), the role of big
pharmaceutical companies (BigPharma) and Bill Gates (BillGates) in the spread of COVID-19, the
scope of the pandemic is exaggerated (Exaggeration), the claim that hospitals were actually empty
(FilmYourHospital), the idea that the genetically modified crops led to the emergence of COVID-19
(GMO), and skepticism regarding the ineffectiveness and side-effects of vaccines (Vaccines).

As shown in Table 3, we match the keywords with the lemmatized words in each news claim or
post, and for phrases, we directly match them with the original translated text. We find that 89
false news claims and 4265 false news posts incorporate keywords (phrases) indicating conspiracy
theories. Given that the share of conspiracy posts ranges from 0.6% to 18% [17], the 6% share of
posts containing conspiracy theories in our dataset is reasonable. Upon a manual check of 89 news
items that contain keywords or phrases related to conspiracy theories, we find that the accuracy is
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Table 3. COVID-19 conspiracy theories and corresponding keywords (phrases). “()” indicates that the word
can be separated into a phrase. “{} and {}” indicates one of the words in the first set {} needs to appear with
one of the words in the second set {}. “5G” and “Bill Gates” are case sensitive.

Conspiracy theory Keywords

Origin bat, batsoup, weapon, biowar, lab, conspiracy, chinese()virus,
biochemical, bioterrorism, biowarfare, china()virus, wildlife, ccp()virus,
chinese()flu, china()coronavirus, chinese()coronavirus, chinesevirus19,
chines()virus, manmade, wuhan()coronavirus, wuhan()coronavius,
wuflu,wuhan()virus, chinaliedpeopledie

Vaccines {vaccine, vax, vaccination, vaccin, vacine} and {anti, infertile,
do not work, don’t work, does not work, doesn’t work, autism,
autoimmune}

5G 5G
BigPharma big pharma, fauci pharma, gates pharma
BillGates Bill Gates
Exaggeration does not exist, doesn’t exist, exaggerated, inflated, refuse
FilmYourHospital filmyourhospital, film your hospital, empty hospital, empty bed
GMO gmo, genetically modified

92.1%, which suggests that the selected keywords (phrases) can effectively identify the conspiracy
theories integrated into the misinformation [17, 38].

3.5 The Engagement From Source News to Posts on X
On the platform of X, users can interact with posts they view through reposting, liking, or replying.
Existing research often uses the number of reposts to study engagement with misinformation on
social media [8, 9, 14, 47, 62]. Additionally, the number of likes and the number of replies are also
important indicators of engagement with online posts [8, 42]. Notably, news items outside of X
enter the social environment through news sharers on X. Multiple posts on X can link to the same
original news items, which increases the visibility of the news items. However, few studies examine
engagement with misinformation from the perspective of source news items to posts. In this paper,
we consider user engagement at two levels: news sharer level and post viewer level (Fig. 2). At news
sharer level, news items are shared via posts on X. The engagement metrics include the number of
posts and the lifetime of news items from the creation of the first post to the creation of the latest
post. At post viewer level, engagement is measured by how viewers interact with these posts. Post
viewers can repost, like, and reply to the posts that are created by news viewers and contain links
to the original news items.

3.6 Empirical Models
We employ multiple explanatory regression models to explore the research questions separately.
To this end, we define the following dependent variables to measure engagement:
• Lifetime: The duration (in hours) from the creation of the first post to the creation of the latest
post on X for the specific news item.

• PostCount: A count variable indicating the number of posts associated with the specific news
item.

• RepostCount: A count variable indicating the number of reposts received by the specific post.
• LikeCount: A count variable indicating the number of likes received by the specific post.
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Fig. 2. Engagement on X at news sharer level and post viewer level.

• ReplyCount: A count variable indicating the number of replies received by the specific post.
The key independent variables include:
• Falsehood: A dummy variable indicating whether the news claim is false (= 1) or true (= 0).
• Conspiracy: A dummy variable indicating whether the false news claim or post contains con-
spiracy theories (= 1) or not (= 0).

• Diversity: The topic diversity of the news claim or post.
We also control for the variables from post and user characteristics:
• Words: A continuous-like count variable indicating the number of words in the text of the news
claim or post.

• Media: A dummy variable indicating whether the post has media elements (= 1) or not (= 0).
• Verified: A dummy variable indicating whether the post account is verified (= 1) or not (= 0).
• AccountAge: A continuous-like count variable indicating the age (in days) of the post account.
• Followers: A continuous-like count variable indicating the number of followers of the post
account.

• Followees: A continuous-like count variable indicating the number of followees of the post
account.

Additionally, emotions are considered as a main driver of online information diffusion [9, 46, 47].
Our analysis considers six cross-cultural emotions – anger, disgust, fear, joy, sadness, and surprise
– out of the eight basic emotions [9, 44]. We employ the commonly used NRC emotion lexicon to
count emotion words in news claims and posts. Notably, 92.1% news claims and 95% posts contain
at least one emotion word. Subsequently, we calculate the weight of each emotion in the specific
text content based on the number of corresponding emotion words. If the news claims (posts)
have no emotion words, all the weights of emotions are set to 0. The descriptive statistics for the
variables are shown in Table 4.

Topic diversity (RQ1 & RQ2): We use Diversity as the dependent variable to analyze the topic
diversity in true and false news from original news claims to online posts. In terms of the claims,
the linear regression model that incorporates the main independent variables of Falsehood and
Conspiracy is specified as:

Diversityi = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1Falsehoodi + 𝛽2Conspiracyi + 𝛽3Wordsi + 𝜶
′

Emotionsi + 𝑢lang + 𝑢time,

(2)
where Emotions indicates six basic emotions. Additionally, 𝑢lang denotes language-specific fixed
effects, and 𝑢time denotes month-year fixed effects.
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Table 4. Dataset overview. Reported are mean values or count numbers for the variables (standard deviations
in parentheses). Column (1) includes all the news claims and associated posts. 51.7% in English, 21.6% in
Spanish, 4.9% in Portuguese, 15.7% in Hindi, 3.2% in French and 3.0% in Italian. Column (2) includes false
news claims (posts) that contain conspiracy theories.

(1) (2)
All CTs

News Count 7,273 82
Falsehood 18.9% 100%
Engagement metrics

Lifetime 315.617 (900.617) 1,968.141 (1,626.337)
Post Count 70,904 4,265
Repost Count 1,300,597 161,823
Like Count 3,943,848 452,106
Reply Count 380,224 107,363

News characteristics
Dates 01/02/20 – 09/14/20 01/07/20 – 09/08/20
Diversity 0.083 (0.045) 0.089 (0.038)
Words 15.614 (6.364) 11.841 (6.739)
Anger 0.058 (0.109) 0.040 (0.093)
Disgust 0.045 (0.108) 0.059 (0.153)
Fear 0.183 (0.208) 0.149 (0.183)
Joy 0.065 (0.128) 0.097 (0.215)
Sadness 0.096 (0.139) 0.089 (0.135)
Surprise 0.045 (0.099) 0.026 (0.080)

Post characteristics
Dates 01/02/20 – 09/14/20 01/09/20 – 09/09/20
Diversity 0.104 (0.052) 0.111 (0.050)
Words 26.372 (10.192) 27.006 (8.876)
Anger 0.068 (0.100) 0.069 (0.090)
Disgust 0.074 (0.134) 0.064 (0.105)
Fear 0.195 (0.177) 0.157 (0.146)
Joy 0.062 (0.106) 0.088 (0.163)
Sadness 0.129 (0.133) 0.095 (0.106)
Surprise 0.052 (0.091) 0.050 (0.088)
Media 21.9% 13.6%
Verified 18.5% 7.4%
AccountAge 2,460.659 (1,457.714) 2,259.347 (1,393.434)
Followers 369,041.439 (1,755,545.224) 56,847.547 (1,399,857.795)
Followees 3,031.517 (15,099.135) 2,361.965 (15,535.361)

Given that each news item can have multiple posts, we need to control for the possible hetero-
geneity among news items when analyzing the topic diversity in terms of online posts. Therefore,
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we specify a liner regression model incorporating news-specific random effects:
Diversityi = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1Falsehoodi + 𝛽2Conspiracyi + 𝛽3Wordsi + 𝛽4Mediai + 𝛽5Verifiedi

+ 𝛽6AccountAgei + 𝛽7Followersi + 𝛽8Followeesi + 𝜶
′

Emotionsi
+ 𝑢lang + 𝑢time + 𝑣news,

(3)

where 𝑣news indicates news-specific random effects. Additionally, we also incorporateMedia, poster
characteristics as control variables in the model.

Engagement at news sharer level – lifetime and post count (RQ3 & RQ4): The first layer
of engagement is from source news claims to news posts on X. We examine how topic diversity
and conspiracy theories influence engagement with misinformation in terms of news lifetime and
post count. First, we take Lifetime as the dependent variable and specify a linear regression model
as follows:

Lifetimei = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1Falsehoodi + 𝛽2Conspiracyi + 𝛽3Diversityi + 𝛽4Falsehoodi × Diversityi

+ 𝛽4Wordsi + 𝜶
′

Emotionsi + 𝑢lang + 𝑢time,
(4)

where the interaction term of Falsehood×Diversity is to estimate the moderating effect of Falsehood
on Diversity. Subsequently, we use a negative binomial regression model to explain PostCount. The
dependent variable is log(E(PostCounti |x𝒊)), and the independent variables remain consistent with
Eq. (4).
Engagement at post viewer level – reposts, likes, and replies (RQ3 & RQ4): To examine

the effects of topic diversity and conspiracy theories on social engagement (i. e., reposts, likes, and
replies) with misinformation on X/Twitter, we specify a negative binomial regression model with
language-specific fixed effects, month-year fixed effects, and news-specific random effects:
log(E(yi |x𝒊)) = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1Falsehoodi + 𝛽2Conspiracyi + 𝛽3Diversityi + 𝛽4Falsehoodi × Diversityi

+ 𝛽3Wordsi + 𝛽4Mediai + 𝛽5Verifiedi + 𝛽6AccountAgei + 𝛽7Followersi

+ 𝛽8Followeesi + 𝜶
′

Emotionsi + 𝑢lang + 𝑢time + 𝑣news,

(5)

where xi indicates all the independent variables, and yi signifies the dependent variables, including
RepostCounti, LikeCounti and ReplyCounti. All the continuous variables in the above models are
z-standardized.

4 EMPIRICAL RESULTS
4.1 Topic Diversity (RQ1 & RQ2)
Summary statistics: Fig. 3a shows that false news claims (mean of 0.086) exhibit slightly higher
topic diversity compared to true news claims (mean of 0.082, KS = 0.072, 𝑝 < 0.001). Notably, the
difference in topic diversity between true and false news items is magnified at the post level, where
the mean topic diversity in false news posts is 0.113, compared to 0.079 in true news posts (Fig.
3b, KS = 0.333, 𝑝 < 0.001). Additionally, from claims to posts (Fig. 3c), topic diversity in false news
items (mean of 0.031) increases more than that in true news items (mean of 0.012, KS = 0.396, 𝑝 <

0.001). For false news items containing conspiracy theories (CTs), the topic diversity at the claim
level has no statistically significant difference compared to the overall false news items (Fig. 3a,
KS = 0.138, 𝑝 = 0.095). However, Fig. 3c indicates a higher proportion of the segment with most
significant increases in topic diversity for CT news items, compared to false news items (KS =

0.044, 𝑝 < 0.001), which may lead to the significant difference in topic diversity between CT news
and general false news at the post level (Fig. 3b, KS = 0.036, 𝑝 < 0.001).

Regression results: In Column (1) of Table 5, the coefficient estimate of Falsehood is significantly
positive (coef . = 0.388, p < 0.001). This implies that false news exhibits higher topic diversity
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Fig. 3. The Complementary Cumulative Distribution Functions (CCDFs) for (a) topic diversity at the source
claim level, (b) topic diversity at the post level, (c) the changes in topic diversity from claims to posts, (d) news
lifetime, (e) post count, (f) repost count, (g) like count, and (h) reply count. Three categories of CCDFs are
included in each figure, i. e., true news (True), false news (False), and CT news (Consp).

compared to true news at the claim level, aligning with the observations in Fig. 3a. Additionally,
the coefficient estimate of Conspiracy is not statistically significant, which indicates that the topic
diversity in false news claims containing conspiracy theories is not significantly different from
that in false news claims without conspiracy theories. Subsequently, we explore the topic diversity
between true and false news at the post level. In Column (2) of Table 5, the coefficient estimate of
Falsehood is significantly positive (coef . = 0.728, p < 0.001), suggesting that false news maintains
higher topic diversity than true news at the post level.
Notably, as observed in Fig. 3b and the coefficient estimates of Falsehood in Columns (1) and

(2), the difference between true and false news posts is larger than that between true and false
news claims. Additionally, the coefficient estimate of Conspiracy becomes significantly positive
(coef . = 0.136, p < 0.001), which suggests that false news posts containing conspiracy theories
exhibit even higher topic diversity than false news posts without conspiracy theories. There are
two possible reasons for the larger difference in topic diversity between true and false news at the
post level compared to the claim level. One is that news claims with higher topic diversity receive
more posts on X. Another is that false news has a bigger increase in topic diversity from the claim
level to the post level, compared to true news. Given the second reason, we further examine the
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Table 5. Estimation results for the topic diversity in news claims [Column (1)], the topic diversity in posts
[Column (2)], and the changes in topic diversity from news claims to associated posts [Column (3)]. Reported
are coefficient estimates with standard errors in parentheses. ∗ 𝑝 < 0.05, ∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.01, ∗∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.001.

(1) (2) (3)
News Post News → Post

Falsehood 0.388∗∗∗ 0.751∗∗∗ 0.659∗∗∗
(0.036) (0.024) (0.022)

Conspiracy 0.061 0.136∗∗∗ 0.185∗∗∗
(0.089) (0.015) (0.019)

Words 0.391∗∗∗ 0.373∗∗∗ 0.390∗∗∗
(0.013) (0.004) (0.004)

Media 0.022∗∗∗ 0.035∗∗∗
(0.006) (0.008)

Verified 0.037∗∗∗ 0.004
(0.008) (0.010)

AccountAge 0.003 0.001
(0.003) (0.003)

Followers −0.001 −0.019∗∗∗
(0.003) (0.004)

Followees −0.013∗∗∗ −0.015∗∗∗
(0.002) (0.003)

Emotions ✓ ✓ ✓
Language ✓ ✓ ✓
MonthYear ✓ ✓ ✓
Intercept −0.078 −0.653∗∗∗ −0.718∗∗∗

(0.110) (0.039) (0.047)

News-level REs ✗ ✓ ✓

𝑁 7273 70,904 70,904
𝑅2 0.179 ✗ ✗

change in topic diversity from the source news claims to the corresponding posts. In Column (3)
of Table 5, the positive coefficient estimate of Falsehood is statistically significant (coef . = 0.659,
p < 0.001). It suggests that the increase of topic diversity in false news from the claim level to the
post level is bigger than that in true news, which could partially explain the enlarged difference in
topic diversity between true and false news posts, compared to their source claims. In addition, the
coefficient estimate of Conspiracy in Column (3) of Table 5 is also significantly positive (coef . =
0.185, p < 0.001). It means that the topic diversity in false news that contains conspiracy theories
increases more than that in false news without conspiracy theories from the claim level to the
post level. This can explain why the coefficient estimate of Conspiracy in Column (1) of Table 5 is
statistically insignificant, whereas it becomes statistically significant in Column (2).

4.2 News Sharer Engagement: Lifetime and Post Count (RQ3 & RQ4)
Summary statistics: Fig. 3d shows that false news items have significantly longer lifetimes (mean
of 1463.757 hours) than true news items (mean of 47.951 hours, KS = 0.805, 𝑝 < 0.000). CT news
items have longer lifetimes (mean of 1968.141 hours) than false news items (KS = 0.167, 𝑝 < 0.05).
Additionally, Fig. 3e shows that false news claims receive more posts (mean of 38.015) than true
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Table 6. Estimation results for news lifetime [Column (1)] and post count [Column (2)]. Reported are
coefficient estimates with standard errors in parentheses. ∗ 𝑝 < 0.05, ∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.01, ∗∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.001.

(1) (2)
Lifetime Post Count

Falsehood 1.239∗∗∗ 2.230∗∗∗
(0.046) (0.083)

Conspiracy 0.452∗ 0.493
(0.189) (0.335)

Diversity −0.002 −0.025
(0.005) (0.026)

Falsehood × Diversity −0.075 0.079
(0.039) (0.085)

Words −0.080∗∗∗ −0.614∗∗∗
(0.010) (0.030)

Emotions ✓ ✓
Language ✓ ✓
MonthYear ✓ ✓
Intercept 2.491∗∗∗ 2.060∗∗∗

(0.282) (0.198)

𝑁 7273 7273
𝑅2 0.481 0.188

news claims (mean of 3.159, KS = 0.806, 𝑝 < 0.001). However, the number of posts received by CT
news claims (mean of 44.976) has no statistically significant difference from that received by false
news claims (KS = 0.113, 𝑝 = 0.257).

Regression results: As shown in Column (1) of Table 6, the coefficient estimate of Falsehood is
significantly positive (coef . = 1.239, p < 0.001), which suggests that false news items have longer
lifetimes to get new posts on X than true news items. Additionally, the coefficient estimate of
Conspiracy is also significantly positive (coef . = 0.452, p < 0.05). It means that false news items
containing conspiracy theories have significantly longer lifetimes than false news items without
conspiracy theories. However, the coefficient estimates for Diversity and Falsehood × Diversity are
statistically insignificant. This suggests that topic diversity has no significant impact on the lifetime
of news items, irrespective of the veracity.
Additionally, in Column (2) of Table 6, the coefficient estimate of Falsehood is significantly

positive (coef . = 2.230, p < 0.001), indicating that the number of posts referencing a specific
source news claim is significantly associated with its veracity. On average, false news claims are
linked by 𝑒2.230 − 1 = 8.3 times more posts on X compared to true news claims. Notably, the
coefficient estimate of Conspiracy is not statistically significant for post count, which implies that
the integration of conspiracy theories has no additional impact on the number of posts received by
false news claims. The coefficient estimate of Diversity is statistically insignificant. This suggests
that the topic diversity of a source news claim has no significant relationship with the number of
online posts it receives. The reason for the enlarged difference in topic diversity between true and
false news posts is not supported by this observation. Furthermore, the coefficient estimate for the
interaction Falsehood × Diversitynews is also statistically insignificant, reinforcing the notion that
topic diversity has no significant effect on post count, irrespective of the veracity of news claims.
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4.3 Post Viewer Engagement: Reposts, Likes, and Replies (RQ3 & RQ4)
Summary statistics: Figs. 3f – 3h reveal that, on average, true news posts get more engagement
on X than false news posts in terms of reposts (true: 29.396, false: 14.403, KS = 0.240, 𝑝 < 0.001),
likes (true: 84.765, false: 45.234, KS = 0.235, 𝑝 < 0.001), and replies (true: 6.294, false: 5.031, KS =

0.133, 𝑝 < 0.001). However, it’s worth noting that the news posts that receive the most significant
reposts, likes, or replies belong to the false category. Additionally, CT news posts receive more
reposts (mean of 37.942, KS = 0.043, 𝑝 < 0.001), likes (mean of 106.004, KS = 0.017, 𝑝 = 0.194), and
replies (mean of 25.173, KS = 0.031, 𝑝 < 0.01) than overall false news posts. Notably, the difference
in reply count between true and false news posts is the smallest compared to repost count and like
count.

Regression results: In Column (1) of Table 7, the coefficient estimate of Falsehood is significantly
negative (coef . = −0.256, p < 0.001), which means that false news posts receive fewer reposts than
true news posts. On average, false news posts receive 22.6% fewer reposts than true news posts.
Similarly, the coefficient estimate of Falsehood in Column (2) is significantly negative (coef . =
−0.155, p < 0.05). On average, false news posts receive 14.4% fewer likes than true news posts.
However, the coefficient estimate of Falsehood in Column (3) is significantly positive (coef . = 0.400,
p < 0.001). This means that, on average, false news posts receive 49.2% more replies than true news
posts. Together with the observations in Figs. 3f – 3h, the results indicate that the interaction of
reply with the veracity of posts may vary from the interactions of reposting and liking.
Additionally, the coefficient estimates of Diversity in Columns (1) (coef . = 0.181, p < 0.001), (2)

(coef . = 0.192, p < 0.001), and (3) (coef . = 0.137, p < 0.001) are significantly positive. It indicates
that heightened topic diversity is associated with increased online engagement in terms of reposts,
likes, and replies. However, the coefficient estimates of Falsehood×Diversity in Columns (1) (coef . =
−0.125, p < 0.001), (2) (coef . = −0.093, p < 0.01), and (3) (coef . = −0.091, p < 0.01) are significantly
negative. This suggests that the positive association of topic diversity with engagement on X
is reduced within the context of false news posts. On the contrary, the coefficient estimates of
Conspiracy in Columns (1) (coef . = 0.342, p < 0.001), (2) (coef . = 0.373, p < 0.01), and (3) (coef . =
0.365, p < 0.01) are significantly positive. This means that the integration of conspiracy theories is
positively linked to the engagement with false news posts on X at post viewer level. Specifically,
false news posts that contain conspiracy theories receive 40.8% more reposts, 45.2% more likes, and
44.1% more replies compared to false news posts without conspiracy theories.

4.4 Robustness Checks
To ensure the robustness of our findings, we conduct several additional checks. (i) The cross-
correlations among the independent variables are reported in Table S1 (news level) and Table S2
(post level). The variance inflation factors (VIFs) are also reported in Table S3. All the VIFs are
significantly lower than the threshold of 4, which indicates that multicollinearity is not an issue for
our analysis. (ii) We recalculate topic diversity at the theme level and repeat our analysis (Table
S4 – Table S6). (iii) We further balance the samples between true and false news items through
propensity score matching and reduce potential unobserved confounding factors (Table S7 – Table
S9). (iiii) We use an alternative topic modeling method (BERTopic) to cluster topics again and repeat
our analysis (Table S10 – Table S12). All the results are robust and consistently support our main
findings.

5 DISCUSSION
The spread of misinformation surrounding health crises is a serious public concern. In this paper,
we present a comprehensive analysis of the impact of topic diversity and conspiracy theories on
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Table 7. Estimation results for repost count [Column (1)], like count [Column (2)], and reply count [Column
(3)]. Reported are coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. ∗ 𝑝 < 0.05, ∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.01, ∗∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.001.

(1) (2) (3)
Repost Count Like Count Reply Count

Falsehood −0.256∗∗∗ −0.155∗ 0.400∗∗∗
(0.063) (0.063) (0.058)

Conspiracy 0.342∗∗∗ 0.373∗∗∗ 0.365∗∗∗
(0.065) (0.059) (0.056)

Diversity 0.181∗∗∗ 0.192∗∗∗ 0.137∗∗∗
(0.031) (0.030) (0.030)

Falsehood × Diversity −0.125∗∗∗ −0.093∗∗ −0.091∗∗
(0.035) (0.033) (0.033)

Words 0.519∗∗∗ 0.467∗∗∗ 0.443∗∗∗
(0.017) (0.016) (0.015)

Media 0.788∗∗∗ 0.596∗∗∗ 0.432∗∗∗
(0.028) (0.027) (0.027)

Verified 3.037∗∗∗ 3.071∗∗∗ 2.367∗∗∗
(0.035) (0.034) (0.033)

AccountAge 0.091∗∗∗ 0.084∗∗∗ 0.041∗∗∗
(0.012) (0.011) (0.012)

Followers 0.175∗∗∗ 0.180∗∗∗ 0.217∗∗∗
(0.015) (0.014) (0.013)

Followees 0.546∗∗∗ 0.383∗∗∗ 0.207∗∗∗
(0.024) (0.022) (0.015)

Emotions ✓ ✓ ✓
Language ✓ ✓ ✓
MonthYear ✓ ✓ ✓
Intercept 0.129 1.055∗∗∗ −1.398∗∗∗

(0.169) (0.155) (0.153)

News-level REs ✓ ✓ ✓

𝑁 70,904 70,904 70,904
𝑅2 ✗ ✗ ✗

the engagement dynamics of COVID-19 misinformation. Specifically, we examine user engagement
at two levels spanning from the origin as source news items to their propagation through online
posts and subsequent social engagement (i. e., reposts, likes, and replies) on X. Our analysis yields
several key findings: (i) False news, especially when accompanied by conspiracy theories, exhibits
higher topic diversity compared to true news. This discrepancy increases from source news claims
to news posts on X. (ii) At news sharer level, neither the news lifetime nor the number of news
posts is significantly associated with topic diversity. However, false news has a longer lifetime and
receives more posts compared to true news. Additionally, the integration of conspiracy theories is
associated with a longer lifetime for false news but has no significant association with the number
of false news posts. (iii) At post viewer level, posts with higher topic diversity receive more reposts,
likes, and replies. However, the positive effect of topic diversity is moderated by the news veracity,
with higher topic diversity being linked to more engagement with true news posts compared to
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false news posts. (iiii) The integration of conspiracy theories is linked to more engagement with
COVID-19 misinformation at post viewer level. False news posts that contain conspiracy theories,
on average, receive 40.8% more reposts, 45.2% more likes, and 44.1% more replies compared to false
news posts without conspiracy theories. These findings have useful implications for both research
and practical applications.

Implications: First, the observed high topic diversity in COVID-19 misinformation indicates that
the interconnection of multiple topics becomes a characteristic of misinformation narratives during
health crises. Previous research also reveals a coordinated effort among misinformation websites
from multiple domains to hyperlink to each other [24]. Notably, the topic diversity in COVID-19
misinformation significantly increases from its source claims to online posts. This mutation may
contribute to the adaptability of misinformation, allowing it to resonate with diverse audiences and
contexts [67]. Additionally, the finding that misinformation containing conspiracy theories exhibits
the strongest topic diversity aligns with previous research [37], highlighting the interconnected
nature of conspiracy narratives. Within the context of multi-topic misinformation, individuals tend
to adaptively connect related information and make associative inferences to reduce uncertainty
and gain control in a way that is congruent to their prior knowledge [32, 37]. Understanding this
cognitive process is essential for developing targeted interventions aimed at reducing susceptibility
to multi-topic misinformation, especially when accompanied by conspiracy theories.

Second, at the news sharer level, the observed longer lifetime and higher post count on X for false
news items, compared to true news items, indicate the endurance and prevalence of misinformation
on social media during COVID-19. Notably, few prior studies focus on engagement at news sharer
level and study how false news enters the social media platforms via news sharers. The extended
lifetime we observe in this paper may provide false news with more opportunities to accumulate
engagement on social media, potentially reaching a broader audience. Moreover, the lifetime and
post count appear to be largely attributed to the veracity of the news claims, as opposed to other
variables including Conspiracy and Diversity. Given this, it is plausible that the prolonged lifetime
and high post count for false news claims mainly result from deliberately planned dissemination
strategies by misinformation providers, involving means such as social bots and monetization
[2, 38, 59]. Consequently, the role of individuals’ self-motivated sharing behaviors in the endurance
and prevalence of COVID-19 misinformation is limited at news sharer level. However, massive
posts repeating the same false claim can still increase individuals’ susceptibility and beliefs. In this
regard, social media platforms should take measures to restrict repeated original posts from the
same false claims and their mutations, which is a lack of discussion in the previous research.

Third, as opposed to the engagement at news sharer level, the engagement at post viewer level
(i. e., reposts, likes, and replies) on X might be largely driven by human users rather than social bots
during COVID-19 [59]. Organic user engagement from human users can be influenced by multiple
factors. For instance, our results in Table 7 show that the engagement at the post viewer level can
be affected by factors related to content (e. g., topic diversity, conspiracy theories, emotions) and
context (e. g., verified status and follower count). Previous findings on the virality of misinformation
at post viewer level are mixed [14, 62]. We also find that false news posts receive fewer reposts and
likes but receive more replies, compared to true news posts. Of note, the veracity of information
is not explicit to users before being verified. Therefore, there might be other content or context
factors that are related to the veracity and foster engagement. While a large body of research
has examined the engagement at the posts viewer level [9, 46, 47, 56, 62, 65], the understanding
on the role of topic diversity and conspiracy theories in shaping engagement of post viewers
with misinformation is still missing. Our findings show that higher topic diversity is associated
with more reposts, likes, and reposts for both true and false COVID-19 news posts on X. However,
despite COVID-19 misinformation having higher topic diversity, the positive effect of topic diversity
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on its engagement is reduced, requiring further detailed study. Notably, conspiracy theories can
significantly enhance engagement with COVID-19 misinformation. To efficiently reduce social
engagement with (health) misinformation, social media platforms should exclusively focus on the
typical misinformation that exhibits high topic diversity and contains conspiracy theories.
Limitations: Our empirical study reports associations between variables and avoids making

causal claims. Future research could benefit from experimental designs to establish causal relation-
ships and better understand the influence of topic diversity and conspiracy theories on engagement
with online misinformation during health crises. Moreover, our analysis relies on data from X,
limiting the generalizability of our findings to other social media platforms. Though the prevalence
of health misinformation was the highest on X during COVID-19 [57], different platforms may
exhibit unique engagement patterns and user behaviors, necessitating further research across the
platforms to capture a comprehensive understanding of online misinformation dynamics during
health crises. Additionally, the absence of detailed engagement timelines at post viewer level in our
dataset hinders a more granular analysis of how topic diversity and conspiracy theories influence
engagement with COVID-19 misinformation over time on social media.

6 CONCLUSION
The spread of health misinformation on social media, especially during health crises such as
COVID-19, poses unprecedented threats to our society. It is crucial to understand the factors
and mechanisms that contribute to the engagement with health misinformation on social media.
Here, we provide a comprehensive analysis of how topic diversity and conspiracy theories shape
engagement with COVID-19 misinformation from news sharer level to post viewer level. We find
that high topic diversity and the integration of conspiracy theories are characteristics of COVID-19
misinformation. Topic diversity has no significant association with the engagement at news sharer
level. However, topic diversity and conspiracy theories can significantly enhance engagement with
COVID-19 misinformation at post viewer level. Our findings provide insights into understanding
the engagement with health misinformation and highlight the engagement patterns for news
sharers and post viewers regarding topic diversity and conspiracy theories. These insights are
valuable for developing targeted interventions at both user levels during health crises.
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Supplementary Materials

S1 CROSS-CORRELATIONS & VARIANCE INFLATION FACTORS
We additionally examine the cross-correlations and variance inflation factors among the indepen-
dent variables to mitigate the concern about multicollinearity. Table S1 reports the cross-correlations
among the variables in news items. Table S2 reports the cross-correlations among the variables in
posts. The cross-correlations in in news items and posts are fairly small. Additionally, the variance
inflation factors (VIFs) are reported in Table S3. We find that the variance inflation factors for
the independent variables are all close to one and well below the critical threshold of four, which
indicates that multicollinearity is not an issue of our analysis.

Table S1. Correlations of variables in news items

Falsehood Conspiracy Anger Disgust Fear Joy Sadness Surprise Words

Falsehood 1.000
Conspiracy 0.221 1.000
Anger −0.010 −0.018 1.000
Disgust 0.094 0.014 0.182 1.000
Fear 0.030 −0.018 0.159 −0.027 1.000
Joy −0.007 0.026 −0.120 −0.118 −0.216 1.000
Sadness 0.082 −0.005 0.094 0.108 0.283 −0.185 1.000
Surprise −0.009 −0.020 0.036 0.050 −0.087 −0.001 0.020 1.000
Words −0.371 −0.063 0.020 −0.047 0.077 0.100 −0.016 0.017 1.000



24 Yuwei Chuai, Jichang Zhao, and Gabriele Lenzini

Table S2. Correlations of variables in posts

Falsehood Conspiracy Anger Disgust Fear Joy Sadness Surprise Words

Falsehood 1.000
Conspiracy 0.151 1.000
Anger 0.038 0.002 1.000
Disgust 0.122 −0.019 0.139 1.000
Fear 0.075 −0.054 0.089 −0.063 1.000
Joy −0.020 0.062 −0.142 −0.155 −0.254 1.000
Sadness 0.133 −0.065 0.093 0.014 0.375 −0.220 1.000
Surprise 0.051 −0.007 0.021 −0.060 −0.124 0.057 −0.015 1.000
Words 0.155 0.016 0.060 −0.017 0.046 0.033 0.055 0.057 1.000
Media −0.076 −0.051 −0.017 −0.031 0.013 0.007 0.000 −0.033 0.104
Verified −0.278 −0.072 −0.018 −0.003 −0.031 0.003 −0.061 −0.028 0.080
AccountAge −0.185 −0.035 −0.033 −0.020 −0.030 −0.007 −0.036 −0.019 −0.060
Followers −0.220 −0.045 0.000 −0.019 −0.015 0.028 −0.035 −0.014 0.104
Followees −0.006 −0.011 −0.001 0.091 −0.017 −0.002 −0.023 −0.001 −0.071

Continued Media Verified AccountAge Followers Followees

Falsehood
Conspiracy
Anger
Disgust
Fear
Joy
Sadness
Surprise
Words
Media 1.000
Verified 0.218 1.000
AccountAge 0.047 0.321 1.000
Followers 0.116 0.429 0.227 1.000
Followees 0.006 0.053 0.105 0.044 1.000
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Table S3. VIFs

News Post

Falsehood 1.24 1.22
Conspiracy 1.05 1.04
Anger 1.07 1.05
Disgust 1.07 1.09
Fear 1.18 1.25
Joy 1.10 1.14
Sadness 1.13 1.21
Surprise 1.01 1.03
Words 1.19 1.09
Media 1.06
Verified 1.41
AccountAge 1.16
Followers 1.27
Followees 1.03

Mean VIF 1.12 1.15
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S2 ROBUSTNESS CHECK AT THEME LEVEL
We recalculate topic diversity at the theme level and repeat our analysis. Table S4 reports the
estimation results for the topic diversity. Table S5 reports the estimation results for the engagement
at news sharer level. Table S6 reports the estimation results for the engagement at post viewer
level. All the results are robust and consistently support our main findings.

Table S4. Estimation results for the topic diversity in news claims [Column (1)], the topic diversity in posts
[Column (2)], and the changes in topic diversity from news claims to associated posts [Column (3)]. The
topic diversity is calculated at the theme level. Reported are coefficient estimates with standard errors in
parentheses. ∗ 𝑝 < 0.05, ∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.01, ∗∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.001.

(1) (2) (3)
News Post News → Post

Falsehood 0.311∗∗∗ 0.699∗∗∗ 0.616∗∗∗
(0.036) (0.026) (0.023)

Conspiracy 0.033 0.130∗∗∗ 0.173∗∗∗
(0.092) (0.016) (0.019)

Words 0.354∗∗∗ 0.337∗∗∗ 0.342∗∗∗
(0.013) (0.004) (0.004)

Media 0.030∗∗∗ 0.040∗∗∗
(0.007) (0.008)

Verified 0.033∗∗∗ −0.002
(0.008) (0.010)

AccountAge 0.005∗ 0.004
(0.003) (0.003)

Followers 0.002 −0.020∗∗∗
(0.003) (0.004)

Followees −0.014∗∗∗ −0.015∗∗∗
(0.002) (0.003)

Emotions ✓ ✓ ✓
Language ✓ ✓ ✓
MonthYear ✓ ✓ ✓
Intercept −0.101 −0.517∗∗∗ −0.600∗∗∗

(0.110) (0.040) (0.047)

News-level REs ✗ ✓ ✓

𝑁 7273 70,904 70,904
𝑅2 0.147 ✗ ✗
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Table S5. Estimation results for news lifetime [Column (1)] and post count [Column (2)]. Reported are
coefficient estimates with standard errors in parentheses. ∗ 𝑝 < 0.05, ∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.01, ∗∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.001.

(1) (2)
Lifetime Post Count

Falsehood 1.235∗∗∗ 2.238∗∗∗
(0.046) (0.084)

Conspiracy 0.448∗ 0.485
(0.188) (0.324)

Diversity −0.005 −0.048
(0.005) (0.026)

Falsehood × Diversity −0.043 0.044
(0.042) (0.081)

Words −0.082∗∗∗ −0.602∗∗∗
(0.010) (0.030)

Emotions ✓ ✓
Language ✓ ✓
MonthYear ✓ ✓
Intercept 2.490∗∗∗ 2.076∗∗∗

(0.282) (0.199)

𝑁 7273 7273
𝑅2 0.480 0.188
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Table S6. Estimation results for repost count [Column (1)], like count [Column (2)], and reply count [Column
(3)]. Reported are coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. ∗ 𝑝 < 0.05, ∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.01, ∗∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.001.

(1) (2) (3)
Repost Count Like Count Reply Count

Falsehood −0.225∗∗∗ −0.125∗ 0.415∗∗∗
(0.062) (0.062) (0.057)

Conspiracy 0.346∗∗∗ 0.378∗∗∗ 0.368∗∗∗
(0.065) (0.059) (0.056)

Diversity 0.159∗∗∗ 0.175∗∗∗ 0.125∗∗∗
(0.030) (0.028) (0.028)

Falsehood × Diversity −0.124∗∗∗ −0.094∗∗ −0.074∗
(0.034) (0.032) (0.031)

Words 0.528∗∗∗ 0.477∗∗∗ 0.444∗∗∗
(0.017) (0.016) (0.015)

Media 0.786∗∗∗ 0.596∗∗∗ 0.431∗∗∗
(0.028) (0.027) (0.027)

Verified 3.036∗∗∗ 3.070∗∗∗ 2.366∗∗∗
(0.035) (0.034) (0.033)

AccountAge 0.091∗∗∗ 0.084∗∗∗ 0.041∗∗∗
(0.012) (0.011) (0.012)

Followers 0.175∗∗∗ 0.180∗∗∗ 0.217∗∗∗
(0.015) (0.014) (0.013)

Followees 0.546∗∗∗ 0.383∗∗∗ 0.207∗∗∗
(0.024) (0.022) (0.015)

Emotions ✓ ✓ ✓
Language ✓ ✓ ✓
MonthYear ✓ ✓ ✓
Intercept 0.098 1.023∗∗∗ −1.418∗∗∗

(0.169) (0.154) (0.153)

News-level REs ✓ ✓ ✓

𝑁 70,904 70,904 70,904
𝑅2 ✗ ✗ ✗
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S3 ROBUSTNESS CHECKWITH PROPENSITY SCORE MATCHING
To reduce potential unobserved confounding factors and ensure the robustness of our results, we
further conduct propensity score matching for true and false news claims. Specifically, we match
true and false news claims based on the variables of emotions and the number of words, with the
caliper of 0.3, “common support”, and “noreplacement” settings. Consequently, we discard 30 false
news claims and achieve all biases lower than 0.05. Subsequently, we repeat our analysis based
on the match true and false news claims and their associated posts on X. Table S7 reports the
estimation results for the topic diversity. Table S8 reports the estimation results for the engagement
at news sharer level. Table S9 reports the estimation results for the engagement at post viewer
level. All the results are robust and consistently support our main findings.

Table S7. Estimation results for the topic diversity in news claims [Column (1)], the topic diversity in posts
[Column (2)], and the changes in topic diversity from news claims to associated posts [Column (3)]. Reported
are coefficient estimates with standard errors in parentheses. ∗ 𝑝 < 0.05, ∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.01, ∗∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.001.

(1) (2) (3)
News Post News → Post

Falsehood 0.400∗∗∗ 0.745∗∗∗ 0.640∗∗∗
(0.036) (0.024) (0.022)

Conspiracy 0.037 0.137∗∗∗ 0.186∗∗∗
(0.091) (0.015) (0.019)

Words 0.387∗∗∗ 0.369∗∗∗ 0.383∗∗∗
(0.013) (0.004) (0.004)

Media 0.021∗∗∗ 0.034∗∗∗
(0.006) (0.008)

Verified 0.041∗∗∗ 0.009
(0.008) (0.010)

AccountAge 0.003 0.001
(0.003) (0.003)

Followers −0.001 −0.019∗∗∗
(0.003) (0.004)

Followees −0.010∗∗∗ −0.011∗∗∗
(0.002) (0.003)

Emotions ✓ ✓ ✓
Language ✓ ✓ ✓
MonthYear ✓ ✓ ✓
Intercept −0.075 −0.644∗∗∗ −0.705∗∗∗

(0.111) (0.039) (0.047)

News-level REs ✗ ✓ ✓

𝑁 7243 69,366 69,366
𝑅2 0.181 ✗ ✗
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Table S8. Estimation results for news lifetime [Column (1)] and post count [Column (2)]. Reported are
coefficient estimates with standard errors in parentheses. ∗ 𝑝 < 0.05, ∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.01, ∗∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.001.

(1) (2)
Lifetime Post Count

Falsehood 1.234∗∗∗ 2.230∗∗∗
(0.046) (0.083)

Conspiracy 0.479∗ 0.501
(0.189) (0.337)

Diversity 0.000 −0.024
(0.005) (0.026)

Falsehood × Diversity −0.073 0.077
(0.040) (0.086)

Words −0.082∗∗∗ −0.615∗∗∗
(0.010) (0.030)

Emotions ✓ ✓
Language ✓ ✓
MonthYear ✓ ✓
Intercept 2.572∗∗∗ 2.077∗∗∗

(0.275) (0.197)

𝑁 7243 7243
𝑅2 0.482 0.188
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Table S9. Estimation results for repost count [Column (1)], like count [Column (2)], and reply count [Column
(3)]. Reported are coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. ∗ 𝑝 < 0.05, ∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.01, ∗∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.001.

(1) (2) (3)
Repost Count Like Count Reply Count

Falsehood −0.244∗∗∗ −0.134∗ 0.411∗∗∗
(0.063) (0.063) (0.058)

Conspiracy 0.360∗∗∗ 0.391∗∗∗ 0.370∗∗∗
(0.065) (0.059) (0.057)

Diversity 0.183∗∗∗ 0.193∗∗∗ 0.133∗∗∗
(0.031) (0.030) (0.030)

Falsehood × Diversity −0.125∗∗∗ −0.088∗∗ −0.088∗∗
(0.035) (0.033) (0.033)

Words 0.512∗∗∗ 0.459∗∗∗ 0.442∗∗∗
(0.017) (0.016) (0.015)

Media 0.788∗∗∗ 0.597∗∗∗ 0.432∗∗∗
(0.028) (0.027) (0.027)

Verified 3.075∗∗∗ 3.118∗∗∗ 2.405∗∗∗
(0.036) (0.035) (0.033)

AccountAge 0.088∗∗∗ 0.081∗∗∗ 0.038∗∗
(0.012) (0.011) (0.012)

Followers 0.172∗∗∗ 0.177∗∗∗ 0.216∗∗∗
(0.015) (0.014) (0.013)

Followees 0.635∗∗∗ 0.467∗∗∗ 0.250∗∗∗
(0.026) (0.024) (0.017)

Emotions ✓ ✓ ✓
Language ✓ ✓ ✓
MonthYear ✓ ✓ ✓
Intercept 0.061 0.974∗∗∗ −1.475∗∗∗

(0.169) (0.155) (0.154)

News-level REs ✓ ✓ ✓

𝑁 69,366 69,366 69,366
𝑅2 ✗ ✗ ✗
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S4 ROBUSTNESS CHECKWITH BERTOPIC
To ensure the generalization of our results across the topic modeling methods, we use BERTopic, a
popular unsupervised topic modeling tool, as an alternative method to automatically cluster topics.3
The BERTopic model generates 1526 topic clusters for the whole news claims and posts. We use
the topic clusters and their corresponding probabilities to calculate topic diversity again and repeat
the analysis. Table S10 reports the estimation results for the topic diversity. Table S11 reports the
estimation results for the engagement at news sharer level. Table S12 reports the estimation results
for the engagement at post viewer level. All the results are robust and consistently support our
main findings.

Table S10. Estimation results for the topic diversity in news claims [Column (1)], the topic diversity in posts
[Column (2)], and the changes in topic diversity from news claims to associated posts [Column (3)]. Reported
are coefficient estimates with standard errors in parentheses. ∗ 𝑝 < 0.05, ∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.01, ∗∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.001.

(1) (2) (3)
News Post News → Post

Falsehood −0.038 −0.042 0.059∗∗
(0.042) (0.028) (0.021)

Conspiracy −0.150 0.046∗ 0.045∗
(0.127) (0.020) (0.018)

Words 0.089∗∗∗ 0.144∗∗∗ 0.110∗∗∗
(0.013) (0.005) (0.004)

Media 0.016 0.017∗
(0.009) (0.007)

Verified 0.016 −0.016
(0.011) (0.009)

AccountAge 0.001 0.000
(0.003) (0.003)

Followers −0.009∗ −0.007∗
(0.004) (0.004)

Followees −0.019∗∗∗ −0.016∗∗∗
(0.003) (0.003)

Emotions ✓ ✓ ✓
Language ✓ ✓ ✓
MonthYear ✓ ✓ ✓
Intercept −0.162 0.222∗∗∗ −0.042

(0.160) (0.051) (0.044)

News-level REs ✗ ✓ ✓

𝑁 7273 70,904 70,904
𝑅2 0.041 ✗ ✗

3https://maartengr.github.io/BERTopic/index.html

https://maartengr.github.io/BERTopic/index.html
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Table S11. Estimation results for news lifetime [Column (1)] and post count [Column (2)]. Reported are
coefficient estimates with standard errors in parentheses. ∗ 𝑝 < 0.05, ∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.01, ∗∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.001.

(1) (2)
Lifetime Post Count

Falsehood 1.209∗∗∗ 2.175∗∗∗
(0.044) (0.084)

Conspiracy 0.405∗ 0.553
(0.186) (0.350)

Diversity −0.026∗∗∗ −0.178∗∗∗
(0.005) (0.027)

Falsehood × Diversity −0.302∗∗∗ −0.117
(0.034) (0.068)

Words −0.086∗∗∗ −0.596∗∗∗
(0.010) (0.029)

Emotions ✓ ✓
Language ✓ ✓
MonthYear ✓ ✓
Intercept 2.394∗∗∗ 2.029∗∗∗

(0.275) (0.202)

𝑁 7273 7273
𝑅2 0.508 0.192
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Table S12. Estimation results for repost count [Column (1)], like count [Column (2)], and reply count [Column
(3)]. Reported are coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. ∗ 𝑝 < 0.05, ∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.01, ∗∗∗ 𝑝 < 0.001.

(1) (2) (3)
Repost Count Like Count Reply Count

Falsehood −0.134∗ 0.000 0.521∗∗∗
(0.060) (0.060) (0.056)

Conspiracy 0.351∗∗∗ 0.387∗∗∗ 0.375∗∗∗
(0.065) (0.059) (0.056)

Diversity 0.132∗∗∗ 0.197∗∗∗ 0.211∗∗∗
(0.024) (0.023) (0.024)

Falsehood × Diversity −0.058∗ −0.094∗∗∗ −0.173∗∗∗
(0.028) (0.026) (0.027)

Words 0.537∗∗∗ 0.492∗∗∗ 0.450∗∗∗
(0.016) (0.015) (0.014)

Media 0.783∗∗∗ 0.591∗∗∗ 0.432∗∗∗
(0.028) (0.027) (0.027)

Verified 3.041∗∗∗ 3.076∗∗∗ 2.369∗∗∗
(0.035) (0.034) (0.033)

AccountAge 0.092∗∗∗ 0.086∗∗∗ 0.043∗∗∗
(0.012) (0.011) (0.012)

Followers 0.174∗∗∗ 0.181∗∗∗ 0.218∗∗∗
(0.015) (0.014) (0.013)

Followees 0.550∗∗∗ 0.389∗∗∗ 0.207∗∗∗
(0.024) (0.022) (0.015)

Emotions ✓ ✓ ✓
Language ✓ ✓ ✓
MonthYear ✓ ✓ ✓
Intercept 0.013 0.919∗∗∗ −1.506∗∗∗

(0.168) (0.154) (0.152)

News-level REs ✓ ✓ ✓

𝑁 70,904 70,904 70,904
𝑅2 ✗ ✗ ✗
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