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Abstract

Affective polarization and its accompanying cleavage-based sorting drives incivility
and contentiousness around climate change and other science-related issues. Looking
at the COVID-19 period, we study cross-domain spillover of incivility and contentious-
ness in public engagements with climate change and climate science on Twitter and
Reddit. We find strong evidence of the signatures of affective polarization surround-
ing COVID-19 spilling into the climate change domain. Across different social media
systems, COVID-19 content is associated with incivility and contentiousness in cli-
mate discussions. These patterns of increased antagonism were responsive to pandemic
events that made the link between science and public policy more salient. We also show
that the observed spillover activated along pre-pandemic political cleavages, specifically
anti-internationalist populist beliefs, that linked climate policy opposition to vaccine
hesitancy. Our findings highlight the dangers of entrenched cross-domain polarization
manifesting as spillover of antagonistic behavior.
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1 Introduction

There is a virtual consensus in the scientific community that climate change is caused by

human activity (Myers et al. 2021; Cook et al. 2013), and an overwhelming majority of

scientists across disciplines agree that fundamental changes are needed to address the climate

crisis (Dablander et al. 2024). Despite this, a non-trivial minority of the public remains firmly

skeptical of climate science and opposed to stronger climate policies (Leiserowitz et al. 2023).

Notably, they are often vocal about their skepticism and opposition on social media platforms

like Twitter (Falkenberg et al. 2022).

Evidence-based debates over findings are the cornerstone of the scientific endeavor, but

unsubstantiated claims that run counter to the scientific consensus and questions about the

integrity of scientists are linked to the delegitimization of science and lower trust for scientists

among the public (Leiserowitz et al. 2013), as is the presence of disagreements and incivility

in media coverage about science (Chinn and Hart 2022). Just as important, research into

the public’s antagonistic engagement with science-related issues finds extensive evidence of

a host of additional deleterious phenomena that have been associated with increased social

and political polarization, including motivated reasoning (Druckman and McGrath 2019),

partisan sorting (Chen et al. 2021), and the politicization of science (Druckman 2017).

In this study, we explore public engagement with climate change and climate science

on social media, focusing on how manifestations of affective polarization over the climate

issue – animosity toward members of the political outgroup (Iyengar and Krupenkin 2018)

– are affected by spillover from politically divisive events in other domains of science. We

examine patterns of incivility and contentiousness, which are harmful outcomes of affective

polarization (Mason 2015). Incivility, which ranges from incensed discussions to outright

rude critiques and name-calling (Anderson et al. 2014), intensifies polarization (Brundidge

and Garrett 2024; Chen, Song and Guo 2024). It is associated with contributing to the

dehumanization of outgroup members (Moore-Berg et al. 2020) and the overall decrease

in the quality of the information environment by, e.g., reducing individuals’ trust (Mutz

and Reeves 2005) and willingness to engage (Ng et al. 2020). Public contentiousness over

scientific findings is further problematic in the context of climate change as it runs counter

to the scientific community’s overwhelming agreement regarding the anthropogenic sources

of climate change.

More generally, spillover across different societal issues is itself evidence of polarization,

which has implications for science communication and policymaking, as it indicates social or

political cleavages are becoming more entrenched (Baldassarri and Gelman 2008; Kozlowski

and Murphy 2021). To study spillover, which is both a mechanism and outcome of polariza-
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tion, we look at the COVID-19 period, during which the severity of the pandemic increased

the visibility and importance of communication between the general public and the scientific

community. This period saw high levels of politicization and polarization toward COVID-19

(Green et al. 2020; Hart, Chinn and Soroka 2020), which likely contributed to the diverging

trust in science among different segments of the population (Radrizzani et al. 2023; Kerr,

Panagopoulos and Van Der Linden 2021). The impact of the COVID-19 shock therefore

provides us an opportunity to examine important patterns in how the public engages with

science across different issues, as defining and novel events from the pandemic can reveal

evidence of spillover from COVID-19 to climate science discussions.

We explore the following questions about how cross-domain spillover leads to greater

polarization in how the public engages with science. How do large scale shocks to the role

of science in society change how the public engages with scientific issues across different

domains? Do negative aspects of COVID-19 science spill over to public engagement with

climate science? What are the conceptual pathways through which these spillovers travel?

There is a growing tendency for issues to become linked through their association with

partisan positions, whereby individuals’ partisanship predict their attitudes toward issues,

even to the extent that their positions toward different issues become predictive of one an-

other (Kozlowski and Murphy 2021). With the constant spotlight on the role of science

in policymaking during the pandemic, we expect public tendencies surrounding COVID-19

to spill into how the public engages with climate science. Specifically, given the salience

of polarized elite political cues surrounding COVID-19 (Green et al. 2020), we expect in-

creased incivility in climate discussions that also involve COVID-19 topics. We also expect

the combination of diverging trust toward the institution of science and the increasing incli-

nation for individuals to do their “own research” (Chinn and Hasell 2023) to lead to greater

contentiousness in public debates about climate science issues.

We approach our research questions by studying antagonistic public engagement with

climate change-related content on social media, including those that explicitly engage with

published climate science literature. We focus on Twitter, which, at least until 2022, was an

important space for public contestations over social and political issues (Theocharis 2015).

Moreover, within the scientific community, there had been a generally shared notion that

Twitter is the primary social media platform for high salience science communication (Ham-

mer, Boender and Thomas 2021), which makes it an interesting case for questions about

the science-public interface (Walter, Lörcher and Brüggemann 2019). We also examine Red-

dit to supplement our findings. We show that the presence of COVID-19 topics is strongly

predictive of climate change conversations taking a turn toward increased incivility and con-

tentiousness, that these patterns respond to landmark events in the COVID-19 domain, and



Incivility and Contentiousness Spillover between COVID-19 and Climate Science 3

that incivility spillover tends to activate along existing sources of political polarization.

2 Results

Our examination focuses on references to COVID-19 in climate change discussions and dy-

namic trends in various facets of public climate change discussions during the 134-week

period of February 2019–August 2021. We collected a set of 38.6 million tweets that contain

keywords related to climate change. For 311,000 of these tweets, we further collected the

entirety of their ensuing conversations. We also collected the same data for tweets directly

referencing climate science publications through hyperlinks, resulting in 265,000 tweets and

42,000 conversations. Finally, we obtained all 2.1 million comments on Reddit that mention

the phrase “climate change” during this period (SocialGrep 2022). Across all three data sets,

we observe a sharp decrease in climate-related posts at the onset of the pandemic, which

corroborates existing findings on the “finite pool of worry” (Smirnov and Hsieh 2022) and

“finite pool of attention” hypotheses (Sisco et al. 2023).

We study the impact of cross-domain spillover between public science issues in two main

ways. First, we consider how concepts from one domain are used in another by looking at

patterns of incivility and contentiousness when COVID-19 enters the climate change narra-

tive. By examining this intersection, we are able to uncover shifts in polarization that arise

when global crises intertwine with wider scientific debates. Second, we look at how antago-

nistic communication patterns in climate change and climate science align with important

COVID-19 events over time.

2.1 Incivility Spills Over between COVID-19 and Climate Change

To assess whether there is spillover between the two public science domains of COVID-19

and climate change, we compared the incivility of all pandemic period (March 20, 2020

onward) climate posts based on whether they contained COVID-19 content. We also looked

at climate posts that specifically invoked Anthony Fauci, who, as then-Chief Medical Advisor

to the President of the U.S., polarized COVID-19 discussions by being emblematic of how

the institution of science impacts politics (Chen et al. 2023). To measure incivility, we used

toxicity detection from Perspective API (Jigsaw 2017), which provides the probability a

post is “a rude, disrespectful, or unreasonable comment that is likely to make you leave a

discussion.” This operationalization maps directly onto the disengaging effects of incivility

that we want to capture. From examples of tweets identified to be toxic (Table 1), we see

that both COVID-19 and Fauci as topics capture polarized, vitriolic debates on the science

involved.
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P (toxic) Tweet Text

0.944 Are people really that stupid? Do they really believe this crap? Climate change is a bunch of
bullshit so is Dr. Fauci. It’s just pathetic. And this figures just every now and then they’re
gonna make people lock down and do the mask bullshit again. Weak minded fucking sheep.
[pouting-face emoji]

[Link to a clip of Anthony Fauci’s appearance on NBC during which the interviewer states
that there will be more pandemics in the future because of climate change.]

0.654 When you find out climate change scientists are all like Dr. Fauci. Phoney flakes who don’t
know shit from shinola.

Table 1: Examples of uncivil climate tweets that reference Anthony Fauci. Tweet texts have been edited
for typos and formatting.

Across all three data sets – general climate Twitter, climate science Twitter, and climate

Reddit – we find evidence of incivility spillover between climate change and COVID-19. Es-

timates from linear probability models of toxicity in climate posts show that posts invoking

COVID-19 and Fauci have a significantly higher probability of being toxic, with the exception

of climate science tweets referencing only COVID-19 (Figure 1.A).1 Among general climate

tweets, these results hold when account fixed effects are included, meaning the observed pat-

tern of COVID-19 posts being more toxic is not simply due to different individuals choosing

different things to talk about, but is attributable to an individual-level behavioral tendency

to be more toxic when discussing COVID-19.2

Our results are robust to controlling for whether the post mentions international organi-

zations or figures who are targets of conspiracy theories (a point we return to in Section 2.3);

whether the post is the first post of a conversation, which has a higher chance of being a

news or scientific article posted by an institutional account; and whether the posting account

was active before the COVID-19 period because we expect Twitter to have attracted new

users during the pandemic who are more uncivil than existing ones.

Next, we leverage the sequential structure of conversations to show that general climate

tweets that include references to COVID-19 tend to incite greater toxicity in their replies.

From Cox proportional hazards models of toxicity onset in general climate and climate science

conversations, we find that the number of replies until one exceeds 0.5 toxicity probability

is significantly lower in general climate conversation that begin with a tweet mentioning

COVID-19 (Figure 1.B). At any given time, replies to these conversations are 9% more

likely to devolve into incivility compared to conversations that do not begin with COVID-

19 content. This pattern however does not hold for climate science conversations. Further,

1Our results are robust to estimates from fractional logistic regression models (Papke and Wooldridge
2008).

2We do not fit account fixed effects models for the scientific tweets data because there is not enough
within-user variation in our predictors, nor for the Reddit data because it does not contain user information.



Incivility and Contentiousness Spillover between COVID-19 and Climate Science 5

−
0.

05
0.

00
0.

05

COVID−19
Keywords

Fauci
Keywords

International
Keywords

Root
Tweet

Pre−COVID
Account

C
oe

ffi
ci

en
t E

st
im

at
e

Climate General
Climate General FE
Climate Science
Reddit
p ≥ 0.05

A Linear Probability Model for Content Toxicity

0.
0

0.
5

1.
0

1.
5

COVID−19
Root

COVID−19
Keywords

Fauci
Keywords

International
Root

International
Keywords

C
oe

ffi
ci

en
t E

st
im

at
e

Climate General
Climate Science
p ≥ 0.05

B Cox Proportional Hazards Model for Toxicity Onset

IPCC Reports &
Climate Strikes

COP25

U.S.
Elections

Biden's
First Month

Delta
Variant

C
O

V
ID

−
19

2019.03 2019.06 2019.09 2019.12 2020.03 2020.06 2020.09 2020.12 2021.03 2021.06

0.
00

0.
05

0.
10

0.
15

0.
20

P
ro

ba
bi

lit
y 

of
 T

ox
ic

ity

Non−COVID
COVID−related
Fauci−related
Change Point

Climate Science
Tweets

0.02

0.08 Reddit
Comments

0.12

0.27

C Toxicity Trends and Change Points of Climate Tweets

Figure 1: Presence of COVID-19 content and incivility of climate posts. Panel A shows coefficient estimates
from linear probability model of toxicity in climate posts across three social media systems. Panel B shows
coefficient estimates from Cox proportional hazards models of toxicity onset in climate conversations on
Twitter. Panel C shows temporal trends in daily climate tweet toxicity by difference in content. Panel C’s
inset shows the temporal trends for climate science tweets and Reddit comments.

corroborating results from our post-level models, we find that toxicity onset in both general

climate and climate science conversations are likely to be concurrent to mentions of COVID-

19 or Fauci.

Finally, we find that the tendency for users to invoke COVID-19 in more toxic posts aligns

with important pandemic events (Figure 1.C). Here, we estimated toxicity trends for climate

posts with and without COVID-19 content in all three data sets using the BEAST time series

method (Zhao et al. 2019), a trend and change point estimation method designed for noisy

and cyclical data, such as social media patterns (Reuning, Whitesell and Hannah 2022). First,

as in the linear models, the presence of COVID-19 content is strongly predictive of toxicity

in general climate discussions on both Twitter and Reddit, but not in posts that explicitly

link to climate science. Second, increases in the tendency for invoking COVID-19 in toxic

climate discussions clearly correspond to times when the link between COVID-19 science and

public policy became more salient, such as the lead up to the 2020 U.S. presidential elections

and the onset of the Delta variant and its associated policy responses in early summer 2021.

Third, COVID-19 climate tweets initially start at approximately 0.1 toxicity probability,
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Figure 2: Presence of COVID-19 content and probability of disagreement between climate conversation
participants. Panel A shows coefficient estimates from linear probability models of disagreement in different
types of climate conversations. Panel B shows temporal trends in weekly average climate conversation dis-
agreement probability by whether the first tweet mentions COVID-19.

which is the same as general climate tweets, but quickly spike within the first three months.

This temporal pattern is indicative of partisan sorting, whereby new issues enter the public

consciousness as nonpartisan but quickly become divisive and politically charged as a result

of elite-led polarization, which was strong during the COVID-19 period (Green et al. 2020).

2.2 Climate Conversations Related to COVID-19 Are More Contentious

Next, we consider how the contentiousness of Twitter conversations about climate change

and those that specifically engaged with climate science publications varies by whether they

include COVID-19 content. We measure contentiousness in conversations by looking at the

level of disagreement between sequential pairs of messages in a conversation tree. To estimate

message-pair disagreement, we fine-tuned the DistilBERT language representation machine

learning model (Sanh et al. 2019) on a data set of annotated comment-reply pairs (Pougué-

Biyong et al. 2021) to return the estimated probability that a post is in disagreement with

what it is responding to.

On the whole, we find that climate conversations that engage with COVID-19 topics are

significantly more contentious than those that do not. First, we fit linear probability models of

response disagreement in all message-pairs to see whether linking climate change to COVID-

19 resulted in higher levels of disagreement and whether individuals invoked COVID-19 to

disagree about climate change (Figure 2.A). We find evidence for both in conversations about

climate science publications, as COVID-19 content in root and response tweets were both

associated with higher levels of response disagreement. Table 2 shows examples of both types

of contentiousness spillover. In general climate conversations, we only find evidence for the

use of COVID-19 content to disagree with others.
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P (disagree) Tweet-Reply Pairs

Disagreement with climate tweet that references COVID-19

0.801 Excited collaboration with 43 authors from 27 institutes shows COVID-19 caused the
largest decrease of CO2 emissions since 1900. Larger than that of WWII.

[Link to a Nature Communications article.]

↪→ Let’s not fool ourselves with these numbers. In Asia from January to September 2020
the average temperature was 2.30 degrees Celsius. And that’s with a baseline of 1841.
If you go back to a 1750 baseline, temperatures are even higher.

Invoking COVID-19 to disagree with climate tweet

0.918 China’s iron & steel industry is a major source of air pollution. In 2015 it brought in
tighter standards. From 2014 to 2018 (only 4 years!): Particulate matter (PM) fell by
47%. SO2 fell by 42%. Change can happen quickly.

[Link to a Nature Sustainability article.]

↪→ Do not believe any of the CCP’s “figures”. You are being Wuhaned.

Table 2: Examples of high disagreement responses in climate science conversations that reference COVID-
19. Tweet texts have been edited for typos and formatting.

For our BEAST time series analysis (Figure 2.B), which focuses on whether the con-

versation is related to COVID-19 (measured by whether the root tweet contains COVID-19

keywords), we calculated conversation-level disagreement by averaging over all message-pairs

in the conversation. We first find that disagreement with climate change posts immediately

dropped with COVID-19 onset – a pattern also observed with the incivility of climate posts

– which indirectly substantiates the “finite pool of attention” hypothesis that the pandemic

drew the public’s attention away from the climate issue (Sisco et al. 2023). At the same time,

however, climate conversations that relate to COVID-19 grew sharply in disagreement levels,

and by the end of our observation period in August 2021, the level of disagreement in climate

conversations had rebounded to above pre-pandemic highs. This pattern was even stronger

in conversations directly engaging with climate science publications, with COVID-19 topics

immediately exceeding pre-pandemic levels of disagreement.

2.3 COVID-19 Incivility Spillover Activates along Pre-existing Populist Beliefs

We have thus far demonstrated that incivility and contentiousness spilled over between the

COVID-19 and climate change domains. We now show evidence that this kind of spillover

occurred in part because pre-existing populist anti-internationalist sentiments and conspiracy

theories provide links between climate policy opposition and COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy.

Since the 21st century populist surge (Mudde 2019), there has been a trend of decreasing

support for international organizations and globalist policies in most countries, a sentiment

manifesting most strongly among groups adversely affected by a globalized economy (Bearce
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Pre-COVID Post-COVID

Climate change “scientists” are not stupid. They are
on the biggest ever gravy train. Politicians are the
stupid ones for allowing them and UN bodies to
rip us off. All part of the Soros funded NWO [New
World Order].

We won’t be in deep shit because of non-existent
climate change. We’ll be in deep shit because dumb
fucks like these people are in charge, and are pushing
a hoax for more total control. Klaus Schwab, Fauci,
Gates, etc.

Table 3: Examples of climate tweets with high probability of toxicity (above 0.75) that mention international
organizations before and after the onset of COVID-19 pandemic. Tweet texts have been edited for typos and
formatting.

and Jolliff Scott 2019). Specific to climate policy, with the growing political salience of the

climate issue, far-right populist parties have started taking an anti-internationalist opposition

toward international climate governance (Lockwood 2018; Schwörer and Fernández-Garćıa

2024). At the extreme, these sentiments devolve into conspiracy theories about international

elites trying to exert global control (Castanho Silva, Vegetti and Littvay 2017) – such as the

example in Table 3 about George Soros and the United Nations.

Similar patterns exist in the public health domain, where conspiracy beliefs, including

those about international elites, tend to align with anti-vaccination attitudes (Hornsey, Har-

ris and Fielding 2018). While these were fringe positions before the COVID-19 period, they

became more mainstream during the pandemic. On social media, anti-vaccination and anti-

internationalist conspiracy theories became rampant (Darius and Urquhart 2021; Erokhin,

Yosipof and Komendantova 2022). Offline, anti-vaccine individuals in the U.K. often simul-

taneously held pseudo-scientific, populist, and conspiracy beliefs (Holford et al. 2023), and

a sizable segment of the U.S. population negatively viewed the World Health Organiza-

tion (WHO) during the pandemic (Bayram and Shields 2021).

Did the COVID-19 pandemic elevate existing populist sentiments against climate science

and policies? Based on prior research showing that cognitively coherent beliefs reinforce one

another (Taber and Lodge 2006), we expect overlapping antagonistic populist beliefs toward

international elites and scientists in the realms of public health and climate change to have

served as a pathway for spillover between the two global crises, leading to greater antagonism

toward international organizations in climate discussions during the pandemic.

To explore this possibility, we examined the temporal dynamics, before and after the

pandemic’s onset, of toxicity differences between climate tweets that referenced interna-

tional organizations and those that do not. Because anti-internationalist sentiments lead to

greater incivility in climate discussions, if the anti-internationalist sentiments activated by

COVID-19 spilled into the climate domain, there should be greater toxicity in climate change

discussions about international organizations compared to the baseline, even in tweets not
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Figure 3: Quarterly difference in toxicity between tweets containing references to international organizations
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computed from standard errors clustered at the Twitter account level.

directly concerning the pandemic. As the onset of the pandemic was exogenous to climate

change in the short term, observed temporal differences can be attributed to the COVID-19

shock.

Looking at second differences in a linear probability model of tweet toxicity (Mize 2019),

we find a significant increase in toxicity toward international organizations in climate dis-

cussions during the COVID-19 period starting Q1 2020, when compared to the baseline

period of Q4 2019 (Figure 3). The difference in toxicity probability before the pandemic, on

the other hand, was relatively stable. The highest spike occurred in Q2 2020, immediately

following the WHO declaring COVID-19 to be a global pandemic, and not until Q3 2021

did the difference fall to pre-pandemic levels. These findings provide clear evidence that the

nature of climate discussions about international organizations changed with the pandemic.

3 Discussion

While the COVID-19 pandemic and its public salience has subsided, legacies of pandemic era

politics continue today. Science being contested as part of the political process, which was

apparent with the political vitriol surrounding Anthony Fauci, continues with politically-

motivated appointments to science-related posts following government transitions (Tanne

2024). Trust in scientists remains relatively low at levels similar to the pandemic period

(Pew Research Center 2024), and recent research shows worrying signs of behavioral spillover

between COVID-19 and post-pandemic vaccination attitudes (Lunz Trujillo et al. 2024).

With climate change remaining ever as important, it is imperative to better understand

how spillover among concurrent crises might lead to system-wide entrenchment of affectively

polarized attitudes.
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In this study, we showed that affective polarization surrounding COVID-19 spilled over

to how the public engages with climate change and climate science on social media. Refer-

ences to COVID-19, especially those surrounding Anthony Fauci, were strongly associated

with incivility and contentiousness in climate change discussions. With some exceptions,

COVID-19 content both invited and were used for antagonistic engagement with the climate

issue. These relationships were responsive to landmark pandemic era events, as incivility and

contentiousness increased when the role of science in policymaking was made more salient by

COVID-19 policies. We further found evidence that this spillover occurred in part through

existing sources of affective polarization. Populist sentiments against international organiza-

tions and associated elites provided a link between climate policy opposition and COVID-19

vaccine hesitancy, which manifested in higher incivility of climate discussions even when

COVID-19 was not referenced.

By demonstrating the existence of affective polarization spillover and how it activated

along existing political cleavages, our study adds to the literature on how COVID-19 im-

pacted the public’s engagement with the climate issue, which has thus far focused on how

concurrent crises can lead to shifts in their relative issue saliency (Smirnov and Hsieh 2022;

Sisco et al. 2023) and the potential for policymaking synergies between them (Bergquist

et al. 2023). More broadly beyond COVID-19 and climate change specifically, our findings

show that conceptual synergies can lead to harmful antagonistic behavior spilling over across

different domains, especially for public policy issues that are strongly informed by science,

such as public health and environmental governance, highlighting the dangers of entrenched

affective polarization on how the public engages with science.

4 Data and Methods

All code and data required for reproducing our results will be made publicly available at

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14834207.

4.1 Data Collection

We used several data sets of online social media posts published between February 1, 2019

and August 26, 2021, spanning a total of 134 weeks. We subsetted all posts to English ones

using the language estimate returned by Perspective API. We collected all tweet data using

the full archive search endpoint from Twitter’s v2 API suite during October 2021–June 2022.

Additional Twitter data collection details are in Section S1.

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14834207
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General climate tweets 38.6 million tweets from 5.6 million unique users published in the

data collection window containing at least one climate change related keyword or hashtag.

General climate conversations Full reply tree of 311,000 conversations (stratified ran-

dom sample of approximately 2300 per week) from the General climate tweets data set that

have at least one reply and two unique participants.

Climate scientific tweets 265,000 tweets from 81,000 unique users containing a reference

(hyperlink) to a scientific publication containing climate science related keywords in the

publication title. This data set was curated using Altmetric’s API made available through

its Researcher Data Access Program.

Climate scientific conversations Full reply tree of all 42,000 conversations from the

Climate scientific tweets data set that have at least one reply and two unique participants.

Reddit climate change comments 2.1 million Reddit comments mentioning the key-

word “climate change”. This data set was provided by SocialGrep (2022). Preprocessing

details are in Section S2.

4.2 Measurement

4.2.1 Topic Classification

Based on the presence or absence of specific keywords, all posts were assigned binary labels for

each of the following categories: 1) For COVID-19, we used keywords and hashtags generally

used to refer to the virus or pandemic and its interventions (e.g., vaccines, social distancing);

2) for Anthony Fauci, we only used his surname, as it is distinct enough to capture relevant

references to him and discriminate against false positives; 3) for international organizations,

we used a list of keywords that include international entities (i.e., international organizations

and public figures). The full keyword lists are in Section S3.

4.2.2 Toxicity

Our climate posts were labeled with a probability of exhibiting toxicity by the Perspective

API provided by Google (Wulczyn, Thain and Dixon 2017; Jigsaw 2017). The model defines

toxicity to be “a rude, disrespectful, or unreasonable comment that is likely to make you

leave a discussion” (Mitchell et al. 2019). Based on the Unified Toxic Content Classification

multilingual architecture (Lees et al. 2022), this model is trained on data from online forums
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such as comments from Wikipedia talk pages (Wulczyn, Thain and Dixon 2017) and New

York Times, labeled by three to ten crowdsourced human annotators. Each training sample

is labeled with a toxicity probability based on the percentage of annotators identifying the

text to be toxic.

4.2.3 Disagreement

To understand the level of disagreement among participants, we fine-tuned a 3-class clas-

sifier based on the DistilBERT language representation model (Sanh et al. 2019) using the

DEBAGREEMENT comment-reply agreement and disagreement data set (Pougué-Biyong

et al. 2021), a set of 43 thousand comment-reply pairs from political and climate subreddits,

each labeled as either disagreement, neutral, or agreement. Because we are only concerned

with the presence of disagreement, constructing a binary classifier based on the three class

probabilities results in f1 scores of 0.806 and 0.716 for disagreement and lack of disagreement

(i.e., neutral or agreement) respectively. Performance details of our fine-tuned DistilBERT

model are in Section S4.

We used this model with pairs of tweet-replies from our Twitter conversation data, where

consecutive tweets from the same author were combined to form a single post, as they are

artifacts of Twitter’s maximum character limit.

4.3 Linear Probability Model and Fractional Logistic Regression Model

We fitted all models in R (R Core Team 2024) with the fixest package (Bergé 2018). Con-

fidence intervals were obtained using the marginaleffects package (Arel-Bundock, Greifer

and Heiss 2024).

Climate Post Toxicity We fitted separate linear probability models of COVID-19 period

(March 20, 2020–August 26, 2021) climate post toxicity for all three of our data sets –

general climate tweets, climate science tweets, and climate Reddit posts. In all three models,

we included day fixed effects. We additionally included account fixed effects for the general

climate tweets data set in a separate model. In all models, we clustered the standard errors

at the day level. Fitting all models using fractional logistic regression (Papke and Wooldridge

2008) yielded substantively similar results, which we show in Section S6.

Climate Conversation Disagreement We fitted separate linear probability models of

COVID-19 period response disagreement for both of our climate Twitter data sets. In both

models, we included day fixed effects, and clustered the standard errors at the day and con-
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versation levels. Results from fractional logistic regression models are substantively similar,

which we show in Section S6.

Climate Post Toxicity across Time and International Organization Content We

fitted a model for tweet toxicity using our general climate Twitter data set for our entire

observation period (February 1, 2019–August 26, 2021). In the model, we interacted the

international organization keyword term with every quarter in the data (Q1 2019–Q3 2021),

then compared the coefficient of the international organization term from each quarter to

the pre-pandemic baseline (Q4 2019). We computed standard errors both with and without

account clustering. To ensure the increased incivility during the pandemic is not directly

due to COVID-19 tweets, we removed them from this analysis, but our results are robust to

whether these tweets are included, which we show in Section S8.

4.4 Cox Proportional Hazards Model

To understand the effect of mentions of COVID-19 and other related topics on the onset

of toxicity in the course of climate conversations, we constructed an ensemble of Cox pro-

portional hazard models in R (R Core Team 2024) using the survival package (Therneau

2024). Specifically, we modeled the first occurrence of a toxic reply in a Twitter thread, or

consecutive chain of tweets and replies, from the COVID-19 period. The analysis is based on

a resampling method. In each realization, one thread from each conversation tree is selected

at random to ensure tweets closer to the root of the conversation are not over-represented

in the analysis, as they appear in more threads than tweets closer to the leaves.

In our analysis we considered occurrences of COVID-19 keywords and international orga-

nizations keywords on the root tweet as a property of the conversation, and occurrences these

keywords, along with Fauci keywords, in subsequent replies were treated as time-dependent

covariates. We did not include mentions of Fauci in the root tweet of conversations because

this was an extremely rare occurrence, especially in the scientific data set.

Full details of how we implemented the Cox proportional hazards model are in Section S5.

We show that our results are robust to alternative specifications of what constitutes an

English conversation in Section S7.

4.5 Time Series Analysis

To analyze temporal trends in toxicity and disagreement, we used the Bayesian Estimator

of Abrupt change, Seasonal change, and Trend (BEAST) model (Zhao et al. 2019), which is

implemented in in R (R Core Team 2024) as the Rbeast package.
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BEAST is a time-series decomposition algorithm designed to analyze nonlinear temporal

dynamics across multiple timescales while taking into account seasonal behavior (e.g., weekly

trends) without manually specifying the model. It does so by simultaneously estimating the

temporal trends and cyclical patterns that make up an observed time series, and the change

points in both of these dynamic processes. Specifically, it decomposes the observed time series

into a trend that is linear between change points (i.e., a series of piecewise linear trends) and

a cyclical pattern that follows a harmonic function whose parameters are constant between

change points. Instead of opting for a single “best” model, BEAST uses Bayesian model

averaging of multiple competing models to obtain the point and uncertainty estimates of

model parameters – the trend, the harmonic function’s parameters, and the number and

location of change points.

Toxicity Time Series In our toxicity analysis, our time series are at the day level. We

specified the cyclical pattern to be every seven days, given our expectations about Twit-

ter activity patterns (e.g., there to be less activity on the weekends). When estimating

change points, we specified there to be a maximum of fifteen change points (which was never

reached), and that any two change points must be at least four weeks apart.

Disagreement Time Series In our disagreement analysis, our time series are at the

week level because we had fewer conversations than we had posts. Given our observations

are already aggregated to the week level, we specified no cyclical pattern. When estimating

change points, we specified there to be a maximum of fifteen change points (which was never

reached), and that any two change points must be at least four weeks apart.
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Schwörer, Jakob and Belén Fernández-Garćıa. 2024. “Climate sceptics or climate nationalists? Understanding
and explaining populist radical right parties’ positions towards climate change (1990–2022).” Political
Studies 72(3):1178–1202.

Sisco, Matthew R, Sara M Constantino, Yu Gao, Massimo Tavoni, Alicia D Cooperman, Valentina Bosetti
and Elke U Weber. 2023. “Examining evidence for the finite pool of worry and finite pool of attention
hypotheses.” Global Environmental Change 78:102622.

Smirnov, Oleg and Pei-Hsun Hsieh. 2022. “COVID-19, climate change, and the finite pool of worry in 2019
to 2021 Twitter discussions.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 119(43):e2210988119.

SocialGrep. 2022. “The Reddit Climate Change Dataset.”.
URL: https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/pavellexyr/the-reddit-climate-change-dataset

Taber, Charles S and Milton Lodge. 2006. “Motivated skepticism in the evaluation of political beliefs.”
American journal of political science 50(3):755–769.

Tanne, Janice Hopkins. 2024. “Trump criticised for nominating Robert F Kennedy Jr to head biggest US
health agency.” BMJ 387:q2564.
URL: https://www.bmj.com/content/387/bmj.q2564

Theocharis, Yannis. 2015. “The conceptualization of digitally networked participation.” Social Media+
Society 1(2):2056305115610140.

Therneau, Terry M. 2024. A Package for Survival Analysis in R. R package version 3.8-3.
URL: https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=survival

Therneau, Terry M. and Patricia M. Grambsch. 2000. Modeling Survival Data: Extending the Cox Model.
New York: Springer.
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S1 Twitter Data Collection

We used Twitter’s Academic API to collect our Twitter data. To collect the general climate

tweets, we queried the API for tweets with hashtags and keywords from Table S3.1 for the

February 1, 2019–August 26, 2021 period (missed data from February 4, 2021). We subsetted

the data to only English tweets using Perspective API’s language estimate. We also excluded

tweets containing “political climate” and “Percip:”. The latter is frequently used by bots that

automatically tweet regional weather forecast. This yielded 38.6 million tweets.

To identify all tweets that reference (through hyperlinks) climate science publications,

we first used Altmetric’s Explorer API to filter scientific publications by whether their titles

contained one of our keywords (Table S3.1), then used Altmetric’s Details Page API to

obtain IDs of all tweets that referenced these publications. We used Twitter’s Academic API

to collect these tweets, which we subset to only English ones. This yielded 265,000 tweets.

Type String

Hashtags climatehoax, globalwarming, climateneutrality, climatecrisis, climatebrawl, climaterisk,
chooseforward, climateemergency, climatestrike, climatechange, climatefriday, climatescience,
actonclimate, climatehysteria, climatestrikeonline, climatetwitter, climatejustice, climate, fri-
daysforfuture, fridays4future, schoolstrike4climate, facetheclimateemergency, climatetwitter,
climatetech, globalwarminghoax, gretathunberg, parisagreement, nomoreemptypromises

Keywords climate, global warming, greenhouse gas, greenhouse emission, paris agreement

Table S1.1: Hashtags and keywords used for filtering climate change tweets.

We then used Twitter’s API to collect the conversation trees stemming from our climate

and climate science tweets. Specifically, for all root tweets that have at least one reply from a

different user, we obtained all replies to the root tweet and all replies to replies, infinitely deep.

For the general climate change data, we collected a stratified random sample of approximately

2300 conversations per week, and the entire set of climate science conversations.

Table S1.2 shows the distribution of the number of users that were active before and

after the COVID-19 onset.

Table S1.2: User counts by their activity before and during the pandemic.

User Subset Climate General Climate Science

Only before the pandemic 2.0M 28K

Only during the pandemic 2.2M 38K

During the entire period 1.3M 14K

Total users 5.6M 81K
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S2 Reddit Data Collection

For our Reddit analysis, we used the Reddit Climate Change Dataset provided by SocialGrep

(2022). This data set consists of approximately 4.6 million Reddit comments posted before

September 2022 that contain “climate change”. We removed comments posted outside our

time window and non-English comments. We also removed comments containing phrases

indicating that they were written by bots. Specifically, we filtered the comments on a set of

common phrases used by bots on Reddit to perform automatic tasks, e.g. “I am a bot” or

“This action was performed automatically” (Table S2.1), as well as excluding all comments

from the subredditsummarybot because it mostly consist of automatic submissions. Our final

Reddit data set contains 2.1 million comments.

Table S2.1: Phrases used for filtering automatic Reddit comments.

Filter phrase

I am a bot

I’m a bot

This action was performed automatically

This message was posted by a bot.

This book has been suggested

This comment was left automatically (by a bot).

You can summon this bot any time in

I detect haikus. And sometimes, successfully.
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S3 Topic Classification Keywords

Based on the presence or absence of specific keywords, we labeled all posts as containing

content from the following categories: 1) COVID-19, 2) Anthony Fauci, and 3) international

organizations. Table S3.1 contains our keywords.

To lower the probability of false positives, Twitter handles and the keyword “gates” were

only considered if surrounded by word boundaries. Keywords shown in all caps were searched

case sensitively and surrounded with word boundaries. The keyword “WHO” was specifically

searched case sensitively and surrounded with word boundaries, and only if less than 50%

of the tweet was using Latin alphabet, or if at least 70% of those Latin alphabet letters

were uppercase. This condition was set to avoid tweets simply containing the interrogative

“who” written in all caps, while still allowing tweets from languages that do not use the

Latin alphabet. All other keywords were searched case insensitively while disregarding word

boundaries, allowing us to capture them in hashtags or with affixes.

Category Keywords

COVID-19 coronavirus, corona virus, covid, covid19, covid-19, mask, pandemic, lock-
down, wuhan, sars-cov-2, sarscov2, flatten the curve, flattening the curve,
flatteningthecurve, flattenthecurve, hand sanitizer, handsanitizer, social
distancing, socialdistancing, work from home, workfromhome, working from
home, workingfromhome, mrna, vax, vaccin, pfizer, the jab, jabbed, jabbing,
moderna, astrazeneca, biontech, sinovac, sinopharm, johnson & johnson,
johnson&johnson

Anthony Fauci fauci

International Organizations WHO, @who, w.h.o, world health org, WEF, @wef, w.e.f, world economic
forum, Davos, UN, @un, u.n, united nations, gates, billgates, @billgates,
@gatesfoundation, soros, @georgesoros

Table S3.1: Keywords used for determining mentions of different topics in tweet texts
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S4 DistilBERT Model of Disagreement

To measure contentiousness, we fine-tuned a 3-class classifier of message-pair disagreement

based on the DistilBERT language representation model (Sanh et al. 2019) with manually-

labeled comment and replies from the BlackLivesMatter, Brexit, climate, democrats, and

Republican subreddits (Pougué-Biyong et al. 2021).

Our fine-tuned model labels a comment-reply pair as either disagreement, neutral or

agreement. Table S4.1 shows the performance statistics of the model measured on a random

10% test split of the DEBAGREEMENT data that was not included in the training. The

fine-tuned DistilBERT model achieved an overall accuracy of 66.5% on the test set. Because

we are only concerned capturing the presence of disagreement, we constructed a binary

classifier based on the three class probabilities results by combining neutral and agreement

labels. This returned f1 scores of 0.806 and 0.716 for disagreement and lack of disagreement

(i.e., neutral or agreement) respectively.

Table S4.1: Performance characteristics of the 3-class disagreement classification model.

Label Precision Recall f1 score Support

Disagreement 0.707 0.726 0.716 1717

Neutral 0.539 0.505 0.522 1109

Agreement 0.689 0.701 0.695 1464
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S5 Cox Proportional Hazards Model Details

We modelled the time to onset of toxicity in Twitter climate conversations using the Cox

proportional hazards model, focusing on whether this varied by the COVID-19 variables we

are interested in.

S5.1 Model Specification

We analyzed the general climate conversations and climate science conversations separately.

For both sets of analysis, we used all English conversations March 20, 2020 onward from the

respective data sets.

In the models, we included a mixture of both thread-level covariates, i.e., occurrences

of certain keywords in the root tweet, and reply depth-level covariates, i.e., occurrences of

these keywords in reply tweets. Specifically, we included covariates for whether the root tweet

contains COVID-19 keywords and international organization keywords, and covariates for

whether specific replies contain COVID-19, Fauci, and international organization keywords.

Finally, to prevent violations of the proportional hazards assumption from these models,

we stratified our models by whether the conversation’s root tweet was already toxic.

S5.2 Data Construction

In its raw form, a conversation is composed of replies to the root tweet, and replies to these

replies, up to an infinite depth. At any point when there are multiple replies to the same

tweet, the reply tree branches into different threads. To prepare this conversation data for

the Cox proportion hazards model, we take the following steps.

• Each thread, or branch of the conversation tree defined by its unique terminal tweet,

were treated as separate entities that we observe over time.

• Threads started by the automated account @wikipediachain, which document random

walks through Wikipedia links, were removed.

• Tweets with toxicity probability that are not able to be estimated by Perspective API3

and all subsequent replies in its thread are removed, because we are unable to assess

how they affect subsequent replies.

3Tweets in languages not supported by the Perspective API (i.e., those outside of Arabic, Chinese, Czech,
Dutch, English, French, German, Hindi (including when written with Latin alphabet), Indonesian, Italian,
Japanese, Korean, Polish, Portuguese, Russian, Spanish and Swedish), and tweets containing only non-
textual material (e.g., images, videos, or links). Perspective API returned NA values for 3.4% of general
climate tweets and 6.5% of climate science tweets.
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• Consecutive tweets from the same author, which generally appear because of Twitter

character limits, were combined into a single tweet.

• Each tweet was classified as toxic if its toxicity probability was at least 0.5.

• For each thread, tweets after the first occurrence of a toxic tweet were dropped, because

we are modelling toxicity onset.

• All root tweets were removed, because we are modelling reply toxicity.

These steps yielded a data set with thread-reply depth observations. Each observation

has thread-level covariates (e.g., COVID-19 content in root tweet) and reply depth-level, i.e.,

“time-varying”, covariates (e.g., COVID-19 content in reply tweet).

S5.3 Estimation

As threads from the same conversation are not independent from one another due to sharing

tweets higher up in the conversation (i.e., closer to the root tweet), we based our analysis

on a resampling method. In each realization, we randomly sampled one thread from each

conversation. This means that no two threads in the same realization come from the same

conversation, and therefore do not shared any tweets. This resampling eliminated the depen-

dence between chains from the same conversation, and also ensured that the proportional

hazard assumption is not violated due to presence of extremely large conversation.

Using the survival package (Therneau 2024) in R (R Core Team 2024), we fitted 20,000

resampled realizations of our data. In our results, we report the mean coefficient estimates

as the point estimate and the 2.5th and 97.5th percentile values as the confidence interval.

S5.4 Proportional Hazards Assumption Diagnostics

We assessed whether our models satisfy the proportional hazards assumption using the

Schoenfeld test (Therneau and Grambsch 2000). We conducted the test for all fitted models

and report the proportion of realizations that pass the test in Table S5.1.

Table S5.1: The proportion of bootstraps satisfying Cox proportional hazard model assumptions by not
failing the Schoenfeld test with p > 0.05.

Proportion of Bootstraps Not Failing Schoenfeld Test

All Tweets Root Scientific Tweets

COVID-19 root 0.99 0.99

COVID-19 keywords 0.76 1.00

Fauci keywords 0.99 1.00

International root 0.98 1.00

International keywords 1.00 0.95
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S6 Fractional Logistic Regression for Toxicity and Disagreement

Linear probability models often provide an adequate approximation of non-linear models,

especially when the range of outcome probabilities are not extreme. Still, we fit additional

fractional logistic regression models (Papke and Wooldridge 2008) of toxicity probability and

disagreement probability with the same model specifications as what we used for our main

analysis (Figure S6.1) to show that our results are robust to accounting for the bounded

nature of probabilities.
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Figure S6.1: Robustness check of main results using fractional logistic regression models. Panel A shows
the average marginal effect estimates for toxicity probability, corresponding to results from Figure 1.A. Panel
B shows the average marginal effect estimates for disagreement probability, corresponding to Figure 2.A.
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S7 Cox Proportion Hazards Model without Subsetting to English

Replies

Our standard approach to data preprocessing is to subset to only English posts. For our

Twitter conversation analyses using the Cox proportional hazards model, this means remov-

ing the first appearance of a non-English tweet in a thread then truncating the rest of the

thread, as we cannot assess how the non-English replies affected subsequent replies. We show

that our findings regarding COVID-19 content in conversations are robust to an alternative

specification, where we subset to conversations beginning with an English root tweet, do not

limit replies to only English ones.
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Figure S7.1: Robustness check of main Cox proportional hazards model results using full replies instead of
only English ones, corresponding to Figure 1.B.
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S8 COVID-19 Tweets in the Anti-internationalist Analysis

When assessing the impact of COVID-19 on the relationship between anti-internationalist

sentiment and toxicity in climate discussions, we examined only tweets that do not directly

engage with COVID-19 to ensure our results are not driven purely by the toxicity of COVID-

19 content. Still, we show that our results are robust to the inclusion of COVID-19 tweets

(Figure S8.1).
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Figure S8.1: Robustness check of toxicity probability of international organization tweets over time when
including tweets with overlapping COVID-19 content, corresponding to Figure 3.
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