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ABSTRACT

Group interactions take place within a particular socio-temporal context, which should be taken
into account when modelling communities. We propose a method for jointly modelling community
structure and language over time, and apply it in the context of extremist anti-women online groups
(collectively known as the manosphere). Our model derives temporally grounded embeddings for
words and users, which evolve over the training window. We show that this approach outperforms
prior models which lacked one of these components (i.e. not incorporating social structure, or using
static word embeddings). Using these embeddings, we investigate the evolution of users and words
within these communities in three ways: (i) we model a user as a sequence of embeddings and
forecast their affinity groups beyond the training window, (ii) we illustrate how word evolution is
useful in the context of temporal events, and (iii) we characterise the propensity for violent language
within subgroups of the manosphere.

1 Introduction

Computational approaches to modelling extremist groups is a pressing current topic of research. Two aspects in
particular are often considered when investigating these groups: the structure of the community (who talks to whom)
and the language they use (what do they say). For example, Gialampoukidis et al. [15] and Berzinji et al. [5] use
network analyses to identify key members of terrorist organisations and Ferrara et al. [14] model the probability of
users interacting with extremist content and accounts using network- and time-based features. The use of targeted hate
speech has been investigated to identify the promoters of various extremist ideologies [24, 1].

The premise of this work is that language and social structure are mutually informative expressions of group belonging
that should be modelled simultaneously. Moreover, such interactions take place in a particular temporal context; on the
internet, language changes at rapid rates [23] and the community itself morphs and changes focus in response to current
events [4, 20].

To model the interaction of these dimensions, we propose a shared matrix factorisation model which jointly encodes
linguistic and social evolution over time, yielding dynamic user and word embeddings. We evaluate this model in the
context of online anti-women groups (collectively referred to as the manosphere) and illustrate the usefulness of the
resulting embeddings in researching these communities.

The proposed model is an amalgamation of two prior works: Appel et al. [2] developed a shared matrix factorisation
approach which captures the temporal evolution of users, but takes word representations as being static; while Yao et al.
[25] use a similar method to construct dynamic word representations, but do not incorporate social information. By
combining these two approaches, we obtain representations of users and words that evolve over time and are informed
by their social context. This enables us to reason about the temporal evolution of users and their language in a shared
space; a promising step to advance computational modelling of extremist groups. That said, this method is not specific
to extremist groups and can be applied within any community for which social and linguistic information is available
over multiple timesteps.
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Figure 1: The proposed model architecture.

Experimental results (Section 6) show that our model represents a statistically significant improvement in terms of
reconstruction fidelity and cluster purity over prior models. Furthermore, we illustrate that the resulting user embeddings
can be used to predict future behaviour of an individual more accurately (Section 6.2). We show the importance of
dynamic, temporally-grounded word embeddings in Section 7. Finally, we present a novel characterisation of violent
language in subgroups within this community which leverages the shared user and word embedding space (Section 8).

To summarise, our contributions in this paper are focused in two primary areas:

• We propose an extension to the models of Appel et al. [2] and Yao et al. [25] and present experimental results
showing that this model outperforms the prior works.

• We illustrate its usefulness in the context of modelling online extremist communities and present novel insights
on a particular extremist group.

2 The manosphere

The manosphere is broadly defined as a collection of communities with a common interest in men’s issues, who are
known to engage in highly toxic online behaviour as well as acts of real-world violence [20]. While the roots of this
community may be traced back to the Men’s Liberation Movement in the 60s and 70s, it has seen a resurgence in recent
years [20].

Social structure Though often referred to as a whole, the manosphere in fact consists of distinct subgroups [3]. Men’s
Rights Activists (MRA) aim to form a counterpoise to feminist advocacy, while Pickup Artists (PuA) and The Red Pill
(TRP) focus on personal development. MGTOW (“Men Going Their Own Way”) promote social separation from
women, and Incels (“Involuntarily Celibates”) adopt a nihilistic mindset that promotes self-harm or harm to others.

These differing perspectives can cause friction within the manosphere, such as the Incel community’s contempt for
the efforts of PuAs and MGTOW’s criticism of MRAs’ reform efforts [3]. This type of division is often referred to as
“splintering” within counterterrorism research, defined by Baele et al. [4] as a process whereby extremist ideologies tend
to fragment over time into a range of sub-ideologies supported by rival factions, with minority splinter groups going
towards increasing radicalism. The Incel subculture has been described as a more extreme splinter of the manosphere
[20, 4].

In addition to the group-level evolution, individuals in groups also evolve in their level of dedication to the community.
While the definition of radicalisation is widely disputed by scholars, it is generally agreed that it occurs through a
gradual process over time [7, 10], highlighting the importance of modeling temporal effects when studying these
communities.
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Language Lexical innovation has been shown to be strongly tied to social connectedness in online groups [8] and has
been used as an indicator for radicalisation [13, 9]. Bogetić [6] states that the manosphere, and in particular Incels, are
prolific lexical innovators, creating new terminology at more rapid rates than other extremist groups. Per illustration, the
manosphere lexicon of Farrell et al. [12] includes more than 36 hate terms for women. The rapid evolution of language
online, as well as the connection between social identity and language, again illustrates that these factors should be
recognised as interconnected and dynamic.

3 Model definition

Our proposed model jointly decomposes a social adjacency matrix and a language content matrix over multiple
timesteps. The model is illustrated in Figure 1. In this section, we discuss its components and compare it to other
formulations.

3.1 Source matrices

The social adjacency matrix for a population of size m is a sparse matrix defined as A ∈ Rm×n, where each row
represents the social connections of a specific user to a set of n other users, often referred to as context users. Each
element aij is calculated as the number of discussion threads that both user i and user j engaged in, with row-wise L1
normalisation. Formally:

aij =
|θi ∩ θj |∑n
y=0 |θi ∩ θy|

(1)

where θi is the set of discussion threads user i has engaged in. Intuitively, this formulation considers users to be similar
if they interact with similar people. Similarly, given a vocabulary of size d, we construct a language content matrix
C ∈ Rm×d such that each element in C represents the usage of a word z by a user i, defined by its pointwise mutual
information (PMI):

PMI(z, i) = log(
P (z|i)
P (z)

), (2)

where P (z) is determined by the frequency of z in a background corpus. We use the positive PMI (PPMI), which
truncates scores at 0 to avoid overemphasising low-frequency events. Intuitively, this formulation considers users to be
similar if they have a proclivity for using the same uncommon words.

3.2 Matrix factorisation

We use matrix factorisation to jointly decompose the social adjacency matrix A into two matrices U ∈ Rm×k and
V ∈ Rn×k such that A ≈ UV T . Concurrently, the language content matrix C is decomposed into two matrices
U ∈ Rm×k and W ∈ Rd×k such that C ≈ UWT . Importantly, U is shared between both operations. The latent factor
matrices (U , V , and W ) are dense, lower-dimensional representations of users, context users and words, respectively.
The decomposition of a matrix can be learned via a gradient-based optimisation algorithm with an objective function
based on the Frobenius norm of the reconstruction error: J = ||A− UV T ||2 (for the social adjacency matrix, or the
equivalent for the content matrix).

When decomposed independently from A, the resulting matrix U consists of an embedding for each of the m users,
which will be similar for users who often interact with the same set of context users. Similarly, when decomposed
independently from C, the resulting matrix U consists of an embedding for each of the m users, which will be similar
for users who often use the same uncommon words. To learn user embeddings that are informed by both linguistic and
social behaviours, we jointly decompose A and C such that the user embeddings U need to be able to reconstruct both
source matrices.

Temporal evolution To allow for temporal evolution over T timesteps, we learn time-based latent factors Ut, Vt and
Wt for t ∈ {1, ..., T} based on At and Ct. To encourage alignment between embeddings over different timesteps, we
follow Appel et al. [2] and Yao et al. [25] in adding a temporal smoothing term (shown in Eq. 3) that discourages large
variations across timesteps.
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Learning objective The final learning objective is given by:

J =

T∑
t=1

(
||At − UtV

T
t ||2 + ||Ct − UtW

T
t ||2

+ ||Vt||2 + ||Ut||2 + ||Wt||2

+ ||Ut+1 − Ut||2 + ||Wt+1 −Wt||2

+ ||Vt+1 − Vt||2
)
,

(3)

where λ1 and λ2 are regularisation hyperparameters that suppress large weights and large inter-timestep embedding
variation, respectively. We refer to this system as Cerberus, the three-headed dog from Greek mythology.

3.3 Comparison to other systems

In our evaluation, we compare Cerberus against the architectures of Appel et al. [2] and Yao et al. [25] to deconstruct A
and/or C as they are defined in Section 3.1. As mentioned in Section 1, the former differs from ours in that it lacks
dynamic word and context embeddings, whereas the latter lacks the adjacency source matrix.

In addition to the architecture differences, our formulations of the A and C matrices also differ subtly from the base
systems.

Appel et al. [2] constructs both A and C based on counts rather than PMI. Using PMI instead potentially provides a
more discriminative source matrix, since the rarity of words is incorporated. They further use static V and W matrices,
but define a similar temporal evolution mechanism in U , yielding dynamic user embeddings but static word embeddings.
We refer to this model (with source matrices as defined in Section 3.1) as StatCont (static content representation).

The original system of Yao et al. [25] performs a decomposition on a word-word matrix over time to yield dynamic word
embeddings, and does not account for users or social structure. It uses the standard matrix factorisation formulation
of word embeddings [16] whereby each word is represented according to how often it co-occurs within a small local
window with a set of context words. Their premise is that words are similar if they often co-occur with the same words.
By contrast, Cerberus uses a social definition of word meaning, and considers two words as being similar if they share
similar usage patterns between users. In our evaluations, we use this definition of C in the architecture of Yao et al. [25]
to yield dynamic word and user representations. This model incorporates some social information indirectly since C
contains user representations and user similarity is captured through similar language usage, but it does not incorporate
the thread structure (who is talking to whom). We refer to this model as NoAdj (no adjacency representation).

3.4 Further optimisations

We use the architecture of Appel et al. [2] as basis in this work, and incorporate four further optimisations beyond the
original system:

Relaxing the non-negativity constraint We follow Yao et al. [25] in relaxing the non-negativity constraint in the
matrix factorisation, as the task does not inherently require non-negativity in the learned embeddings.

Downweighing zeroes Both the adjacency and content matrices are highly sparse, with a sparsity ratio exceeding
0.99. For both source matrices, the data is analagous to an implicit feedback setting, since a zero does not imply a
negative score but only signifies a lack of interaction. For this reason, we downweigh the losses originating from empty
elements in the source matrices. We use a scaling parameter c0 = 0.01 to balance the losses originating from the
observed and non-observed elements.

Masking missing users There is significant user churn between timesteps in the manosphere dataset; as a result,
approximately one third of source vectors are empty at each timestep. Since the empty vectors do not tell us anything
about the related users, we mask their reconstruction losses.

Adding biases Bias terms are used in matrix factorisation applications to capture global trends [19]. For example,
some context users in the adjacency matrix may be highly active, meaning that their column might have high values for
all users. Interacting with such a context user is not a very informative feature for an individual; as such, a bias term is
used to abstract this type of information.
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4 Data

We use the Reddit portion of the manosphere dataset of Ribeiro et al. [20]. Any dataset of online conversations with
user and thread IDs could be used to train this system; however, the subreddit structure is useful as it provides labels
against which to evaluate the communities discovered by our system (more details in Section 5).

The training data consists of posts across 50 subreddits belonging to 5 manosphere categories (annotated by Ribeiro
et al. [20]): Incels, Men Going Their Own Way (MGTOW), Pick-up Artists (PUA), The Red Pill (TRP), Men’s
Rights Activists (MRA). It also includes posts from subreddits about mental health (r/depression, r/socialanxiety and
r/suicidewatch) and subreddits that are critical of the manosphere (r/exredpill, r/thebluepill).

We are interested in short- to medium-term phenomena and behaviours of communities; as such, we use monthly
training windows. We select a training period of 9 months (April-December 2018), consisting of 4,354,116 posts.

As our focus is on evolution over time, we filter the dataset to include only users with interactions across three or more
of the included timesteps, resulting in a set of 33,880 users. To construct the adjacency matrix A, we further filter
the context users (the columns of A) to include only the top 10,000 users in terms of post frequency to reduce the
computational expense of the matrix factorisation. To construct the content matrix C, we include words which are used
by more than 20 users; a total of 44,679 words. The number of posts and users per subreddit are shown in Table 1.

Category # users # posts
Incels 9,409 1,700,880
MGTOW 9,797 1,117,866
TRP 8,600 503,842
PUA 3,518 105,970
MRA 6,696 300,073
Mental health 11,788 584,037
Criticism 1333 41,448

Table 1: Number of users and posts per subreddit in our training data.

As a background corpus to calculate the PPMI of the content matrices, we use a dataset of over 40 million Reddit posts
by Dziri et al. [11].

5 Experimental setup

We run preliminary experiments on a reduced training set to establish the efficacy of the optimisations outlined in
Section 3.4 and to perform hyperparameter tuning. These results, reported in Appendix A, show that the optimisations
provide statistically significant improvements in the reconstruction accuracy in a smaller scale evaluation setting, and as
such they are incorporated in all models that are compared in this work.

Following Appel et al. [2], we use two test cases for evaluation: clustering and forecasting.

5.1 Clustering evaluation

We use K-means clustering based on the temporal user embeddings U to discover sub-communities. Following Appel
et al. [2], these clusters are calculated across different timesteps, meaning that a user may belong to the same cluster or
to different clusters over different timesteps. Intuitively, the clusters may be thought of as topics, such that users who do
not overlap temporally but have similar embeddings at different timesteps may be assigned to the same cluster.

Using the subreddit structure, we evaluate the soundness of these clusters based on cluster purity, which evaluates
uniformity of cluster elements as the fraction of users in each cluster that belong to the dominant class [22]. Since one
user may be associated with multiple subreddits at a given timestep, we use a multilabel interpretation of this metric,
meaning that the dominant class is the class that has the highest representation in a cluster. Let L(i, t) denote the label
set of user i at time t, Ω = {ω1, ω2, . . . , ωK} the set of clusters, and C = {c1, c2, . . . , cJ} the set of classes. We report
the average cluster purity over K clusters, given:

Purity(ωk,C) =
1

|ωk|
max

j
|{(i, t) ∈ ωk : cj ∈ L(i, t)}| . (4)

Since all users are not present in the dataset at all timesteps, we only evaluate against users for whom there are labels in
a given timestep.
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The class labels comprise a two-level hierarchy, consisting of a more general category label (with 7 classes: Incels,
MGTOW, TRP, PUA, MRA, mental health and criticism) and a more finegrained subreddit label (with 50 classes).
Allowing for some subgroup specialisation, we report results for k ∈ {10, 100, 1000}, using both subreddit and
category-level labels. Since the clustering algorithm is dependent on random initialisation, we report the mean and
standard deviation over 5 runs.

5.2 User embedding prediction

Given a dataset with T training windows, a user is represented as a sequence of embeddings {u1, u2, ..., uT }. In our
case, T = 9, as we have month-long training windows for 9 months of data. Autoregressive models can be used to
forecast an embedding for a user at timestep T + 1.

We train LSTM-based neural network models to perform this task for each temporal embedding method. Users are
split into a train, test and validation set with a {75:15:10} ratio. For each user i, we generate samples such that
Xi,t = {u1, .., ut−1} and yi,t = ut for t ∈ [2, T ]. Hyperparameter information is provided in Appendix B. To evaluate
performance on this task, we report the mean cosine distance between the predicted versus true embeddings as produced
by a particular approach.

5.3 Community prediction

A caveat of the user embedding prediction evaluation is that embeddings are only calculated for data on which the
factorisation model is trained; as such, data leakage might be a concern. Embeddings predicted beyond the training
window could still be informative for analyses in relation to those learned by the model, but for the purposes of
evaluation, a direct comparison is not possible. However, we do have access to the true interactions of users in the
timestep following the training window. To evaluate the out-of-sample predictive capabilities of the system, we relate
the predicted embedding at t = T + 1, the period immediately following the training window, to the true interactions of
a user over the various communities.

We use a distance-based approach for this purpose. We find the centroid of each community, i.e. the mean of the
embeddings of all users who interacted with said community in t1 to tT . We then calculate the cosine similarity s
between the predicted user embedding and the centroid of each community. The inferred user label is given by the
max-normalised similarities to all centroids, ie. ˆyi,t =

si,t
max(si,t)

, to capture the relative relevance of each community to
a user.

These predictions are compared to the relative engagement volume per community in tT+1. Let fi,t denote a vector
of interaction counts for a given user over all communities, in a given timestep t. Then, the user label is given by
yi,t =

fi,t
max(fi,t)

.

This formulation equates to a multilabel regression task, which we evaluate using the concordance index (CI) [17]. The
CI is the fraction of concordant predictions (ie. (yi > yj , ŷi > ŷj) or (yi < yj , ŷi < ŷj); in other words, a pairwise
comparison is performed on all possible pair permutations, and the fraction that are correctly ordered is calculated. We
report both the per-class CI (comparing predictions across users for a specific community) and the within-sample CI
(evaluating the orderings per user).

6 Results

6.1 Cluster purity

Cluster purity over K clusters is shown in Table 3. Our model outperforms the StatCont and NoAdj systems in 4 out
of 6 cases, with the largest improvement observed for subreddit purity at K = 1000. The NoAdj model has the same
score as ours for category purity at K = 100, whereas the StatCont model performs the same as ours for category purity
at K = 1000. Our model has a larger standard deviation for 5/6 cases, which may be due to an increased flexibility
through a larger number of parameters.

We note that cluster purity is better at larger K, which is to be expected; purity will be 1 if K = N . In all cases, the
cluster purity is higher for the category labels than the subreddit labels, which again is to be expected; since users are
distributed over more classes, clusters are less likely be dominated by a single subreddit.

We also compare our cluster purity to embeddings that are obtained through standard static (i.e. time-aggregated)
matrix factorisation of the content embedding (MatFact) and static shared matrix factorisation of content and adjacency
(SharedMF). In this case, only one embedding is produced per user and therefore a user is assigned to only one
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Index Mode Purity Size
1 MGTOW 0.2531 128,256
2 Mental health 0.8728 59,502
3 TRP 0.711 27,104
4 MGTOW 0.3676 26,973
5 MGTOW 0.3439 22,176
6 MGTOW 0.5037 21,260
7 Incels 0.994 10,823
8 MGTOW 0.9555 4,273
9 TRP 0.8996 2,981

10 MRA 0.8457 1,572
Table 2: Category purity for N = 10.

K=10 K=100 K=1000
Model Category Subreddit Category Subreddit Category Subreddit
MatFact 0.36± 0.001 0.33± 0.003 0.44± 0.009 0.39± 0.012 0.63± 0.004 0.59± 0.004
SharedMF 0.38± 0.015 0.35± 0.022 0.46± 0.005 0.42± 0.006 0.66± 0.007 0.62± 0.003
StatCont 0.55± 0.006 0.55± 0.0134 0.62± 0.006 0.55± 0.005 0.77± 0.005 0.71± 0.001
NoAdj 0.59± 0.022 0.50± 0.005 0.63± 0.006 0.57± 0.008 0.72± 0.002 0.70± 0.006
Cerberus 0.61± 0.025 0.57± 0.050 0.63± 0.020 0.58± 0.009 0.77± 0.00 0.74± 0.005

Table 3: Cluster purity at K = {10, 100, 1000}, comparing to subreddit and category labels.

cluster. We calculate purity based on all clusters with which a user interacted over the training period. From the
results, we note that the cluster purity is lower in this setting. A possible reason for this result is that users vary in their
category associations over time, which is not captured well by the time-aggregated clustering. The static shared matrix
factorisation model outperforms the static model without social information.

The per-cluster purity for K = 10, at the category level and using Cerberus, is shown in Table 2, sorted by cluster
size. Size is based on the number of (user, timestep) tuples in the cluster. We note that there is a substantial difference
between the high-scoring and low-scoring clusters, with clusters 2, 7, 8, 9 and 10 being high-purity clusters representing
4 out of the 6 higher level groups in the data. With the exception of cluster 2, these are all relatively small clusters,
possibly representing the dedicated core users of each ideology who do not engage with other communities. Cluster 2 is
a large and high-purity cluster which represents the mental health category. This provides support for the soundness of
the clustering and embeddings, as we would expect this control group to be disparate.

Interestingly, half of the clusters are associated with the MGTOWs, even though only two MGTOW subreddits are
included in the dataset; however, these clusters mostly have low purity scores. Looking at cluster 5, we observe that
20.4% of its users are MRA contributors, 24.2% from TRP and 18.4% from Incels. This indicates that MGTOW users
are more likely to have some interaction and/or overlapping interests with other categories of the manosphere, since
they form the majority in mixed (low-purity) clusters. The same pattern is observed for larger K, with 50 clusters being
associated with MGTOW at K = 100.

6.2 Evolution of users

In the context of extremist groups, the ability to represent a user as a dynamic entity at different timesteps is a key
benefit of the temporal factorisation approach. Prior work [9, 14] developed predictive models to anticipate whether a
user will engage with an extremist group; however, these works relied on derived indicators, whereas we our system
models users and communities in the same embedding space.

Figure 2 illustrates the embedding prediction task, using PCA to project the embeddings for t ∈ {3, 6, 9} to 2 dimensions.
These predictions can be compared to the centroids of different communities, which also change over time. In this case,
we can see that the user starts out as being closest to the mental health community, and moves progressively closer to the
manosphere subcommunities. Our model predicts the right relative direction at each point, and the prediction becomes
progressively closer to the true value as it is exposed to more information. After maintaining the same direction of
change for the first 5 timesteps, the model accurately predicts the sharp deviation at t = 6.

As described in Section 5, we evaluate user evolution modelling in two ways: embedding prediction (comparing learned
embeddings to predicted embeddings, within the training window) and community prediction (predicting beyond
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True
Start
Seen by model

Predicted

Incels

Mental health

t=3 t=6 t=9

Figure 2: Predicting user evolution over time. Grey dots represent the position of a given user, whereas coloured dots
are community centroids. At each timestep, the predicted next embedding is shown in red and the true next embedding
in black.

Evaluation StatCont NoAdj Cerberus
Embedding prediction

Cosine similarity 0.847 0.876 0.902
Community prediction

CI, within sample 0.702 0.722 0.734
CI, per class 0.669 0.674 0.717

MGTOW 0.695 0.683 0.740
TRP 0.708 0.710 0.751
Incels 0.718 0.634 0.764
MRA 0.714 0.708 0.700
PUA 0.573 0.643 0.629
Mental health 0.605 0.769 0.782
Criticism 0.628 0.556 0.651

Table 4: Embedding and community prediction results.

the training window and comparing to true interactions). These results of are shown in Table 4. Though we use the
subreddit structure to evaluate our models, they can be applied in forums without explicit subcommunities.

Our model outperforms the antecedent works in the embedding prediction task (P < 0.05, using the randomised
permutation test with Monte Carlo approximation and N = 9999). Similarly, for the community prediction, our model
has the highest CI score for the within-sample and the per-class evaluations. Looking at the per-class breakdown,
Cerberus has the highest scores for 5/7 categories. The NoAdj model outperforms the StatCont model for the embedding
prediction and the aggregated community prediction evaluations, illustrating that dynamic content representation is of
significant importance.

7 Evolution of words

Capturing the evolution of words is similarly important in the context of extremist groups. This is shown qualitatively
in Figure 3, using two terms that are tied to temporal events: MeToo and Kavanaugh.

We use the clusters as discovered in Section 6.1 with k = 100, and calculate the relevance of a word to a cluster as the
dot product of the cluster centroid and the word embedding. Since the clusters are calculated across timesteps, their
centroids are fixed, meaning that any changes in word relevance are due to a change in the word embedding. We show
only clusters with more than 5 000 users, and scale the linewidth to represent the relative cluster sizes. The cluster
labels are determined by the majority class, as per the cluster purity calculation.

For MeToo, shown in Figure 3a, we note that the word is most relevant to the Men’s Rights Activists, who are concerned
with legal injustices against men. There is also a small MGTOW cluster for whom it is relevant, but it is of lesser
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(a) Change in word relevance of "MeToo".
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(b) Change in word relevance of "Kavanaugh".

Figure 3: Word relevance to different clusters over time. Labels are assigned based on the majority class in the cluster.
Linewidth represents the cluster size.

MRA
MGTOW

Incels
Mental health

PUA
TRP
Criticism

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Figure 4: Relevance of the violence lexicon for different clusters.
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relevance to the larger cluster of MGTOWs and for the mental health forums. The scores are relatively stable over the 9
month training window.

By comparison, we note a substantial spike in the term Kavanaugh during the training window. The term refers to a US
justice who was accused of sexual assault. The accusation was widely publicised in September 2018; however, the
White House announced in October 2018 that the FBI had found no corroboration of the allegation. Naturally, this
event was of great interest to the MRAs, which is reflected in Figure 3b1. Given that the community embeddings are
fixed, this illustrates that the word embedding changed over time to capture that the term became relevant for specific
subgroups in the community, whereas it remained relatively stable for others (e.g. the mental health subreddits).

There are three main takeaways from these figures. Firstly, dynamic word embeddings are important: a static model
would produce an aggregate representation of Kavanaugh, which discards a great deal of information that is likely
to be useful for constructing dynamic user and word embeddings. Secondly, there are subgroups within the larger
communities who are more and less interested in particular phenomena or events, such as the MeToo movement. Using
individual user representations, rather than treating the movement as monolithic, allows for the emergence of subgroups
with specialised interests. Finally, modelling users and words in the same space provides a strong platform for the
analysis of extremist (and other) communities. In the next section, we provide a final exploration of this concept.

8 Splintering

As discussed in Section 2, the manosphere shows signs of macro-level splintering, with well-defined subgroups such as
Incels forming more violent splinters. Here, we explore lower level splintering by investigating the clusters produced
by our system. For a clearer visualisation, we use K-means clustering with k = 50. To estimate the level of violent
language per cluster, we use a subset of 39 terms from the Incel Violent Extremism Dictionary of Baele et al. [4] that
specifically references physical violence (e.g. kill, rape, murder). We find the dot product of each cluster with the
centroid of the violence lexicon at every timestep.

The results are shown in Figure 4. Each vertically-grouped collection represents the violence scores for a specific
cluster at different timesteps. As per Section 7, the cluster embeddings are fixed, such that variations are caused by
changes in word embeddings over time. The marker size corresponds to the cluster size. For reference, the community
at index 15 consists of 48,993 users.

For the manosphere communities, we observe a trend of larger, less violent groups and smaller, more violent groups
within each category. This supports the existence of low-level splintering; i.e. subgroups that are more violent than the
mainstream within each category.

The Incel clusters have the highest mean violence score, which supports the idea that they are a more extreme splinter
of the manosphere. The MRAs also show a penchant for violent language, however, this may be due to their interest
in discussing sexual assault accusations. The cluster associated with Pick-up Artists has relatively low scores, which
reflects their main interest being seduction tricks.

As discussed in Section 6.1, the MGTOW community yields the most subclusters. Future work may investigate this
result, as it could be indicative of a more fractured subcommunity structure. We note that the largest MGTOW cluster
has a very low violence score, which could be related to the notion that these communities tend to be very supportive
and empathetic of their own members [21].

We observe that the mental health clusters have relatively low violence scores. One mental health community has
a slightly higher than average score. Upon investigation, we note that this cluster has substantial overlap with the
r/suicidewatch community.

9 Conclusion

In this work, we introduce a novel architecture for modelling online communities. Experimental results show that the
resulting embeddings yield better results in clustering and embedding forecasting evaluations. Beyond the quantitative
improvement, our analyses in Sections 7 and 8 illustrate the usefulness of the learned embeddings in the context of an
online extremist community. These analyses enable novel insights into the manosphere and its subgroups, and have the
potential to support monitoring of these groups. The question of how to act upon such information is less clear; past
suppression attempts have resulted in splinter groups migrating to specialised platforms. Continued cross-disciplinary
efforts remain essential in mitigating online harms.

1A neologism Kavanaughs was also introduced by the MRAs, to describe men who were falsely accused of rape.
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A Preliminary experiments

To reduce the computational overhead of the evaluation, we run preliminary experiments to establish the efficacy of
the optimisations outlined in Section 3.4 and to perform hyperparameter tuning. We use a reduced training set of 2
months of data and train for 100 epochs per system. A validation set is constructed by randomly masking 10% of each
users’ interactions per timestep. We use the mean absolute error (MAE) as metric, which is also used in the objective
function in training. Given the sparsity of the dataset, we split the results for nonzero elements (referred to as NZ-MAE)
and empty elements (0-MAE), and further report a weighted MAE (WMAE), with a weighting based on the scaling
parameter c0 = 0.01.

Hyperparameter optimisation We first run a grid search with λ1, λ2 ∈ {0.01, 0.1, 1} using the basic StatCont
model. The best WMAE is recorded for λ1 = 0.1 and λ2 = 1, and we use this in all further experiments. We further
use Adam optimisation with α = 0.01 and a latent factor size of d = 100.

Training optimisations We use the StatCont model as basis and apply each of the optimisations sequentially.
Statistical significance is measured using the two-sided T-test with α = 0.05, using the per-user WMAE between
consecutive changes.

Results are shown in Table 5. For the content reconstruction, all changes except for adding biases result in a statistically
significant improvement in the nonzero MAE, whereas all but the downweighing of zeroes result in improvements in
the adjacency reconstruction. The model with all four changes applied outperforms the base model for both the content
and the adjacency reconstruction. We therefore adopt these changes in all further experiments in this paper.

Content reconstruction error Adjacency reconstruction error
Model >0-MAE 0-MAE Weighted

MAE
>0-MAE 0-MAE WMAE

Chimera 2.650 2.551 2.675 2.549 2.543 2.574
- nonneg. constraint 2.607 1.573 2.623 1.566 1.566 1.582
+ scaling zeros 2.365 1.742 2.383 1.723 1.591 1.739
+ missing user masking 2.332 2.113 2.353 1.703 1.693 1.720
+ biases 2.350 2.225 2.372 1.693 1.795 1.711

Table 5: Results for the preliminary experiments.

B Community prediction model

The community prediction model comprises one LSTM layer with 256 units, followed by two dense layers of 512 and
256 units, respectively. We use a grid search to determine the best dropout and learning rate values for each model,
experimenting with α ∈ {0.001, 0.01, 0.1} and p ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.5}. The mean squared error is used as training loss,
and Adam [18] is used for optimisation.
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