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	Item No
	Recommendation
	Page / line location in manuscript

	Title and abstract
	1
	(a) Indicate the study's design with a commonly used term in the title or the abstract
(b) Provide in the abstract an informative and balanced summary of what was done and what was found
	(a) Page 1 (title); Page 2 (Manuscript Type: Original Research, Observational); Page 5, lines 73 to 76 (abstract states a point-prevalence, observational study)
(b) Pages 5 to 6 (Structured Abstract), lines 71 to 95

	Introduction

	Background / rationale
	2
	Explain the scientific background and rationale for the investigation being reported
	Pages 7 to 8 (Introduction), lines 97 to 126

	Objectives
	3
	State specific objectives, including any prespecified hypotheses
	Page 8 (Introduction, final paragraph), lines 127 to 135; Page 5 (Abstract, Background/Objective), line 72

	Methods

	Study design
	4
	Present key elements of study design early in the paper
	Pages 8 to 9 (Methods, Study Design and Reporting), lines 136 to 143

	Setting
	5
	Describe the setting, locations, and relevant dates, including periods of recruitment, exposure, follow-up, and data collection
	Page 9 (Methods, Data Source and Retrieval), lines 144 to 165. Platform X (formerly Twitter); posts published 1 January to 31 December 2023; extraction performed 4 November 2024

	Participants
	6
	(a) Give the eligibility criteria, and the sources and methods of selection of participants
	Page 9 (Methods, Data Source and Retrieval), lines 152 to 165. English-language posts retrieved via a nine-phrase DoC keyword set; broad single-word terms deliberately excluded

	Variables
	7
	Clearly define all outcomes, exposures, predictors, potential confounders, and effect modifiers. Give diagnostic criteria, if applicable
	Pages 9 to 11 (Methods: Social Network Analysis; Topic Modeling; Thematic Synthesis; Misinformation Framing), lines 166 to 198. Units of analysis are user communities, BERTopic topics, and consensus discourse themes; misinformation defined at line 194

	Data sources / measurement
	8*
	For each variable of interest, give sources of data and details of methods of assessment (measurement). Describe comparability of assessment methods if there is more than one group
	Pages 9 to 10 (Methods, Data Source and Retrieval; Social Network Analysis; Topic Modeling), lines 144 to 183. NodeXL Pro and the Twitter Academic Track API; Harel-Koren layout; Clauset-Newman-Moore clustering; BERTopic with all-MiniLM-L6-v2 embeddings, UMAP, and HDBSCAN; langdetect and NLTK pre-processing

	Bias
	9
	Describe any efforts to address potential sources of bias
	Page 9, lines 148 to 151 (retrieval-timing under-sampling acknowledged); Page 11, lines 193 to 198 (no post-level accuracy adjudication; contextual landscape framing); Page 17 (Discussion, Limitations), lines 337 to 357

	Study size
	10
	Explain how the study size was arrived at
	Page 9 (Methods, Data Source and Retrieval); Page 11 (Results, Corpus Characteristics), lines 209 to 213. Exhaustive retrieval of all English-language posts matching the keyword set during calendar year 2023; no a priori sample-size calculation

	Quantitative variables
	11
	Explain how quantitative variables were handled in the analyses. If applicable, describe which groupings were chosen and why
	Page 10 (Methods, Topic Modeling), lines 171 to 183 (topic counts and parameters); Pages 11 to 12 (Results, Corpus Characteristics), lines 209 to 215 (post counts and interaction-type percentages)

	Statistical methods
	12
	(a) Describe all statistical methods, including those used to control for confounding
(b) Describe any methods used to examine subgroups and interactions
(c) Explain how missing data were addressed
(d) If applicable, describe analytical methods taking account of sampling strategy
(e) Describe any sensitivity analyses
	(a) Pages 9 to 10 (Methods, Social Network Analysis; Topic Modeling), lines 166 to 183. Descriptive network and unsupervised topic-modeling methods; no confounder adjustment or inferential modeling performed
(b) Page 10 (Methods, Thematic Synthesis), lines 184 to 192. Consensus grouping of topics into three discourse domains and community-level synthesis
(c) Page 10, line 176 (non-English posts retained unprocessed); Page 12 (Results), lines 214 to 215 (geographic, posting-volume, and engagement metadata not available)
(d) Not applicable. The corpus reflects full retrieval of matching posts rather than a sampled design (Page 9, Methods)
(e) Not performed. Manual face-validity inspection of all 50 topics is reported (Page 10, lines 182 to 183); formal sensitivity analyses are identified as future work (Page 17, Limitations)

	Results

	Participants
	13*
	(a) Report numbers of individuals at each stage of study, e.g., numbers potentially eligible, examined for eligibility, confirmed eligible, included in the study, completing follow-up, and analysed
(b) Give reasons for non-participation at each stage
(c) Consider use of a flow diagram
	(a) Page 11 (Results, Corpus Characteristics), lines 209 to 215. 30,621 posts retrieved; 27,054 network vertices; interaction-type breakdown (replies 59.0%, originals 22.1%, reposts 10.4%, quotes 8.5%)
(b) Not applicable to public social media metadata. Potential retrieval attrition from later deletion or moderation is discussed (Page 9, lines 148 to 151; Page 17, Limitations)
(c) No flow diagram is included; corpus accounting is reported narratively (Page 11, lines 209 to 215)

	Descriptive data
	14*
	(a) Give characteristics of study participants (e.g., demographic, clinical, social) and information on exposures and potential confounders
(b) Indicate number of participants with missing data for each variable of interest
	(a) Pages 11 to 12 (Results, Corpus Characteristics), lines 209 to 215. Post counts, unique vertices, and interaction-type ratios
(b) Page 12 (Results), lines 214 to 215. Geographic metadata, posting-volume distribution, and per-post engagement were not available from the NodeXL output

	Outcome data
	15*
	Report numbers of outcome events or summary measures
	Pages 12 to 15 (Results, Social Network Structure; Topic Structure; Thematic Synthesis). Seven user communities and 50 BERTopic topics with top representative terms; per-topic post counts in Supplementary Table S1

	Main results
	16
	(a) Give unadjusted estimates and, if applicable, confounder-adjusted estimates and their precision (e.g., 95% confidence interval). Make clear which confounders were adjusted for and why they were included
(b) Report category boundaries when continuous variables were categorized
(c) If relevant, consider translating estimates of relative risk into absolute risk for a meaningful time period
	(a) Pages 12 to 15 (Results). Descriptive discourse-mapping study reporting community sizes, topic counts, and interaction-type percentages; no adjusted effect estimates or confidence intervals were produced (no inferential modeling)
(b) Not applicable. No continuous variables were categorized; theme-grouping criteria are described in Methods (Page 10, lines 184 to 192)
(c) Not applicable. No risk estimates were produced

	Other analyses
	17
	Report other analyses done, e.g., analyses of subgroups and interactions, and sensitivity analyses
	Page 15 (Results, Cross-Cutting Observation), lines 283 to 290 (algorithmic inability to disambiguate clinical from figurative context); Page 17 (Discussion) integrates network and topic-level results

	Discussion

	Key results
	18
	Summarise key results with reference to study objectives
	Page 15 (Discussion, opening paragraphs), lines 291 to 300; Page 18 (Conclusions), lines 358 to 370

	Limitations
	19
	Discuss limitations of the study, taking into account sources of potential bias or imprecision. Discuss both direction and magnitude of any potential bias
	Pages 17 to 18 (Discussion, Limitations), lines 337 to 357

	Interpretation
	20
	Give a cautious overall interpretation of results considering objectives, limitations, multiplicity of analyses, results from similar studies, and other relevant evidence
	Pages 15 to 17 (Discussion), lines 291 to 336

	Generalisability
	21
	Discuss the generalisability (external validity) of the study results
	Page 17 (Discussion, Limitations), lines 343 to 350 (single platform and single language); Pages 16 to 17 (methodological implications for future cross-platform, multilingual, and domain-encoder replication)

	Other information

	Funding
	22
	Give the source of funding and the role of the funders for the present study and, if applicable, for the original study on which the present article is based
	Page 2 (Funding statement); Page 3 (Details Page, item 7, Funding), line 60. This work received no specific funding from any public, commercial, or not-for-profit agency


* Give information separately for cases and controls in case-control studies and, if applicable, for exposed and unexposed groups in cohort and cross-sectional studies.
Note: An Explanation and Elaboration article discusses each checklist item and gives methodological background and published examples of transparent reporting. The STROBE checklist is best used in conjunction with this article (freely available on the Web sites of PLoS Medicine, Annals of Internal Medicine, and Epidemiology). Information on the STROBE Initiative is available at www.strobe-statement.org.
