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~#INTRODUCTION ~

The spread of harmful and inappropriate social media content is a pertinent

Issue neoes_sitating the need to underst.and hovy .users respond to different oo oo "'?"‘ RESULTS Our research suggests that user judgments about what
types qf onllng content and how they wish to mitigate the spread of harm should and should not be on social media are complex.
on social media. Various factors play a role in their online decisions.

_ These factors should be borne in minde by policymakers
Empirical studies have consistently identified a bystander’s perceived TASK 1: REPORT developing content moderation policies and strategies.
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responsibility as a key determinant of action versus inaction against harm.’ Perceived Responsibility, Image Category and Poster Intention

each impact decisions to report on social media
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It has also been found that situational context such as intention of an actor,

can affect moral judgments.?
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_ _ i o 5 Image (Positive - Negative; p<.007) and Morally neutral image shared with Morally negative image shared with
intention and moral image category on decisions to report content and o 050 - | . | |
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preferences {o pumSh other social media users. -g 0.25 / - as significant factors in decisions to Report.
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_ : : . Figure 1: (A) Proportion of decisions to ‘Report’
What content do social media users want to report and punish on 0.94) |
Image: neutral o across Images and Poster Intention,
- - | *k%
social media? Image: negative | ﬂ between Groups. Error bars represent 95%
| - | | | poster Ihtsntion: approval 11.207 Confidence Intervals; (B) Model estimates
What is the role of a poster’s intention on users’ reporting and 0.70 expressed as odds ratio for each of the model
: __ Group: No Adjudication —e— |
pumshment decisions? rouf) S ! L parameters. Significance ***p<.001, *p<.05.
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TASK 2: PUNISH
# M E T H O D S Image Category and Poster Intention impact punishment decisions \ J
8 ) on social media (but Perceived Responsibility does not)
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— : . - 1 Multilevel linear regression (with Poission distribution) found Image (Positive - Negative; p<.007) and # C O N C L U S I O N S
N = 294 social media users residing across EU Member States
. . Poster Intention (approval - disapproval; p<.0017) as significant factors in punishment preferences.
7.82% Male, M__ =28. D _=8.42), recruit n Prolifi o :
(57.82% Male, age 8.33, S age 8.42), recruited o ofitic Together our findings suggest that the perceived responsibility of
No Adjudication Group Adjudication Group users, the images they view as well as the context behind which
Judgments and decisions captured in two online tasks disapproval approval disapproval approval images are shared online are significant considerations in the
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| Future behavioural studies which seek to impact law and policymaking
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