SOCIAL MEDIA PLATFORM, CONTENT CREATOR AND COMMENTS

IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW RESULTS

V = have user experience
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Not enough study related to micro deviance behavior

Dzl e s Lnellsins e dleny e it ellic)ze With different types of social media, content creator tends to use different tactics to lure people to look into their post  the motivations for Transition from Passive to Active ASOB

But the rationale and feeling for them to act or see ASOB posts requires further investigation.
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DEFINITION OF FAKE NEWS

¢ It has no universally accepted definition

DEFINITION OF DEFINITION OF HATE SPEECH

ANTI SOCIAL ONLINE BEHAVIOURS (ASOB)

AND DIRECT

IMPACT PARTICIPATION

Jacky: I would say that

; i Speech that targets individuals or groups based on e News reports that are purposefully and provably false by manipulation, cynicism, and a wil i istie & Gel
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absence of any expected behaviour) characteristics like race, religion, or ethnicity, often and intended to mislead readers . Ca fatric di by reduced lack of empathy, poor self-control, and a tendency toward persistent antisocial and criminal behavior (Anderson & Kieh, 2014). e Y football discussions, i fan. football fan, kpop e ortarts being nationc B p—
. . . . R e . ctive Controversial Conen ctive antrsodal onine ! something.orwhenit  theres areal chance fan, citizenship e e émotional”
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(0.456***-0.494***) Ben: "l laugh at Jewish hell memes, but | can't accept people being

TYPOLOGY OF BEHAVIOURS Machiavellanism 3 asaees e 0218
evopaty S are s o transphobic. I'm pretty sure I'm being double standard.”
Combined Framework of Antisocial Online Behaviors Pul’ticipunts Purticipunts who * Psychopathy demonstrates the strongest relationship with anti-social online behaviour
3 . . view controversial content 0.479** 0.816*** "
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engagement in deviant actions that disrupt the / HATE SPEECH you're weak, try patriarch_al bgneﬁts_, a_nd you can have the best_ o_f both worlds. So
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* Self-expression: Asserting identity, sharing views, or expressing opinions (Shao, 2009; Whiting & Williams, 2013).
 Entertainment: Hate speech for humour, trolling, or shock value (Nikolaev et al, 2023; Falgoust et al., 2022).
 Connection: Seeking group belonging, validation, or responding to peer influence (Mathew et al., 2019; Falgoust et al., 2022).

n=10
with genitalia, or are you saying you hate feminism because you're not a woman

and can't use it to benefit from both sides?' | feel that my attack was very on point,
and he couldn't refute me at all."

online community or harm individuals.

View hate speech Produce hate speech

2. Passive Antisocial Online Behaviors = - e v T
* Passive antisocial online behaviors involve RESU LTS (sA" PLE INFO) Constant 1958 445 465 2441 1862 2386 e Age is significantly positively correlated with exposure to hate speech (0.394***-0.416%**), e e e
g i g i f indicating that as age increases, the likelihood of encountering hate content also rises. .
observing and enabling deviant actions without Age 3oatee a7ttt alettr 1200 a6t 132 confrontational to ASOB when asked about the
direct engagement. 0, o Gender 0348 0339 649* 0329 0258 0.25 . e clrmifi " . _ recommendation.
999 1. Gen der (A) 2, Ed ucat|°n (Freq uency) Education fevel 335 apgees 2730 0093 are e ¢ Education level is s!gnlflccln.tly f\c?gcltlvely. con.elclted with c?xposure to hate spfeech ( 0,'273“ to
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0.6% econ. ary .SC ool 1 Self-expression -0.293 -420* 0.113 e Each individual motivation shows a significant independent effect: connection (0.252**), and anybody can say anything. | regret that occasionally my emotions compel me to
Male Foundation diploma 4 Entertainment 0379 1077***  .320% 0.156 entertainment (0.320**) all predict the behaviour of creating hate speech. post such remarks.
35.7% ASSO/hd 14 Connection -575%* 252** 0123
o0 R ad) T 027 0 0 T * The motivation for entertainment is significantly related to both viewing (1.077***) hate

Bachelor's degree n2

Master's degree 6

Target Respondents: speech.

Gen Z (1997—2012) social media users

Note: *p<0,05, **p<0.01. ***p<0,001
Fake News: Fact-checking as a tool to against the opposite site

« Echo Chambers: Digital areas where people’s opinions, knowledge, or beliefs are reinforced through frequent interactions with peers or equivalent sources (Beauvais, 2022).
« Sselective Exposure: The wherein indivi select news that aligns with their thoughts and beliefs while avoiding content that icts or
* Fact-checking: Verifying the veracity of publicly distributed information, is frequently regarded as an essential remedy for misinformation (Mahl et al, 2024).
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Sampling Size:
e Survey: 165 participants

Fact check fraquency Share fake news

¢ Female: 63.6% (98)

 The education level with the highest proportion: Bachelor's degree (112)

* In-depth interview: 10 participants : :::rI\e-b:?:::;(g?% (1) lowest proportion e The education level with the lowest proportion: Foundation diploma (4) Consiant e e . e Sheds ||ght on the Comp|ex factors driving
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recent h?" UYeI(:‘f d Iced ( ) 3- Age (FrequenCY) 4- SOC|aI Medla Platform (FrequeNCY) :d“"“'“ia ?Zi ZZE: %g{: }i:; 5053 Eii contradig:ting %form)c,:tion are more likely to verifyfggts. pece behCIVIOrS, pqrtlculquy hate SpeeCh and fake
o Case: Donald Trump and Iced water man (in HK =5 o news dissemination.
DER S —— Ihour-2hours shours-ahours echo chamber effect (+) 0183 0108 0049 -a0s4 o This variable demonstrates the strongest positive correlation with fact-checking
Husion o ruth ffect o oz oose oom behaviour (1.830*** in M8, 1.846*** in M9). This indicates an awareness of verification
3hours or above Third person effect 0521 516 009 ocs B ; _ ; ; . .
RESEARCH QUESTION below 18 12 =l 200 B oxi v e e e rOCISS the most powerful predictor of actual fact-checking behaviour. e Provides a comprehensive framework on
@ &/ Schochamber ffect (oppositasiie) 553 57 oo 008 e The selective exposure shows a significant correlation with sharing fake news active and passive anti social online
1.What are the difference with different social media ]Fz‘ (0.265*-0.273**+). ** . .
and it's user behavior? 18-20 33 p=_E - - Krowledge shousfacchck ol reo s o behavious, for understanding the paltforms
: 150 Foctchedk frequency - S— e Fact check frequency and related knowledge do not have significant correlation in . . .
2.What are the factors that cause active or passive 2 19 ) OO i ois onn e ol preventing fakg newsy 9 9 feacturs, motivations, psychological factors,
antisocial online behavior? o 84 o " = and contextual drivers of anti social online
3. How do social media motivations influence 100 98 POLICY Active Bystandership Enhance Digital Literacy Peer Support Groups behaviors.
different types of engagement behaviors in hate o 10 D INSIGHT Education Programs
55 10
speech online ? 24-26 19 64 re Research Direction
. . Future Research Direction
4.How do psychological factors influence online w e 0 82 = Integrate skills into programs on Digital Literacy: Promote skills for active Offer accessible avenues for victims to l.Investigate the effectiveness of specific interventions in
: Ay e 1 2 ertndlving e dlishicl ctimarai bystandership and intervention in online S N 5 reducing ASOB
dissemination and belief in fake news? 27-28 4 34 75 . cy ying 9 p- incidents (Otrel-Cass & Fasching, 2021). share their experiences and receive 9 -
R i i i iti 7 46 empathy.
5.How do passive audiences perceive their transition 30 ! " 2 ” Strategy: Use assemblies and training . . . Build skill T 1.Explore how psychological factors like empathy-building,
into active participants in different forms of anti- 0 20 40 60 80 100 10 to teach micro-interventions against Wge{n—fnt Bulld skils to q - q emotional regulation, and critical thinking can reduce belief in
YouTube Tiktok Instagram  Facebook  Twitter/X  Threads Xiaohongshu identi by Cl counter fake news. Counsellng services, or online forums fake news and pqrtic}pqtion in hate Speech.

racism and prejudice

Opinion Management: Educate on
(Awad & Connors, 2023).

algorithms and echo chambers.

Identity Management: Reflect on evolving

online and offline identities.

social behaviors based on their personal moderated by trained professionals.

experiences?

« YouTube (151) and Instagram (151) have the highest social
media usage.

« 3 hours or above per day: YouTube (23)

* 30 mins below per day: Facebook (75)

« The age group with the highest proportion: 21-23 (84)

« The age group with the lowest proportion: 24-26 (19) 1.Examine how intersecting identities (e.g., gender, ethnicity, and

socioeconomic status) influence ASOB patterns and
motivations.



