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Celebrity abuse on Twitter: The impact of tweet valence, volume of abuse,
and dark triad personality factors on victim blaming
and perceptions of severity

Abstract

Celebrities are increasingly utilizing social media platforms to establish their brand
and interact with their fan base, but in doing so they often become the targets of online abuse.
While such abusive acts are known to cause severe consequethesganeral population
little is known about how celebrity abuse is perceived by observers. This study investigated
observersO impressions of the severity of online abuse on Twitter, the blame attributed to
celebrities for the abuse they received, and theafallee dark triad obbservers@ersonality
factors (Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy) in these decisions. We manipulated
celebrity tweetontent (negative, neutral, positive) and the volume of abusive comments
(high, low)the tweetseceived. Celebrities received more blame the more negative their
initial tweet was, and incidents were perceived as least severe following a negativweitiveet
a high volume of abuse. Observer impressisereinfluenced bytheirdark triad personality
factors.Following negative tweetss observer narcissignctreased, victim blame increased
and perceived severity decreased. Following positive twagtsbserver psychopathy
increasedperceived severity decreased. Results are discussed in the context of the
Warranting Theory of online impression formation and the ramifications for celebrity social

media uses explored.
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1. Introduction

Many cekebritiesand publicfiguresutilize Twitter to generatepubicity and build
theirbrand Marwick & Boyd, 2011). Howeverhieyare increasinglyhe target®f trolls and
victims of online abuse(e.g, GardeHansen& Gorton , 2013). Abusefteninvolvesmultiple
perpetratorandcan relate tomanydifferenttopics(Lumsdea & Morgan, 2017)In thisstudy
we investigatel howabusetowardscelebritieson the social mediaplatform Twitter is
perceivedby obsrvers.Specifically,we measurattibuted victim blame(VB) andperceived
incident severityafter manipulatingthe content ofthe original celebritytweet ad thevolume
of abusereceived. Welso exploretherole played bythedark triad ofpersonalityfactors
(Machiavellianismparcissismand psychopathylones& Paulhus, 2013)n observersZB
and perceptionef incidentseverity.This is an important topic of investigation. Online abuse
has serious consequences for victims but perceptions of, and support for, celebrity (vs. non-
celebrity) victims is under-investigated. How such activity is viewed in the public domain

could shape online norms and influence how victims of all types are perceived.
1.1 Celebrities on Social Media

Social medias growingin diversity, popularity, and influence, particularly among
youngerpeople(Allcott & Gentzkow, 2017Hermida,Lewis, & Zamith, 2014Villlanti et al.,
2017). Ricebookis the worldOgargest social networkingte (SNS) with over2.3 kllion
activeuserg(Facebook Newsroom, 2019)he ste is mainly usedto sharanformation (such
asphotos)with others, to maintain friendshipsidito arganisesocial activities(Garcia &
SikstrSm, 2014;Tosun, 2012)0OtherSNSs arepopularand servenore niche functions:
Twitter allowsusers to broadcaéitweetssh 280 (originally 140) characterand has ~336

million active usersinstagramis used exclusivelyor photo sharingnd has-800 million



active usersandSnapchastllows sharingof nonpermanenphobsand storiesand has ~191

million active ugrs Statistia,2018b,¢d).

While SNSshave gined popularit dueto their function of facilitating connections
between publizisers (Ellison, Steinfeld, & Lampe, 20Q0Thanynow include celebrityisers
who a@pitalize onstesGccessandpopularity to publicisghemselvesnd connectvith their
fans(Marwick & Boyd, 2011;Lim, 2017) While Facebook ha@ublic figure© an®brandO
pagesvhich usersan Olike©r @ollow(ratherthan making flendOwith), other social
mediaplatformshave beemore fully embracedby celebritiesseekng o establish an online

presence

Snapchatin particular, has a user demographic focused on celebrity culture, and its
success has become largely dependent on celebritgteraction and endorsement.
(99firms, 2019). Stocks othe companyreportedlyfell by over $1bn after criticism by
Rihanna, andhe threatenedeparture bKylie Jenneyleading markets to fear that the
cessation of interaction from these previously popular and active celebrities would lead to
many non-celebrity users disengaging with the app (Skinner, 2018Vasquez, 2018). Witter
is utilized by many celebrities(Lee& Lim, 2016;Thomas, 2014yvho regularlytweetto
develop theipersonabrand (Page, 2012)nd to ceate a sense aitimacyandaffiliation
with ther fans(Marwick & Boyd, 2011) Via tweets celebritiescanpublicise theiropinions
and likes(Gayle& Lawson, 2013)and raise awareness themselvesandcausesheysupport

(Alexander, 2013andgenerate public intereiVu, Hofman, Masn, & Watts, 2011)

As with al individuals in a digital world, celebritie€images increasinglyencompass
theironline persona with followersviewing Twitter asanauthentic sowre of celebrity
information (Van de Bulck, Claessens, & Bels, 2014yarrantingTheory(Walther&
Parks, 2002hypothesiesthat when formingan impression oény individual, obsrversrely

on two categories on onlinearrants: ecial identityclaims (statementsnade by people



about themselves, e.gl @ exceedingly cleverQ) and behavioral residue (unintentional

evidence o personOs personality; on social media this could include statements by others to
or about them). As a result pbsitive sepresentation online, observers will oftattribute

more weight to behavioral residue and to negative (rather than positive) information when
forming impressions (Walther, van der Heide, Hamel, & Shulman, 2009)mHyide

especially true in the case of celebrities: if public perceptitmaixelebritiesutilize social

media as a forum for sgtiromotion, then observers may be suspicious of their motives and
genuineness when posting content, thus placing even more weight on othersO comments

(behavioraresidue) to form imgessions.
1.2 Online Abuse

As the popularity and diversity of social metiia/e increased, so too havases of
online abuse (Dooley, Pyzalski, & Cross, 2086lwyn, 2008 Such abuse can take many
formsand patterns adbuse are oftedifferentially classified, e.g., cyberbullying,
cyberaggression, cyberharassment, @merstalking (MapleShort, Brown, Bryden, &
Salter,2012 Menesini & Nocentini, 2009)with specific categorgesometimes difficult to
define Menesini et al., 2012). Although much of this abuse can include private
communication between the perpetrator(s) and vigtiaiso oftermanifess in the publicly
visible onlinerecord(e.g., Facebookrmeline or Twitter page)According to the Warranting
Theory Walther & Rarks, 2002)thesepublicly visible abusive messages constitute
behavioral residue and, as such, would carry weight in the impressions formed of targets and
may contribute to a stereotyped impression based on their conalthér, 1996; 199Y.

This maybe especially true in the case of celebrity victims whom observers may think are
being disingenuous with their online communications in order to self-prandtéhus,may

deserve any abuse directed towards them.



Victims of onlineabuse typically repot receiving litte or no supparfrom friendsor
authorities (e.g., Crosslin &Golman, 2014Maple et a., 2012;Shultz, Heilman, &Hart,
2014). Ths may be becau® observes attribute some of the blame for abuse incidens to
victims (e.g., Russél& Hand, 2017 Scott, Wlencerz,& Hand, 2018; Shudtet a., 2014)
Cyberbullyingis often perceivedasfair or acceptable wheiit canbe explainedy the
victimOsnitial behavior (DeSmeé et a., 2012) Victim blamingmay occurdueto obsrversO
beliefstha the world isa justplace where peoplgetwhatthey deserve(beliefin Jug World
Theory;Lerner& Simmons, 1966). Rernatively,victim-blaming may occurasanattempt to
increaseoneOswn sens®f controlof our environment, and what happens to us, by
attributingabuseto the victimOswn disposition (Defensive Attribution Hypothesis; Shaver,
1970) In cass of onlineabuse, B increasessmore persona informatonis disclosed by
the victim (Weber,Ziegele,& Schnauber, 2013putting those who ae more active on social
media at@anincreasedisk. A recent study by Scott et a. (2018) denonstrated thzobserversO
perception of cyberbullyig victims (e.g., VB, perceptinsof victim attractivenessyas
influencedby thevolume of abuse directed towardthevictims and whethe or nottheabuse

wasgeneratedy a single omultiple abisers.

Consequencesf online abusearepotentiallyserious(e.g., physical and mental health

impacts on victims: Hinduja & Patchin, 2010), and publgympathyis often lackingrom

personal and professional networks (Gahaganyaterlaus, &-rost,2016)because incidents
are notperceivedassevere andictims are oftenatributedblame Weberetal., 2013).
Negativeoutcomegeported i lay-public usersinclude psychologicaffectssuchas
depresin and anxiely (Mechanic, Uhlmansle Weaver & Resick, 2000Short &
McMurray, 2009) forcedbehavioral andlifestyle changegvan Geel, Vedder, & Tanilon,

2014), and gicide (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010)Anecdtal evidence suggestbat cekelrity



victims of online abuseare likewiseimpacted with somevictimsleaving social mediale.g.,

Cohen, 2014)

Celebrityvictims who ardikely to disclosepersonainformation in an efforto
engage withtheir audienceare unlikelyto receive more sympathianlay-personTwitter
users There havdeenhigh-profile case®f online akluse againstelebritytargetsincidens
which gain mospubilicity often includecyberstalkinge.g., Wati& McLean, 2012), oonline
racistor homophobicattacks(e.g., Carroll, 2012)Abuseagainst celebritie®n Twitter is
common;it isoften so svere thatelebritytargetsof abusechooseto deactivatetheir Twitter
accountgCohen, 2013 Thisis pehaps unsurprising saelebrity tweetsoften evoke
negative feeling§vVan denBulck et al., 2014)ard many celebrities@witter followers
includehodile @ntifansOGray, 2003) Indeed many cekbritiesmay provokegossip, or
negativereactions, byeng outspoke andusingthesite to air controversialviews(e.g.,
Muntean &Petersen, 2009 hese tweetare identityclaimsused by observess in forming
impression&ndmay serve toatenuate ay impactof abusivemessagesn theimpression
formed. Althoughdentityclaimscary more weightthanbehavioralresidue vwen making
judgmentsaboutcertan personality factorge.g, confidence; Sco#& Ravenscroft, 2017),

there isno currentevidence thatthis is the casefor incidentsof onlineabuse.

Online abuse against both lay (e.g., Hinduja & Patchin, 2010) and celebrity (e.g.,
Cohen, 2014) Twitter users has shown to have severe negative consequences. Abuse could
haveprofessionbaswell aspersonalconsequence®r celebrities potentially damaginghe
brand hat hey ntendedsocialmedia toerhancelt is important how such abusive acts are
perceived by observers as this will impact public sympathy and support for victims, which
could serve to mitigate some of the negative effects. An additional impact of celebrity abuse
occurring in such a public domain is the effects this could subsequently have on other users.

Many celebrities have many millions of followers on



social media (Boyd, 2019). If lay-users witness online abuse perpetrated against them, and do
not perceive it as serious or severe for the reasons outlined above, this could shape the norms
they form of acceptable and unacceptable online behaviour, which would in turn reduce

sympathy for victims of all types.

A furtheraspecif paceivedabu® notyetinvestigated isndividualdifferences
betweerobserversWhile dl viewerswill basethe impessionghey form on thedentity
claimsand behavioal residue of a target@scialmedia profile how thes are interpreted

may differ betweenviewers.
1.3 Dark Triad Personality Factors

Although thepopultion in generaundeestimateshe severity of online abuseand its
impact on victims, individualdiffer in terms of how ausiveincidentsare interpreted.
Specifically, individuals scoring high in thiarktriad (DT) of personalitytraits b
Machiavellianismparcissism angsychopathy (Jones Paulhus, 2013pmaybe likely to
underplaythe severityof onlineabuse and to attribute more blame to victifi$ three
factors have been associated with both workplace bullying (Baughman, Dearing,

Giammarco, & Vernon, 2012) and cyberbullying (Goodboy & Martin, 2015).
Machiavellianism and narcissism have both been linked to problematic social media use

(Kircaburun, Semetrovics, & Tosintas, 2018).

Machiavellianismis reflectedby a manipulative andeceptive naturea lackof
concen with conventionamorality, and a lackof interpersonatffect (Deluga, 200
Narcissismwhile primarily reflectedby high levelsof vanity and self-enhancement
tendenciemot commonlyassociateavith MachiavellianismRPaulhus& Williams, 2002) is
similarly charactered by an exploitativeinterpersonastyle, asenseof superiority and

entitlementand selfishnesgMillon & Davis, 1996). Finally, psychopathgflectsseveral



aversive interpersonét.g, callousness, remorselessnesg) behavioral (e.gantisocial

behavior, impulsivitycharacteristic¢Douglas, Bore& Munro, 2012)

Recentresearchas identifiedthatthose highn Machiavellianism ad psychopathy
are norelikely to engagen trolling behaviours(Buckels,Trapnell & Paulhus, 2014and
cyberaggressiorP@bianDe Badker, & Vandebosch, 2015)nd aremoreinclined to use
profane and aggressil@nguagenline (SumnerByers Boochever, &ark, 2012) Other
researclargueghatpsychopathyis a standalone independenpredictorof cyberbullying
behavior(Gibb & Devereux, 2014Goodboy& Martin, 2015)and Facebook trollindCraker
& March, 2016)However,van Geelandcolleaguegoundthatwhile Machiavellianismand
psychopathyvererelatedto traditionalbullying, they werenot significant predictorf
cyberbullying yan GeelGoemans, Toprak, & Vedder, 2017), suggessorge
inconsistencies thecurrent literatureFurther, whilethesestudieshave explored Dr
personalitypredictorsof online abuseperpetration, nonehave considered therelation to

factorsrelevantto outsiderobservation of abuse.

Recent research has shown that all three dark triad personality factors influence
individuals’ cognitions, and their perceptions of social situations. Individuals high in DT
factors are higher in levels of Schadenfreude (James, Kavanagh, Jonason, Chonody, &
Scrutton, 2014), lower in empathy (Doane, Pearson, & Kelly, 2014; Jonason & Krause, 2013;
Jonason & Kroll, 2015), generally hold negative perceptions of others, and utilize fewer cues
when making assessments’ of others’ vulnerability (Black, Woodworth, & Porter, 2014).
Those high on psychopathy and Machiavellianism are more likely to perceive social
situations as competitive, and those high on narcissism to perceive fewer social restrictions
(Jonason, Wee, & Norman, 2015). This demonstrates fundamental differences in how
individuals high in DT factors perceive both other individuals and social situations, and

suggests they may interpret antisocial online behaviours in a way



which would impact their perceptions of victims and the acts perpetrated against them.
Thus, he currenstudyinvestigatefiow differenttypesof tweetsby celebritiesaswell as

observersOTDpersonalityscoresnfluence attributed/B and perceivedabuseseveity.
1.4 The Current Study

In the currenstudy we investigatedhow thetype of tweet writtenby celebrities
(identity claims; n@ative, neutral, opostive) and the volumeof abusive responsdsy
followers (behavioraresiduejow or high) affectedparticipants@ttribuion of VB to the
celebrityand participantsferceptionsof incident severity. W alsoexaminedvhether
participants®T personalitytraitsimpactedthdr victim-blamingand gverity-perceptions.

We predicted:
Hi: An initial negativecelebritytweet will result in more victirrblaming.
H>: A higher volume of abuseillvresult in higher perceived severity

H3: AttributedVB will be higheramong participantscoring higher in DT personality

factors

H4: Perceived severityill be lower amongparticipantsscoring higher in DT

personality factors.
2. Method
2.1 Design and Participants

The study utilized a 3 (Celebrifyjweet ValenceNegative Neutral, Positive! 2
(Abuse VolumeLow, High) within-participants design. Following the presentation of each
celebrity tweetwe measured VB and Perceived Sevdift@) After presentation of all
celebrity tweets, we measurpdrticipants©®T Personality Traits (Machiavellianism,

narcissism, angsychopathy The study was carried out at a UK university aadipipants



were 184Twitter userq146 femaleMage=22.61years SDage=5.11). The nationalities of
participants were seteportedand groupeasfollows: 74.5% British; 22.8% European;
1.7% Asian; and 0.5% eaelsNorth American and Australiaill were recruited via adverts

online and orcampus antbok parteithervoluntarily orfor course credit
2.2 Materials

2.2.1 Stimuli. Participants were presenteith screenshots dix celebrity Twitter
pages featuring a tweet by a maédebrity. Each tweet was followdxy six comments from
unfamiliar sources (nooelebrity Twitter users)Stimuli were manufactured using Adobe
Photoshop. Each page contairtlee bllowing, in order from top to bottormthe celebrityOs
name and profile picture (taken from Twittehe tweeitself; the number of OretweetsO and
OfavoritesO (the numbers for each of these were counterbakamitd)six commentsThe
celebrity tweet wablegative, Neutral, or Positivef the six replieseither two Low volume)
or four High volume) were abusivayith the rest being neutral. An example stimulus is

presented in Appendix A.

2.2.2 Norming Study. An initial normingstudy was conduetlwith 28 participants
(16 females Mage=27.75years SDage=10.64. These prticipantswere recruited online,
voluntarily completed the norming study online, and did not participate in the main
experimentThis norming study was conducted to select the celabgtytities, initial tweets,
and responses used within the main experinkaticipants were presented with a list of 30
malecelebrities and asked to rate each7epoint Likerttype scales of farfiarity ((How
familiar are you with this celebrity?Q;1 = not familiar at all D7 = extremely familiar) and
feelings (What are your feelings towards this celebrity?O;1 = negative D7 = positive). This
establislkeda baseline for impressions towards the celebrities. The six celebrities selected
scored high ofiamiliarity (Mfamitiarity=5.22SDtamiliarity=1.51; i.€., participantsvere likely to
have heard of them amdcognke their celebrity statushut neither high nor low on feelings

10



(Mreelings= 4.51SDreelings= 1.36;1.€., even thougtheywerefamiliar, they did noprovoke
anystrongemotie reactions)A one-sample t-test was conducted to demonstrate that these
means are significantly different from the mid-point of the scale [#(5)=4.378,

p<0.01]. The sixcelebity idertities usel in the final stimuli wereRobert Webb, MatBaker,

JamieOliver, Richard Branson, Philip Schofield, and David Guetta.

Participantsn thenoming study werealso presented with last of 90 tweetsand
comment®d d of whichweretakenfrom Twitterb and asked to ragach on 7point Likert-
type scale®f valence ( = negative B7 = positive), arousall = not arousing B7 = very
arousing) and politenessi(= abusive D7 = polite). The mearvalence arousal,and
politenesgatingsfor the Negative. Neutral, and Posititveeetsand comments used in the
experimentre presenteth Table 1.Negative contenvaslow in valenceand politenessnd
high in arousalpeutral contentwasnether high norlow in valenceor arousal, and high in
politeness; positiveontent wasigh in dl three.Examplesof tweetsused in thefinal stimuli
included:PositiveD Be disciplined about doin’ the little things for your goals — daily.
Consistency adds up to success. #ChaseYourGreatnessO;NeutralD eathers getting chilly. I
think summer is overO;Negative D @n 't it annoying that the really illiterate & rude people
on Twitter are so fucking stupid that they forgot to kill themselves today.O.A complete list of
the Positive, Negative, and Neutral tweets is presented in Appendix B, and allNegative

and Neutral comments presented in Appendix C.
Insert Table 1 about here
2.3 Measures

Measures o¥/B andPSwere taken from the study by Welsral.(2013).VB and PS
were measured on four- and titem scales respectivelysing 5point Likerttype scales

(Cronbach’s o = 0.936and0.722,respectively). An example item from the VB measure was:

11



id the victim provoke the abuse?Q(1 = strongly disagree D5 = strongly agree) and from

the PS measure wasf®yv severe was the abuse?Q ( = not severe at all — 7 = very severe).

DT personality factors were measured using th8 §Iones & Paulhus, 2013). This
comprised 27 items, nine each to measurehidaellianism, narcissism, andychopathy,
with each utilizing a &oint Likerttype responselwo of the items for Narcissism, and three
of the items from Psychopathy, were reverse scored. Example items for each are:
Machiavellianisn® Qlike to use clever manipulation to get my wayQ; Narcissis® Qinsist
on getting the respect I deserveQ; Psychopathy & ®true that I can be mean to othersO.
Measures o€ronbach€alphasfor each measuriadicated reliability: Machiavellianism =

0.733 narcissismu. = 0.777 psychopathyx = 0.728.
2.4 Procedure

Participants weréested ohine using SurveyMonkey. Upon answering an advert,
participantswvere sent a link to one of six questionnaires which presented the profiles in one
of six pseudo-random orders. After reading task instructions and indicating consent,
participantsverefirst asked to fill in a short demographic questionnaire.aah celebrity
tweet they were askeatform an impression of the tweeterd could view each tweet for as
long as they wished. Followirgachtweet, they completka questionnaire measuring VB
andPS After responding to all tweetthey were asked to complete D€ questionnaire
before beig presented with debriefy information.The experiment lastegpproxmately 20

minutes anathical approval was granted by thest university(&thics Committee
3. Results

Three sets of analyses were carried out. Firstseparate (TweetValence
Negative, Neutral, Positivé2 (Abuse Volume Low, High)repeateemeasures analyses of

variance ANOVAs) were conductedn participants®B and PSatings Second, Pears@s

12



correlations were conducted to identify relationships between DT wa&itand PS. Third,
multiple regression analyses were conducted to determine the predictive value of the DT
variables for VB and PS.he mean ratingévith standard deviatiopscrossconditionsare

presented in Tabl2.
Insert Table 2 about here
3.1 Effects of Tweet Valence and Abuse Volume

For VB, there was a significant and langain effect of Tweet Valence
[F(2,366)=643.415p<0.001,,%=0.779]. Bonferroni follow-up contrasts revealed that
significantly more VB was attributed to celebrities following a Negative twéet 8.73
than followingNeutral (4 = 1.65 or Positive tweet$M = 1.50 [bothps<0.001];VB was
also significantly higher following Neutral than Positive twegt0[005].There waso
significant main effect of Abus€olume on VB F<1] and noTweet Valence 'Abuse

Volumeinteraction[ F<1].

For PSthere was amaller, highlysignificantmain effect of Tweet Valence
[F(2,366)=38.28p<0.001,,°=0.173]. Bonferroni follow-up contrasts revealed that abuse
wasperceived as being significantly less severe following a Negative tiMee3(23 than
following Neutral (/ = 3.63) or Positivetweets(M = 3.68 or [bothps<0.001]; however,
there was no significant difference between Neutral and Positeats[p=0.913].There was
also a significant main effect of Abus¥®lume [F(1,366)=249.99»<0.001,n,°=0.577 with
higherPSin cases with &ligh (M = 3.89 rather than &ow (M = 3.13 volume of abusive
replies p<0.005. There was no significant Tweet ValencAlbuse Volumeanteraction

[F(2,366)=1.52p=0.219.

3.2 Personality, Victim Blame, and Perceived Severity

13



PearsonOs correlatighso-tailed) were conducted to identify relationships between
DT traits, VB and PS in each tweet conditiand are presented in TableSeveral
significant relationships were identified, all demonstrating stoathediumstrength, based
on GohenOs (1988) standarsiwall,» = .1; mediumy = .3; largey = .5.Machiavellianism
narcissismand psychopathyere all positively associated with VB in the negative tweet
condition, indicating that all three traitgere only associated with higher VB attribution
whenthe original celebrity tweet was negative. In termalmfse severityMachiavellianism
showed no relation to PS. However, psychopathy and narcissism were negatively associated
with PSin the negative tweet condition. Further, psychopathy was also negatively related to
PSin the positive tweet condition. Thus, those high in psychopathy perceivaedeatsets
as less severe regardless of the original tweet valesile, those high in narcissism only
perceivel less severityvhenthe originaltweet was negative in nature.

Insert Table 3 about here
3.3 Regressions

DT variables that were associated with VB &8htp<.10 at the univariate level
were taken forward as candidates for multivariable models, as traditional significance limits
(e.g, p<.05) often fail to establish significance in variables known to bagiresl (Bursac,
Gauss, Williams& Hosmer, 2008 Preliminary analyses indicated that the assumptions
regardingmulticollinearity, independent errors, non-zero variances, normality,
homoscedsticity and linearity were not violated.

First, multiple regression was carried out to determine whether the three DT traits
predicted VB in the Wgative tweet conditioand is presented ifiable4. In this model,
narcissism was a significant independent predictor of VB in ggablvetweet condition
(small to medium effect), but psychopathy and Machiavellianism were not. This suggests that

as narcissism increases, VB following negative tweets also increases.

14



Insert Table 4 about here
A second model was developed to determine whether the three DT traits predicted
of abuse in the Blgativetweet condition and is presentedTiable5. Once again, narcissism
was a significant independent predictoiP&in the Negativetweet conditior{small to
medium effect) but psychopathy and Machiavellianism were not. This suggests that as
narcissism increaseBSof abuse following negative tweets decreases.
Insert Table 5 about here
A final single linear regression was carried out to clarify the predictive nature of the
relationship between psychopathy &slin the Psitive tweet conditiomnd is presented in
Table6. This model demonstrated that psychopathy was a significant predi€&8irothe
Positive tweet condition (small effect). This suggests that as psychopathy incR&sEs,
abuse folleving Positivetweets decreases.

Insert Table 6 about here
4. Discussion

This study investigatethe impact of celebrity tweetlenceand volume of abusive
responses on observestiibutionof victim blame(VB) andperceived severity (P9
abusefurthermorethe role ofDT personality factors in observersO responass
investigatedWe foundthat the valence of celebrity twe@tfluencedboth attributed/B and
PS Celebrities were blamed most if they had initiglieeted negative content, and least if
they had tweeted positive content. Incidents were perceived as least severe following a
negative tweet. Volume of abuse omtypadedPS with incidents perceived as more severe
when there was a high volume of abuse. When examining the nodetmipantDT
personalityfactorsontheir responset negative tweetsve found thatas narcissism
increased, attributions MB increased, anBSdecreasediVhen abuse followed an initial

positive tweet, aparticipantpsyctopathy increased? Sdecreased.
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4.1 The impact of tweet valence and abuse volume

Our results demonstrate a difference in the impact of identity claims (celebrity tweets)
and behavioral residue (volume of abuse) on observersQ interpretation of online abuse
incidents. Attributed/B was dependent exclusively on identity claims wRigwasaffected
by both categories of onlingarrants A higher volume of abuse did niofluenceattributed
VB but did lead to higher PS. This is consistent with definitions of online ahudeas
cyberbullying and cyberstalking, whiegmphasie frequency of abuse akey factorwhich
negatively impact victimse(g.,Garett, Lord, & Young2016 Menesini & Nocentini, 2009
Frequent abuse manifests as a high volume of abusive content in a chronological record of

interactionsfor exampleas replies to a social media post such as a tweet.

While celebrity tweet valence influencedth measures, its effect on VB waser
grained than its effect on PS. An original negative tweet by the celebrity resulieciar
attributed VB withthe incident perceived as less severe. More blame was also attributed
following a neutral than posie tweef however, these two conditions did not differ in PS.
Thus, attributed VB was not dependent on the actions of otleeiglidities were equally
likely to be blamed for an incident, regardless of its severity (i.e., high vs low abuse volume).
This supports previous findings, with an adolescent population, that individuals are blamed
for cyberbullying if the origin of the abuse can be traced back to soméfiaingctims

themselvesave provoked (DeSmet et al., 2012; Shultz et al., 2014; Weber et al., 2013

Our findings have implications for the application of Warranting TheW@/glther &
Parks, 200pto online research. Walther et al. (2009) demonstri@hegative content
carriesmore weight than positive information in impression formation. In cases of online
abusethis suggestshatobserversO impressions would be correspondingly depemd
contentvalence. While the impact of valence in identity statememts &celebrity tweet)
appears to be continuo(rsegative tweet = higher blana¢tribution positive tweet = lower
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blame attribution)the impact of perceptions of severity appear more categorical, with

negative content eliciting higher PS than mawative(i.e., neutral and positivéyveets

The current results also highligthe importance of identity claims anline
impression formationVarranting heory (Walther & Parks, 200®yiginally posited and
early work on Facebook demonstrafedy.,Scott, 2014Tong, Van Der Heide, Langwell, &
Walther, 2009Utz, 2010 Walther,Van Der Heide, Kim, Westerman, & Tong, 2008
Walther et al., 2009), that behavioral residue held more weight in impression formation than
identity claims. This was explained by the fact thasewarrants were viewed as less likely
to be overt selpresetation strategies by targets, and thus more legitimate sources of
accurate informatiorMore recent work has shown that perceptions of some personality
factors can be influenced by identity clairksifwood, Quinn, Chen-Wilson, Chedwick, &
Reynolds, 201pand that in some cases these carore weight than behavioral residue

(Scott & Ravenscroft, 20)7

TheWarrantingTheoryof impression formation was originally based on research
investigating how observers formed impressions of individuals basexhbmorld personal
space €.9., college dorm rooms: Gosling, Ko, Mannarelli, & Morris, 2002). Its principles
were shown to also apply to online space (pgrsonal welpages: Vazire & Gosling, 20p4
and it has thus formed the basis for many investigations into impression formation online
(e.g., Rosenthdbtott, Dicks, & Fielding, 2015Scott, Sinclair, Short, & Bruce, 200LENSs
are evolvingo include different types of content/warrants and irgiregly complex
interactions The focus of many researchéghusshifting from traditional personality
factors andperceptions of attraction (e.g., Scott, 208dott & Hand, 2016Walther et al.,
2008 Walther et al., 20020 more diverse personality characteristiogl abusive incidents
suchas in the current experimefd.g., Scott & Ravenscroft, 201\Weber et al., 2013).

Thereforejt may be pertinent to rethink the application chéntingTheoryin an online
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context,perhaps by increasing the categories of warrants (e gjsttoguish third-party
commensO from other behavioral resijjue by reevaluating their impact on distinct

measures.
4.2 Consequences for celebrity social media use

Our findings that negativealencetweets both increased attributed celebviBy and
reducedPS of subsequent abusive behasgoggest that celebrities are ascribed responsibility
for their online behaviour and that abusive responses to negative content are considered
warranted uner some circumstanceSuch perceptions may be magnified in response to
celebrity tweets (rather than similar tweeyspaiblic, noneelebrity users) as celebritiesO use
of social media differs from that of traditional users. Whereascetebritiestypically utilize
SNSs to communicate and share information (Tosun, 26&@)rities primarily use social

media for seHpromotion and to gain publicitjfarwick & Boyd, 2010.

Ourresults demonstrate that, whdaline activity can be useful for celebrities in
ways such amcreasing their public exposufe.g.,Gayle & Lawson, 20133 social media use
can potentially diminish their brand control aaffecttheir personal wellbeing. Abuse
volume (behavioral residue) was shown to affect PS in the current experiment, regardless of
original tweetvalence Perceived lbause severity is linked @ variety of negative outcomas
other domains (e.g., Jackson, Gabrielli, Fleming, Tunno, & Makanui, 2&ikon, Norris,
Bryan, & Stappenbeck, 201 By engaging irsel-promotion on social mediaglebrities risk
beingperceivedhegativdy based orcontent produced by others, in addition to self-posted

content.

The psychological impact of online abuswardcelebrities has not begmeviously
investigated irdepth. Anecdotagvidencesuggests that affects can be sewdth celebrity

victims of cyberstalkingeporing severalnegative outcomes associated with their
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experiencege.g., Wykes, 2007). 180, manycelebritieshave closedocial media accouts
andceased activity on platformas aresultof onlineabuse Cohen, 2014)These results
demonstrate that, even though the impact of abuse may be severe on celebrities, victims are
often attributed blame for the abuse perpetrated against them. This could potentially lead to a
lack of public sympathy and support which could enhance any negative impact on
individuals. Given theseriousand lastinghegativeconsequencesf onlineabuse in non-
celebrityadultandadolescenpopulationge.g., Hinduja& Patchin, 2010), and victimsO
perceived lack o$upport(e.g., Crosslin &Golman, 2014)it is important thathisissue
continue to be investigate@iven the public forum of such abuse against celebrities, there is
also the possibility that observers’ perceptions of abuse against celebrity victims shapes their
perceived online behavioural norms, and thus impressions they form of non-celebrity abuse

and victims.

A keyfinding in thecurrentstudy was thatincidentswere perceivedslesssevere
following negativetweetsthanneutral ompostive tweets(which did notdiffer from each
other). Thismaybedueto onlinenormscreated asresultof thediversewaysin which
Twitter is used by celebritiesWhile manycelebritiesuse Twitterto expressthemselvesand
attempt 6 connet with their fanbase Marwick & Boyd, 2010), others (e.g., comediamgy
useit to generatg@ubicity based on thpubiicOseaction to theitweets(OONeal, 2014;
Quora, 2015). Such individualsay attemptto elicit such reactiondy poding OnegativeO,
OcontroversialO,@rflammatoryO content, by postingas an alterego (e.g., Stephen
ColbertOsghtwing media persona)n suchcasescelebritieswho tweetnegative contentfor
seltpromotion may notonly be perceivedas@air game@or abuse, buthis might even be
expectediy some usersConsequentlyntheseparticularstuations,celebritiesmayremain
unaffected byuch abuse. Conversely, abuse received in respiongamilar tweetwhich is,

in fact,genuine and reflectivef a celebrityOfruefeelingscould resultin distressnd
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potentially severe negative consequen€ashén, 2011 It may be thapublic perception of
thisabuse may be skewede to the incidence of OsitédO abusand result irthe celebrity
receiving little sympathyFurther researctvhich systematically measures the frequency and
context of postings (celebrity or otherwise) deemed controvéssiedjuired to investigate

this possibility more fully.
4.3 The role of dark triad factors

Thedark triad DT) of personality has been consistently linked with low levels of
empathy (e.gDoaneet al, 2014, suggesting that those high in DT traits may be less likely
to perceive abusive incidents from the victimOs point of view and appreciate the potential
impact such abuse might have on the recipient. In the current Mtadijavellianism
narcissismand psychopathyere all positively associated with VB in the negative tweet
condition. In terms of abuse severity, narcissism and psychopatieyinverselyassociated
with PSin the negative tweet condition. Further, psychopathy wasralscselyrelated to
perceived severity in the positive tweet conditiohafls, those high in psychopathy
perceived abusive tweets as less severe regardless of the original tweet valeatbpadil
high in narcissism only perceivégss severityvhen the original tweet was negative in
nature. Multiple regression analysis explored these patterns further and revealed that
narcissism was a significant independent predictor of VB in the negative tweet condition, but
Machiavellianismand psychopathy were ndNarcissism was also the only significant
independent predictor &Sin the negative tweet condition. This suggests that as narcissism
increases, VB following negative tweets also increaskie perceived severity of abusive
tweets decreases.

This cortrasts with findingshighlighting Machiavellianisnand psychopathgs the
DT traits most relevant to cyberbullying engagement and trolling beh@uckélset al,

2014 Pabiaret al, 2015. One prior study mordirectly considered narcissisamd negative
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online behaviors (Fan, Chu, Zhang, & Zhou, 2016), demonstrating that those high in covert
(characteredby low, unstable views of self-wortrther than oveilinked with an inflated
selfview) narcissism were more likely to be involved in cyberbullying. This relationship was
mediated by selésteemlow selfesteenunderpimedcovert narcissispmaking individuals
more likely to engage in aggressive online behaviors. While differing variangs@$sism
and selesteem were not measured in this study, it is possible that the same underlying
mechanisms may explain the current findings.s&ltesteem increases, victiblaming
decreases (e.d.ila, Gracig & Murgui, 2013), and those with logelfesteem are less likely
to defend victims from bullying behavior (Baumeister, Campbell, Krueger, & Vohs).2003
Future research should explore the role of estéem in thénks between narcissism, /B
andPSto further clarify these predictionAdditionally, evidence suggests that narcissism is
associated with hyperactive threabnitoring tendenciegHorvath & Morf, 2009. In the
current study, it is possible that high levels of narcissism sparked a more intense response
towards potentially threatening online content (i.e., the negative tweet), cpasiicgpants
to blame the celebrity for the subsequent abuseranithize the severity of whahey
perceivel to be a deserved response.

The present study also found that psychopathy was a significant prediE®imothe
positive tweet condition alone: those high in psychopeaténe likely to perceive abuse as
less severevhen the celebrity tweet was positive in nature. As the tweets used in the positive
tweet condition werarguablya reflection of the celebrityOs success and happiness (e.g.
(here's only one person whose job is to make you happy. That would be you. Get that right,
and all else in life will reflect that happinessO), it is possible that participahigh in
psychopathy may believe thatlebritiesdeservedheresultingabuse. A key characteristic of
psychopathy is a fundamental beléfsuperioity over others; those high in the trait often

view interactions with others as competitive in nature (Jonason, Wee, & Li). X0hén
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celebritytweetswerepostive, thosehigh in psychopathynay havevieweal the abusive
responsess justified to Obrinthe celebritydownO. Thiss supported bythe argumentthat
psychopaths tend to experience envgontemptfor thosetheyperceiveto be in a more
successfuposition than themselvégvalker& Jackson, 2017The predictive link between
psychopathy, narcissism and attitudes towards online celebrity abuse suggests that
accounting for the characteristics of these traits in anti-trolling campaigns may prove
beneficial. For example, as both traits are highly concerned with positive-self presentation,
portraying celebrity trolls in a negative or derogatory light may deter this behaviour in those
high in these traits.

While nacissism demonstratqatedictivevaluewhenthe celebritytweetwas
negative, and psychopathy predicted perceptbabuseseveritywhenthe celebrity tweet
waspostive, Machiavellianisnwasnot a significant predictorof VB or PSin either
condition. Machiavellianisns undepinned byattitudesand behaviorgimed atachieving
successit all costswith little consideratioror concernfor how oneOs behavimight impact
others(Deluga, 2001). Ashecentralinteraction in th@resentstudy does notreflect an
opportunityfor aMachiavellian individuato personallyprosper it is possiblethatthey are
indifferentto theincident. Therefore, whilMachiavellianismmay predict engagemein
cyberbullyingbehavior which could baused asan advancemertibol (Buckelsetal., 2014;
Pabiaretal., 2015) it does not appearto bepredicive of attitudesregardingcyberabuse

committedby, or expressedowards others.
4.4 Limitations and future research

Despitethenovd findingsreported heréhereare somdimitationsto theresearch,
mostnotablythe gendermbalancan both targetand paticipants.In this experiment we
chose tgresentexclusively male targetsboh becauseTwitter is a mde-dominated platform

(Statistia,2018a)andbecause rale celebritiesare most oftenthetargetsof abuseon this site
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(e.g., Demos, 2014Althoughwe feel it likely that female celebrities would be perceived in a

similar way, further research isquired to support this notion.

The majority of participants the current study wegungandfemale Although
this could mean that the results here dogawteralie to society as a who)egrevious
research looking at victim blame and perceived severity in other areas have typically found
that females are less likellgan malego attribute blame to victim®(g., Gerber, Cronin, &
Steigman, 2004Grubb & Turner, 2012), and are more likely to attribute incidents as severe
(Ben-David & Schneider, 200Pavies, Rogers, & Bates, 2008). Thafgects among male

participants mayctuallybe stronger than those reported here.

As well as investigating possiblemder differences in victims and participants, future
research could examine other aspectsngiression formation and perceptions of abuse
towards public users compared to celebrities. As celebrities utilize SNSs to build and
establish their brandarwick & Boyd, 2011; Lim, 201), any abuse they receive may not
only result inincreasedlame butmay alsanfluence how they are viewed by the public
(e.g., attractiveness, likeability, trustworthiness). The nature of the abuse coudaaige
observers{tpressions. Although Twitter is more established, Snapchat and Instagram are
increasinty becoming mor@opular among celebritiekifn, 2017). Investigaions of
observer impressions of abuse which is more picture-based or delivered in response to shared

imagescould test whether the current pattern of findings generalizes to other platforms.

ObserversO opinions of online abuse may be more sympathetic to public than celebrity
victims, if there are fundamental differences in how and why people use social media (e.qg.,
Page, 2012). Finally, future research may wish to examine the role of other personality
factors (e.g.theBig Five; Costa& McCrae, 185) or individual differences (e.gelf

esteemBaumeister et al., 200& observersO VB and SP in online abuse.

23



4.5 Conclusions

In this study we demonstrated thahe content(i.e., vaence)of a celebrityOsveet
influenced theblameattributed to thenby observersfollowing anysubsequensbusethey
received, and thdahe volumeof abuseinfluencedboth attributed blamand perceived
incidentseverity. Oufindingsdemonstratechie importance ogelf-generated information
(identity claims) in the impressiongormedof celebrityvictims of onlineabuse These
findings are significant not only to help us understand how social media users view
celebrity victims of cyberabuse, but how these perceptions may help shape online norms.
Additionally, DT personality factorsfluenced observaesponses. Highewarcissismled
to increased/B andreducedPSafterinitial negative celebrityweets while psychopathy
wasassociatedwith PSfollowing positivecelebritytwees. Although previous studidgmve
identifiedan associationbetween DT personality factoend cyberbullyingand trolling
behaviorwe highlight the differentfactorsconnected with thaterpretation ouch events
by observers. Taken together, our findimgsre preciselgharacterizéhe potential pitfalls

of celebritiesutilizing social mediafor self-promotion.
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Appendix A
Example Experimental Stimulus

O Home 4 Notifications # oiscover v

i Robert Webb & s Follow

Isn'tit anne/oyin that the realI?/ illiterate &
rude ﬁeop e on Twitter are so fucking stupid
that they forgot to kill themselves today.

7 3 HOMORL 9%

{{ Hedgeypig
arobertwebb Do me a favour - shut the fuck up. Your constant
ramblings are giving me a headache

Michael Gyngell ~ ;1o¢
arobertwebb You better be careful next time you get a parcel

| sent you a little bomb to blow your face off

Michael Gyngell
arobertwebbNot entirely sure how to reply to that

Michael Gyngell
arobertwebb Stuff like this makes the world go round

Justin Anderson
:/‘ arobertwebb please put your face into a toaster

", Deborah Longman

arobertwebb Why are you even on Twitter? No one likes you!
« Just go back under the rock you crawled out of!
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Appendix B

Positive, Neutral, and Negative Tweets with Valence, Arousal, and Abuse Ratings

Positive Tweets Valence Arousal Abuse
Be disciplined about doin' the little things for your goals -
.071 . A7
daily. Consistency adds up to success. #ChaseYourGreatness 6.0 >-000 6.179
T.har.1ks for all your lovely comments. See you tomorrow for 6.214 4643 6.464
big live show!
There's only one person whose job is to make you happy.
That would be you. Get that right, and all else in life will 5.679 4929 5.464
reflect that happiness
We are blessed to have another day to accept the challenge 53736 4714 6.143
#GoCatchYourDream
M 53938 43821 6.063
SD 0.248 0.170 0.424
Neutral Tweets Valence Arousal Abuse
A Taxi just turned at my house. No idea why. Said he was
instructed to take me to Park Lane. Anyone know if I'm 3.857 3.786 4.250
supposed to be somewhere?!!
Weathers getting chilly. | think summer is over. 3.824 3.071 4.750
Aye up peeps. How you diddling? 4.643 3.750 5.357
I'm !n the moos:l to eat chocolate, lay on the sofa and do 4.143 3321 4.464
nothing.... That is all
M 4.107 3.536 4.786
SD 0.380 0.346 0.480
Negative Tweets Valence Arousal Abuse
Hitler was absolutely right about the Jews. And | don't care
how many "white power" redneck followers | lose by 1.286 6.464 1.286
Tweeting that
1 H I
You can't ge.t anyone to do anything round here! Bunch of 1393 5536 1393
useless fucking c***s!
Why do you follow me, you f***ing moron 1.676 4.607 1.679
Isn't it annoying that the realy illiterate & rude people on
Twitter are so fucking stupid that they forgot to kill 1.536 5.500 1.357
themselves today.
M 1.473 5.527 1.429
SD 0.171 0.758 0.173
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Appendix C

Negative and Neutral Comments with Valence, Arousal, and Abuse Ratings

Negative Comments Valence Arousal Abuse
Ugly fag 1.214 5.750 1.179
Gay fuck 1.107 6.000 1.071
| hate you so much. | don't know why | just hate your guts 1.714 4.964 1.536
I J-USt love to se.e what sorta bullshit you manage to bring up 1.892 4.460 2.036
with such consistency. Wants me to hate you even more
you’re a nobody people like you make me sick 1.321 4571 1.607
please put your face into a toaster 1.857 5.107 1.536
please do the world a favor, go hang yourself 1.250 5.357 1.250
go kill yourself you fucking wanker? 1.250 5.607 1.179
wow - does the studitity hurt much? 2.285 4.178 2.357
itter? i |
Why are you even on Twitter? No one likes you! Just go 1.464 4785 1357
back under the rock you crawled out of!
Really wishing you’re the next Ebola victim... 1.571 6.142 1.250
i | i
Do m_e_a favour - shut the fuck up! Your constant ramblings 1.892 4214 1571
are giving me headache!
Beglnnlr\g.t(? wor.1der what the .world |s. coming to when they 5178 3928 1.964
let stupid idiots like you on social media
Wish you woul_d JUSt-fInd the neare_st sha_rk infested waters, 5 071 5642 1871
cover yourself in shrimp paste and jump in
i I
Your so arrogant and self righteous! So full of yourself you 1392 5357 1321
arrogant c***
T X '
I knc_)w where you live! | will find you and kill you! You 1985 5750 1.107
fucking dick!
You better be careful next time you get a parcel, | sent you a 1571 5785 1214
little bomb to blow your face off
Nice hous.e... shame if someone was to set it on fire while 1.464 5857 1.179
you were in your bed
M 1599 5192 1.474
SD 0.357 0.691 0.364
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Neutral Comments Valence Arousal Abuse
winter is coming.... 4.464 4571 5.143
;T:;(:eyou wish my mum Suzanne a happy 50th birthday 4.607 3750 5393
Would you prefer to be a Wizard or a Jedi? 4.285 3.892 4.571
| swear | seen you in costa today! Weren't anywhere near
Glasgow Were‘;ou? y y 3.928  3.464 4.679
Off to the gym | go #WorkingHardOrHardlyWorking 4214 3,571 4571
'CI;?lslcr)\rg}]';ohcec:g\?/mce my mum to let me have a dog, any chance 4.464 3964 5.036
Not entirely sure how to reply to that 3.821 3.535 4.250
No comment 3.892 3.178 4.214
suggestions for tv viewing tonight? 4.035 3.107 4.643
Not the best tweet I've seen today, but not the worst 3.821 3.214 4.000
tooooo much coffee . .. 3.857 3.357 4.143
stuff like this makes the world go round 4.000 3.535 4.393
another eclectic tweet 3.750 3.321 4.000
| find your attitude confuzing :-/ 3.571 3.500 3.929
yesterday go OK? 4,285 3.500 4.929
BUT WHAT’S NEXT!? 4,107 4.035 4.464
Eating my cereal reading what folks think 3.892 3.285 4.393
how’d ya like them apples 4,107 4.035 4.214
M 4061 3.601 4.498
SD 0.279 0.377 0.416
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Table 1

Mean Ratings (SDs) of Valence, Arousal, and Politeness

for the Experimental Stimuli of Tweets (Negative, Neutral, Positive)

and Comments (Negative, Neutral)

Stimulus Participant Judgment
Stimulus  Valence Valence Arousal Politeness
Tweet Negative 1.46 (0.10) 5.52 (0.03) 1.38 (0.03)
Neutral 4.23 (0.58) 3.41 (0.18) 5.05 (0.43)
Positive 5.88 (0.28) 4.96 (0.05) 5.82 (0.51)
Comment Negative 1.60 (0.36) 5.19 (0.69) 1.47 (0.36)
Neutral 4.06 (0.28) 3.60 (0.38) 4.50 (0.42)

Note. Participant judgments were measured goomt scalesvith endpoints 1 and 7

labelled, respectively, as follows: Valence (very negafweery positive);

Arousal (not arousing ¥ery arousing)and Politeness (abusivepblite).
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Table 2

Mean Ratings (SDs) of Celebrity Tweets for Victim Blame (VB)
and Perceived Severity (PS), with 95% Cls, across Experimental Conditions

Tweet Abuse

Valence Volume VB VB 95% CI PS PS 959%CI

Negative Low 3.71 (1.0% [3.56-3.87] 2.88 (1.03) [2.733.03
High 3.76 (1.07 [3.60:3.9]] 3.59 (0.91) [3.453.72

Neutral Low 1.67 (0.89 [1.551.8( 3.33 (0.95) [3.193.47
High 1.62 (0.7 [1.51-1.74 4.03 (0.75) [3.924.14

Positive Low 1.51 (0.67 [1.41-1.6]] 3.20 (1.05) [3.043.35
High 1.49 (0.67 [1.391.59 4.06 (0.82) [3.944.18

Note:

Participant judgments were measured on 5-point scales with endpoints 1 and 5.
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Table 3
Means, SDs, and Pearson’s Correlations of Dark Triad Components
and VB and PS Ratings for Positive and Negative Celebrity Tweets

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Psychopathy 209 059 1 A7 46 10 -15% .23** -25**
2. Narcissism 2.66 0.65 1 40* -02 -.04 25% -27*
3. Machiavellianism 2.84 0.58 1 10 -10 .15 -14
4. Total Positive VB 3.00 1.25 1 -.24** 11 -.13
5. Total Positive Severity7.26 1.51 1 =17 AT
6. Total Negative VB 7.47 1.90 1 - 41
7. Total Negative Severit6.46 1.66 1

Note. %<.05; **p<.01.7=184.
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Table 4

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis, Predicting
Victim Blame (VB) from Negative Tweets
with Psychopathy, Narcissism, and Machiavellianism

Table 4.Hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting VB with psychopathy,

narcissism and Machiavellianism scores (negative tweet condition;, n = 184)

R? "R? F a 95% CI
.078 .062 5.053**
Psychopathy 131 (-.124, .965)
Narcissism .180* (.043, .998)
Machiavellianism .021 (-.466, .603)

Note. *»<.05, **p<.01; 95% CI = 95% confidence interyvak184.



Table 5

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis, Predicting
Perceived Severity (PS) from Negative Tweets
with Psychopathy, Narcissism, and Machiavellianism

R’ "R’ F a 95% CI
.093 .078 6.130*
Psychopathy -.158 (-.916, .030)
Narcissism -.203* (-.929,-.099)
Machiavellianism 011 (-.433, .495)

Note. *»<.05, **p<.01; 95% CI = 95% confidence interyvak184.
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Table 6

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis, Predicting
Perceived Severity (PS) from Positive Tweets
with Psychopathy

R’ "R? F a 95% CI

.021 .016 3.960
Psychopathy -.146* (-.744,-.003)

Note. *»<.05, *»<.01; 95% CI = 95% confidence interyak184.
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