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Abstract

In the digital age, social media platforms have overtaken traditional media as primary sources of news for
millions. Central to this shift is the rise of algorithmic news feeds—personalized curation systems that
determine what users see based on engagement metrics and behavioral data. This study investigates the
invisible influence these algorithms exert on public opinion, often without users' awareness or informed
consent.

Using a qualitative, phenomenological approach, the research engaged 20 adult social media users through
semi-structured interviews and digital ethnographic observation. Thematic analysis revealed five core themes:
algorithmic opacity, ideological reinforcement, emotional manipulation, erosion of trust, and perceived
influence on political perception and behavior. Participants reported low awareness of algorithmic processes,
frequent exposure to ideologically consistent content, and strong emotional reactions to curated
material—indicating a subtle but powerful reshaping of their informational environments.

The findings align with agenda-setting theory, echo chamber effects, and surveillance capitalism, illustrating
how digital platforms now serve as unregulated gatekeepers of public discourse. The study concludes that
algorithmic personalization, optimized for engagement rather than accuracy, fosters political polarization,
undermines trust in media, and threatens democratic deliberation.

Recommendations include increased algorithmic transparency, ethical design reforms, improved user agency,
and digital literacy initiatives. This research contributes to critical debates on media ethics, platform
governance, and the future of democratic communication in an algorithmically mediated world.
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I. Introduction
Background Of The Study

In the digital age, the consumption of news has increasingly migrated from traditional media outlets to
online platforms, particularly social media. A defining feature of this shift is the emergence of algorithmic
news feeds personalized content curation systems that determine what users see, when they see it, and how
often. Unlike traditional editorial processes, these algorithms are not guided by journalistic norms of balance,
public interest, or transparency. Instead, they are optimized for engagement, retention, and monetization. The
result is a subtle yet profound influence on public opinion, often exercised without users' awareness or informed
consent (Bucher, 2020).

Social media platforms such as Facebook, X (formerly Twitter), Instagram, and TikTok have become
primary news sources for many individuals globally. According to recent findings, over 53% of adults in
developed countries report accessing news primarily through digital platforms, and a significant proportion rely
on algorithmically curated feeds (Newman et al., 2023). This trend raises critical questions about how public
opinion is shaped and mediated in an environment where human editorial judgment is replaced by opaque,
proprietary algorithms.

The core of this concern lies in the invisibility of algorithmic influence. While media consumers are
generally aware that social media platforms personalize content, they often lack an understanding of the
mechanisms and implications behind such personalization. Research suggests that users underestimate how
much their feeds are curated and are often unaware that algorithms may amplify specific ideological content,
suppress dissenting voices, or create echo chambers based on past behavior (Kreiss & McGregor, 2021). These
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practices subtly shape individual perceptions, attitudes, and even political behavior—without explicit disclosure
or consent.

The lack of algorithmic transparency undermines traditional democratic ideals of informed citizenship.
In the pre-digital era, citizens relied on a pluralistic media environment characterized by editorial oversight and
accountability. Today, however, the gatekeeping role has shifted to algorithmic systems, which lack the
normative values embedded in professional journalism (Beer, 2022). These systems are not neutral; they
prioritize content based on predicted engagement rather than truth, significance, or diversity. This shift has
implications not only for individual understanding of current affairs but also for broader societal cohesion.

Several empirical studies have demonstrated that algorithmic news feeds can exacerbate confirmation
bias, deepen political polarization, and influence voter behavior. A landmark experiment by Bail et al. (2020)
found that exposure to opposing political viewpoints on social media did not reduce polarization but actually
increased ideological entrenchment. Such findings complicate the notion that digital platforms democratize
information. Instead, they may contribute to epistemic fragmentation—where people occupy distinct and
conflicting realities based on algorithmic reinforcement.

Moreover, the economic incentives that drive these platforms often align poorly with democratic
norms. Content that evokes strong emotional reactions—such as outrage, fear, or indignation—is more likely to
be amplified by engagement-driven algorithms (T6rnberg, 2022). As a result, divisive and misleading content
can achieve widespread visibility, while nuanced, evidence-based reporting struggles to gain traction. This
dynamic distorts public discourse and fosters an environment where misinformation can flourish unchecked.

The issue is further complicated by regulatory gaps and the proprietary nature of algorithmic
systems. Unlike traditional media organizations, which are subject to public scrutiny and often bound by
regulatory codes, technology companies operate with minimal oversight. The algorithms they deploy are often
protected as trade secrets, making independent auditing or public accountability nearly impossible. This opacity
limits the ability of researchers, policymakers, and the public to understand how content is prioritized, filtered,
or excluded (Pasquale, 2023).

Public opinion, a cornerstone of democratic participation, is increasingly being shaped by forces that
are neither visible nor accountable. The subtle manipulation of information environments—through practices
such as microtargeting, filter bubbles, and algorithmic ranking—raises serious ethical and democratic concerns.
It calls into question the very foundations of autonomous decision-making and informed civic engagement in
the digital public sphere (Zuboft, 2020).

Despite growing attention to algorithmic governance, much of the existing discourse has focused on
issues like data privacy, surveillance capitalism, and online harassment. There remains a critical need to explore
how algorithmic news feeds specifically reshape public opinion through non-transparent means. This gap is
particularly salient given that many users trust these platforms to provide relevant and balanced
information—yet receive content filtered through commercial, rather than civic, logics.

This study addresses this pressing issue by examining how algorithmic news feeds influence public
opinion without disclosure, drawing on interdisciplinary insights from media studies, political communication,
and computational sociology. It interrogates the silent but significant role algorithms play in constructing the
informational realities within which public beliefs are formed and decisions are made.

In doing so, it contributes to a deeper understanding of the evolving relationship between media,
technology, and democracy. By foregrounding the ethical, epistemological, and political dimensions of
algorithmic mediation, this research seeks to illuminate the largely invisible infrastructure that now shapes what
people know—and believe—about the world.

Research Problem

The rising dominance of algorithmic news feeds in shaping the public's access to information presents
a pressing concern in contemporary digital society. While algorithms promise personalization and convenience,
their inner workings remain largely opaque to users. This lack of transparency conceals how algorithmic
systems prioritize certain content over others, potentially influencing political attitudes, reinforcing pre-existing
biases, and fostering ideological echo chambers (Kreiss & McGregor, 2021).

The core issue lies not merely in the existence of such systems but in their invisible influence—the
subtle, often undetected shaping of public opinion without disclosure or informed consent. Unlike traditional
media channels that are subject to ethical guidelines and editorial oversight, algorithmic feeds are driven by
engagement metrics and commercial interests, not necessarily public good (Bucher, 2020; Beer, 2022).
Consequently, users unknowingly operate within a curated informational environment where exposure to
diverse perspectives may be limited or skewed.

This problem is compounded by users' general unawareness of how their digital environments are
engineered. Studies indicate that many people believe their news feeds reflect objective or neutral sources,
when in fact they are subject to algorithmic manipulation based on behavioral data (Pasquale, 2023; Newman et
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al., 2023). This raises critical concerns about the authenticity of democratic participation and the autonomy of
decision-making in an age where invisible forces subtly shape public perception.

Despite the magnitude of this issue, scholarly inquiry has only begun to unpack the long-term effects
of algorithmic gatekeeping on public discourse and democratic stability. While discussions of misinformation,
polarization, and filter bubbles have gained attention, there is still limited empirical understanding of how
algorithmic news feeds influence public opinion through nondisclosed mechanisms, and what ethical,
social, and political implications arise from that influence (T6rnberg, 2022). Addressing this research gap is
essential in an era where social media serves as a de facto public square.

Significance of the Study

This study is both timely and vital in understanding the reshaped contours of public opinion in the
algorithmic era. By focusing on how algorithmic news feeds exert influence without disclosure, it illuminates a
blind spot in digital communication research and contributes to the broader discourse on media ethics,
democratic integrity, and technological accountability.

The research holds significance across multiple domains:

® For Media and Communication Scholars, the study deepens theoretical and empirical insights into how
personalization algorithms interact with media consumption behaviors, challenging assumptions about
neutrality in digital information environments.

® For Policy Makers and Regulators, the findings can support evidence-based frameworks to improve
transparency, accountability, and oversight of digital platforms. As governments around the world consider
regulation of artificial intelligence and platform governance, this research offers grounded insights into the
sociopolitical stakes of algorithmic opacity (Pasquale, 2023).

® For Technology Developers and Platform Designers, it encourages a reevaluation of the ethical
responsibilities that accompany content recommendation systems. Highlighting the social consequences of
design choices can promote more responsible innovation that considers not just user engagement, but also
democratic values.

® For the General Public, the study increases awareness about the unseen forces shaping their perceptions and
choices. As citizens become more digitally literate, understanding the mechanics of news feeds and the risks
of passive consumption can foster more critical and informed engagement.

Importantly, this research contributes to global efforts to reimagine the digital public sphere—not as a
space dictated by proprietary algorithms, but as a site for informed, inclusive, and transparent discourse. In
doing so, it affirms the need to make algorithmic influence not only visible but subject to the same ethical
scrutiny historically applied to traditional media institutions.

Research Objectives
This study aims to critically investigate how algorithmic news feeds influence public opinion without
users’ informed awareness or explicit consent. Specifically, the research seeks to:
1.Examine the mechanisms by which algorithmic news feeds curate and prioritize news content on social
media platforms.
2. Explore the extent to which users are aware of algorithmic influence in shaping their information exposure.
3.Assess the impact of algorithmic curation on users’ political attitudes, perception of reality, and
susceptibility to echo chambers or misinformation.
4.1dentify the ethical and democratic implications of undisclosed algorithmic mediation in public discourse.
5.Propose strategies or policy frameworks for improving transparency and accountability in algorithm-driven
news ecosystems.

Research Questions

In pursuit of the above objectives, this study addresses the following research questions:

1.How do algorithmic news feeds determine what news content users are exposed to on major social
media platforms?

2.To what extent are users aware of the role algorithms play in shaping their news consumption and
opinions?

3.In what ways does algorithmic curation affect public understanding, belief formation, and political
behavior?

4.What are the broader ethical and democratic risks associated with the invisible influence of
algorithmic news feeds?
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5. What regulatory, technological, or educational interventions could enhance transparency and mitigate
potential harms?

These objectives and questions provide a focused and critical lens for analyzing the intersection of
algorithmic systems, media consumption, and public opinion formation. They are designed to support
interdisciplinary inquiry and practical contributions to ongoing debates around digital democracy and platform
governance.

II. Scope And Limitations Of The Study
Scope of the Study

This study focuses on the influence of algorithmic news feeds on public opinion, specifically within
the context of social media platforms such as Facebook, Instagram, TikTok, and X (formerly Twitter). It
examines how algorithms shape what users see, how they interpret information, and the extent to which this
influence occurs without transparency or user awareness.

The research primarily targets adults who use social media regularly as a source of news. It emphasizes
the sociopolitical implications of algorithmic curation—such as ideological polarization, confirmation bias,
and diminished media literacy—rather than the purely technical design of algorithms. The study draws on
interdisciplinary perspectives, combining insights from media studies, political communication, data ethics,
and digital sociology.

Both qualitative and quantitative data will be considered where available, including platform design
analysis, user perception studies, and relevant case examples that illustrate the real-world effects of algorithmic
mediation. Although the research includes global perspectives, it places stronger emphasis on democratic
societies where freedom of expression and media diversity are assumed, in order to explore how algorithms
may silently subvert these values.

Limitations of the Study

Despite its relevance, the study is subject to several limitations:

1. Restricted Access to Proprietary Algorithms: One of the key challenges lies in the opacity of platform
algorithms. Social media companies do not disclose the full workings of their content recommendation
systems, making it difficult to trace causal relationships between algorithmic design and user behavior with
precision (Pasquale, 2023). This study must therefore rely on available third-party audits, independent
research, and documented platform policies rather than internal corporate data.

2.User Awareness Measurement: Gauging how much users truly understand about algorithmic influence
presents methodological limitations. Self-reported awareness may not reflect actual levels of understanding.
Furthermore, users’ media literacy varies widely, and such variation may affect the interpretation of findings
(Kreiss & McGregor, 2021).

3.Cultural and Regional Variations: While the study aims to generalize insights across global platforms,
social media usage patterns, regulatory environments, and political contexts differ across countries. This may
limit the direct applicability of the findings to highly restrictive or authoritarian regimes where platform
behavior and user experiences differ markedly.

4.Focus on News Consumption: The study is confined to algorithmic curation within the domain of news and
public affairs. It does not explore algorithmic influence in other domains such as entertainment, e-commerce,
or health information—though these may also have important social implications.

5. Temporal Constraints: Given the fast-evolving nature of digital technologies and platform policies, findings
may be time-sensitive. Algorithms and moderation policies can change rapidly, potentially altering the
dynamics under investigation by the time results are published.

While these limitations constrain certain aspects of the analysis, they do not undermine the importance
of the study. Instead, they highlight the urgent need for continued interdisciplinary research into the opaque
systems that increasingly govern public knowledge and opinion.

I1I. Literature Review

Theoretical Foundation

Understanding the invisible influence of algorithmic news feeds on public opinion requires
engagement with interdisciplinary theories that connect media, technology, and political communication. The
emergence of social media platforms as primary gateways to information challenges traditional paradigms of
agenda-setting, audience agency, and media effects. Three theoretical lenses offer particularly valuable insights
into this study: agenda-setting theory, filter bubble and echo chamber theories, and surveillance
capitalism. Together, these frameworks explain how digital algorithms shape public consciousness through
subtle, often undetectable, mechanisms.
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Agenda-setting theory, originally formulated in the context of traditional journalism, posits that the
media may not tell people what to think, but it tells them what to think about. McCombs and Shaw's (1972)
foundational work demonstrated how editorial decisions influenced the salience of public issues. In the digital
era, the gatekeeping role once held by human editors has shifted toward algorithmic systems. These systems,
while not guided by professional editorial judgment, determine the visibility, order, and recurrence of content
on users' screens.

In today’s context, algorithms have become silent editors, optimizing for engagement rather than
public interest. Their selection criteria are based on behavioral patterns, past interactions, and predicted user
preferences (Bucher, 2020). This personalization changes the nature of agenda-setting. Instead of a shared
public agenda shaped by widely viewed broadcasts or headlines, individuals now experience fragmented
realities curated by unseen systems. The platform does not merely display what is popular; it amplifies what is
personally clickable. Such shifts in visibility significantly affect what issues users perceive as urgent, relevant,
or worthy of attention (Beer, 2022).

While traditional media was often criticized for bias, it operated within known frameworks and codes
of conduct. In contrast, algorithmic agenda-setting lacks transparency. Users typically have little understanding
of how their feeds are assembled, and thus cannot critically assess the sources or motives behind what they are
shown (Newman et al., 2023). This absence of transparency poses a profound challenge for democratic
deliberation and civic awareness.

Another key theoretical framework comes from the concepts of filter bubbles and echo chambers.
These ideas address how personalization algorithms isolate users from differing viewpoints. The filter bubble
hypothesis, introduced by Pariser (2011), suggests that algorithmic curation limits users’ exposure to diverse
perspectives by reinforcing pre-existing beliefs. Although the concept is over a decade old, it remains central in
contemporary discussions of digital information ecosystems, particularly given the ongoing refinement of
algorithmic targeting.

Recent empirical work supports the notion that personalization can lead to ideological segregation.
Tornberg (2022) shows that users are more likely to encounter content that aligns with their prior views and less
likely to engage with contradicting opinions. This dynamic creates an echo chamber effect, where opinions are
reinforced and rarely challenged. Instead of being exposed to a plurality of views, users find themselves in
insulated ideological environments that amplify emotional and polarizing content.

The implications of these effects are not just epistemic but social and political. When people operate
within separate information bubbles, mutual understanding and compromise become more difficult. Trust in
institutions and democratic processes may erode when citizens cannot agree on a shared set of facts.
Algorithms, though not designed to create division, can unintentionally foster it by promoting content based on
emotional resonance and engagement rather than truth or balance (Bail et al., 2020).

This theoretical perspective aligns with findings from political communication studies that show how
exposure to homogeneous content increases political extremity and reduces openness to counterarguments
(Kreiss & McGregor, 2021). Such behavioral outcomes demonstrate how algorithmic feeds are not passive
conveyors of information but active participants in shaping cognition and social identity.

The third framework underpinning this study is surveillance capitalism, a term coined and expanded
by Zuboff (2020) to describe the monetization of human behavior through data extraction. In this model,
platforms collect vast amounts of behavioral data to predict and influence user actions. Algorithms are not
simply tools for navigation—they are mechanisms of behavioral modification, optimized to sustain engagement
and maximize profit.

Surveillance capitalism explains why algorithms favor certain types of content—especially that which
is emotionally charged, divisive, or novel. These types of posts are more likely to trigger interaction, which in
turn feeds the platform’s monetization strategy (Pasquale, 2023). The informational environment is thus
structured not for accuracy or civic value, but for commercial efficiency. What appears on a user’s feed is a
function of what is most profitable to show, not necessarily what is most important to know.

This logic undermines traditional democratic values. Information is commodified, and the attention
economy rewards content that provokes rather than informs. As a result, users’ perceptions of reality are
gradually shaped by what keeps them scrolling—not by what deepens their understanding or enhances civic
reasoning (Beer, 2022). The infrastructure of platforms, guided by proprietary algorithms, becomes a silent
force in shaping not only what people think about, but how they think.

What distinguishes this theory from the previous two is its emphasis on power relations and
institutional accountability. Whereas agenda-setting and echo chambers describe effects at the cognitive level,
surveillance capitalism draws attention to the structural and economic incentives that drive platform behavior.
This adds a critical ethical dimension to the study, prompting reflection not only on user outcomes but also on
the responsibilities of the platforms themselves.
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Together, these three theoretical perspectives offer a robust framework for understanding how
algorithmic news feeds can silently, yet profoundly, shape public opinion. They move beyond simplistic notions
of media influence and illuminate a complex web of personalization, emotional manipulation, and data-driven
governance.

Algorithmic Personalization and News Distribution

The shift from traditional newsrooms to digital platforms has profoundly altered how news is
produced, distributed, and consumed. At the heart of this transformation is algorithmic personalization—a
system in which algorithms curate and prioritize content based on user data, behaviors, and inferred preferences.
While this personalization promises convenience and relevance, it raises critical questions about visibility,
diversity, and fairness in the flow of public information.

Social media platforms such as Facebook, Instagram, TikTok, and X (formerly Twitter) no longer
merely host user-generated content; they actively shape users’ information environments. This is achieved
through proprietary recommendation systems that determine what each user sees on their timeline or feed.
These algorithms track user interactions—Iikes, shares, views, and clicks—and use that data to predict which
content is most likely to maintain engagement (Bucher, 2020). As a result, news consumption has become
deeply individualized, moving away from collective exposure to a broad public agenda toward fragmented,
hyper-personalized media diets.

A key implication of this design is that news distribution is no longer a neutral process. Algorithms,
unlike traditional editors, do not assess content based on journalistic merit or civic relevance. They are primarily
optimized to maximize time spent on the platform, often by surfacing content that triggers strong emotional
responses. Studies have shown that posts evoking outrage, shock, or moral indignation tend to perform better in
algorithmic rankings, especially when they are politically charged (Tornberg, 2022). This form of
personalization, while technically efficient, can inadvertently privilege sensationalism and misinformation over
depth and accuracy.

In this environment, traditional gatekeeping is replaced by what Gillespie (2020) calls "algorithmic
gatekeeping,” in which the values encoded in platform infrastructure govern visibility. What becomes trending,
viral, or top-ranked is not simply what is most important, but what aligns with the engagement metrics that
serve platform business models. News stories that may be socially significant but less emotionally provocative
may be buried beneath layers of algorithmic prioritization. This reordering of informational hierarchies reshapes
not only what users see but also what they believe to be happening in the world.

Moreover, algorithmic personalization has deep implications for news diversity. A growing body of
research suggests that recommendation systems tend to reinforce users’ existing preferences rather than
challenge them with new or diverse perspectives. Nguyen et al. (2022) found that users frequently encounter
content similar to what they have previously engaged with, which narrows their exposure to differing
viewpoints. While this can enhance perceived relevance, it can also limit cognitive complexity and discourage
the type of reflective thinking that democratic societies require.

The design logic of personalization also affects access to verified journalism. Independent and
investigative reporting, which often requires sustained attention and critical thought, is at a disadvantage in
algorithmic systems that reward rapid interaction. Clickbait headlines, viral memes, and decontextualized video
snippets may gain disproportionate visibility compared to well-sourced, nuanced news. In effect,
newsworthiness is being redefined by algorithmic values, not editorial ones (Beer, 2022).

Importantly, these effects are not always obvious to the user. The invisibility of personalization
mechanisms creates a false sense of neutrality. Many users assume that the content they see is simply what is
available or most popular, unaware that their feeds are tailored based on prior behaviors (Newman et al., 2023).
This assumption can lead to misplaced trust in the objectivity of the information stream. Without clear
indicators of how content is selected or omitted, users are left with a distorted sense of reality that feels
unfiltered but is in fact highly curated.

Some scholars argue that personalization, in its current form, erodes the shared informational base
necessary for public discourse. When individuals consume different facts about the same issues, meaningful
dialogue becomes more difficult. Bail et al. (2020) observed that users who were exposed to ideologically
opposing content did not necessarily broaden their views—instead, they often doubled down on their original
beliefs. Personalization, when left unchecked, can therefore amplify polarization rather than mitigate it.

The scale at which these processes operate intensifies their impact. Millions of users engage with
algorithmically curated news every day, across cultural, political, and linguistic contexts. This ubiquity makes
personalization one of the most influential forces in contemporary media landscapes—yet one of the least
visible or accountable. While some platforms have introduced transparency tools or user controls, such features
are often buried in settings or presented in technical language inaccessible to most users (Pasquale, 2023).
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Algorithmic personalization is also challenging to regulate. Its proprietary nature limits public
understanding, and the speed at which algorithms evolve outpaces most legislative efforts. Regulatory
initiatives in the European Union, such as the Digital Services Act, have begun to address algorithmic
transparency and platform accountability, but global standards remain uneven. In the absence of robust
oversight, platforms continue to operate with significant autonomy over the design and implementation of
personalization systems (Kreiss & McGregor, 2021).

Despite these concerns, personalization is not inherently negative. When implemented responsibly, it
can help users find relevant content, discover new sources, and navigate vast digital landscapes more
effectively. The issue lies in the lack of transparency, the prioritization of engagement over accuracy, and the
absence of user agency in shaping their own information environments. Reimagining personalization with
ethical design principles and public-interest goals is therefore a crucial step toward a more trustworthy and
inclusive digital news ecosystem.

Algorithmic Influence on Public Opinion

The influence of algorithmic systems on public opinion represents a critical area of concern in
contemporary media research. As social media platforms increasingly mediate the way individuals access news
and engage with civic discourse, algorithmic curation has moved from being a background process to a central
force in shaping perception and belief. These systems affect not only what information users encounter but also
how they interpret social realities, form attitudes, and make political choices. Unlike traditional media, which
operated with visible editorial judgments, algorithmic systems function silently and often without user
awareness. Their influence on public opinion is therefore both pervasive and obscured.

One of the most immediate ways in which algorithms affect public opinion is through selective
exposure. Algorithms are designed to predict what content users are likely to engage with based on previous
behavior. As a result, individuals are more frequently shown content that aligns with their existing views,
interests, and preferences. While this can enhance relevance and user satisfaction, it also limits exposure to
diverse perspectives. This process deepens ideological silos and reinforces confirmation bias, making it more
difficult for users to encounter information that challenges their preconceptions (Nguyen et al., 2022). Over
time, the repetition of similar content contributes to the formation of narrowly constructed worldviews, reducing
critical engagement and increasing susceptibility to misinformation.

The influence of these systems also extends to emotional and psychological responses. Algorithms
favor content that generates strong reactions because such content increases engagement. Research shows that
emotionally charged posts, especially those evoking anger or fear, tend to receive more amplification within
social media environments (Tornberg, 2022). When individuals are repeatedly exposed to emotionally
provocative content, they are more likely to experience heightened political anxiety and moral outrage. These
emotional states can distort reasoning, harden group identities, and increase resistance to alternative viewpoints.
In such conditions, public opinion becomes more reactive and polarized rather than deliberative and informed.

Empirical evidence suggests that algorithmic influence can shape not just attitudes but also behaviors.
A study by Bail et al. (2020) found that individuals who were exposed to opposing political content on social
media became more entrenched in their original beliefs rather than more open to alternative perspectives. This
outcome challenges the assumption that exposure to a broader range of views necessarily leads to moderation.
Instead, the interaction between personalization and ideological identity can intensify cognitive resistance,
further entrenching divisions within the public sphere. In this context, algorithms act not as neutral tools of
information delivery but as active agents in the construction of political reality.

Another significant dimension of algorithmic influence is the normalization of misinformation.
Because algorithms are designed to maximize attention rather than accuracy, they often elevate content that is
sensational or misleading if it proves engaging. This has been observed during major events such as elections
and public health crises, where false or distorted information spread rapidly through algorithmic amplification
(Newman et al., 2023). Users who rely on these feeds for news may absorb such misinformation into their belief
systems, affecting their opinions and decisions in ways that are difficult to reverse. The absence of clear content
verification mechanisms within most platforms further exacerbates this problem.

Moreover, the invisible nature of algorithmic curation contributes to a false sense of informational
neutrality. Many users believe that the content on their feeds reflects an objective or complete representation of
reality when, in fact, it is carefully filtered and sequenced based on engagement-driven predictions (Bucher,
2020). This illusion of neutrality can erode media literacy and reduce users' capacity to question the origin and
framing of the information they consume. As a result, individuals may internalize biased narratives without
recognizing them as such, giving algorithmically selected content an undue level of perceived legitimacy.

The effects of algorithmic influence are not uniform across all users. Demographic factors such as age,
education, and political orientation mediate how individuals interact with algorithmically curated content.
Younger users, for instance, may be more adept at navigating digital platforms but also more vulnerable to rapid
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shifts in opinion driven by viral content. Conversely, users with lower levels of media literacy may lack the
skills to distinguish between fact and opinion, making them more susceptible to subtle forms of manipulation
(Nguyen et al., 2022). This variability complicates efforts to design universal solutions to algorithmic bias and
underlines the need for targeted digital literacy interventions.

Algorithmic influence also affects trust in democratic institutions. As people are increasingly exposed
to content that undermines the credibility of electoral processes, scientific consensus, or mainstream journalism,
their trust in these institutions declines. This phenomenon, often described as epistemic erosion, weakens the
foundation of democratic participation by casting doubt on shared truths and collective authority (Kreiss &
McGregor, 2021). When individuals no longer agree on basic facts, it becomes more difficult to achieve
consensus or engage in productive civic debate.

There is also a structural imbalance in how different voices are represented within algorithmic systems.
Marginalized groups and alternative viewpoints may be systematically deprioritized or suppressed due to lower
engagement metrics or perceived controversy. This raises questions about the inclusivity of public discourse in
algorithmically mediated spaces. If certain perspectives are made invisible or silenced, the resulting public
opinion does not reflect a truly democratic conversation but rather a skewed version shaped by unseen design
choices and market incentives (Pasquale, 2023).

The cumulative effect of these dynamics is a reconfiguration of how public opinion is formed and
maintained in digital society. Instead of emerging from open dialogue and collective reflection, public opinion
increasingly evolves within personalized, emotionally charged, and selectively curated information
environments. These environments are governed not by human editors or ethical standards but by commercial
algorithms that prioritize engagement above all else.

Ethical and Democratic Implications

As algorithmic systems increasingly mediate the flow of information, they raise profound ethical and
democratic concerns. While these technologies promise efficiency and personalization, their opaque logic and
commercial incentives often undermine core democratic values such as transparency, fairness, accountability,
and informed participation. The ethical implications of algorithmically curated news are closely intertwined
with questions about the health of democratic discourse, citizen autonomy, and institutional trust.

At the heart of the ethical debate lies the issue of transparency. Most users remain unaware of how
algorithmic systems prioritize, filter, and amplify content in their news feeds. The absence of clarity around
these processes means that users engage with news content under the false assumption that it reflects an
unbiased or complete representation of reality. This lack of transparency diminishes users’ ability to make
informed judgments about the credibility and context of what they read (Binns et al., 2022). Without visibility
into how content is ranked or selected, individuals cannot challenge bias, question hidden assumptions, or hold
platforms accountable for the narratives they amplify.

Related to this is the ethical problem of consent and autonomy. Social media users typically do not
opt in to algorithmic personalization in any meaningful way. Instead, these systems operate by default, shaping
what users see and believe without their explicit awareness or agreement. When individuals are subtly
influenced by systems they do not understand, their capacity for autonomous decision-making is compromised
(Yeung, 2021). The ethical implications are significant, particularly in political contexts where shaping voter
behavior through opaque mechanisms threatens the foundational principle of free and fair elections.

Another ethical concern is bias and discrimination. Algorithms trained on historical data often
replicate and reinforce existing societal biases. This means that certain voices or topics may be systematically
excluded from public discourse, while others are given disproportionate visibility. For example, studies have
found that minority perspectives, independent journalism, and dissenting opinions often receive less traction
within algorithmic environments due to lower engagement metrics or limited advertiser appeal (Ali et al., 2021).
When public discourse is shaped by such imbalances, it skews democratic representation and reduces the
plurality of viewpoints needed for a healthy information ecosystem.

Algorithmic news feeds also challenge traditional norms of editorial responsibility and
accountability. In conventional media systems, editorial boards were publicly identifiable and subject to
journalistic standards. In contrast, algorithmic systems are governed by corporate engineers and data scientists
whose values, assumptions, and decision-making processes are rarely disclosed. When misinformation, political
propaganda, or harmful content spreads through these systems, the lack of clear responsibility blurs the line
between technical design and moral obligation (Gillespie, 2022). This diffusion of accountability makes it
difficult for regulators, journalists, or civil society groups to demand corrective action when harms occur.

From a democratic perspective, the most concerning implication is the erosion of a shared public
sphere. Democracy depends on citizens having access to common facts, mutual understanding, and
opportunities for deliberation. Algorithmic personalization undermines these conditions by segmenting the
public into fragmented audiences, each exposed to different information based on past preferences. This
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individualized curation fosters echo chambers and ideological isolation, making it harder to build consensus or
engage across differences (Spohr, 2021). As a result, citizens may lose trust not only in media but in one
another, weakening the bonds of civic solidarity and collective purpose.

The dynamic also affects institutional trust. When users encounter repeated content that questions the
legitimacy of elections, public health authorities, or judicial systems, their confidence in democratic institutions
declines. This is particularly dangerous in contexts where actors intentionally manipulate algorithmic systems to
spread disinformation or sow distrust. Once institutional legitimacy erodes, the capacity of governments to
implement policies or maintain order becomes severely compromised (Lazer et al., 2021). In such an
environment, democratic norms such as truth-seeking, civil disagreement, and respect for facts are replaced by
suspicion, tribalism, and cynicism.

There is also a moral question regarding profit motives versus public interest. Major technology
platforms are incentivized to maximize user engagement, which often means prioritizing content that is
emotionally charged, controversial, or polarizing. While this may drive ad revenue and time spent on the
platform, it does so at the expense of democratic deliberation. Content that is sensational but misleading may be
favored over nuanced or evidence-based reporting simply because it performs better in the algorithm. This
prioritization of virality over veracity creates a media environment that rewards outrage, fear, and division (Hao
et al., 2022).

Addressing these ethical and democratic risks requires both institutional innovation and public
awareness. Regulatory interventions that mandate algorithmic transparency, fairness audits, and user control
mechanisms can help ensure that these systems align more closely with democratic values. At the same time,
educational efforts in digital literacy are needed to equip citizens with the critical skills to navigate algorithmic
environments responsibly. Researchers have called for algorithmic systems to be subjected to public interest
obligations, similar to those that have governed broadcast media for decades (Pasquale, 2023). Such obligations
would require platforms to balance commercial goals with social responsibility and ensure that democratic
norms are embedded into the architecture of digital news distribution.

Ultimately, the ethical and democratic implications of algorithmic news feeds are not confined to
individual platforms or technological design choices. They reflect deeper tensions about who controls the flow
of information in society and for what purpose. As these systems continue to evolve, the challenge for
democracies is not only to regulate technology but to reclaim the informational spaces where public opinion is
formed. Only by doing so can the promise of digital innovation be aligned with the enduring values of
democratic life.

IV. Methodology
Research Design

This study adopts a qualitative research design grounded in constructivist epistemology, which
emphasizes how individuals construct meaning from their media environments. Given the nature of the research
problem—uncovering the hidden ways algorithmic news feeds shape public opinion—qualitative inquiry allows
for a rich, contextualized understanding of user experiences, perceptions, and awareness. The design is
exploratory, aiming to generate in-depth insights rather than generalizable statistics, and to foreground user
voices in interpreting the invisible influence of algorithmic personalization.

A case-oriented, phenomenological approach was chosen to examine how social media users engage
with news content curated by algorithms and how this shapes their political views, emotional responses, and
trust in information. This approach supports an interpretive framework that explores subjective experiences
rather than assuming objective truths about algorithmic impact.

Research Setting and Population

The study was conducted among adult users of major social media platforms—specifically Facebook,
Instagram, TikTok, and X—who use these platforms to access news and political information. The research
setting spanned both online environments and digital interviews, allowing participants to reflect on their media
habits in naturalistic contexts. Given the global usage of social media, participants were selected from a diverse
pool, though the primary emphasis was placed on users in democratic societies where freedom of expression
and access to diverse media are assumed.

Sampling Technique

A purposive sampling technique was employed to recruit participants who actively engage with news
content via social media. Criteria for inclusion included (a) being 18 years or older, (b) using social media for
news at least four times a week, and (c) being able to reflect on their digital media consumption. The sample
included a balance of gender, age groups, and political orientations to ensure diverse perspectives. A total of 20
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participants were selected, in line with qualitative sampling norms that prioritize depth over breadth (Tracy,
2020).

Data Collection Methods

Data were collected through semi-structured in-depth interviews, conducted virtually via secure
video conferencing tools. Each interview lasted between 45 and 60 minutes and was guided by an interview
protocol that covered key themes such as algorithm awareness, news engagement, emotional reactions, trust in
platforms, and perceived influence. This flexible format allowed for probing of individual experiences while
ensuring consistency across interviews.

Additionally, digital ethnographic observation was used to supplement interview data. With
participant consent, researchers analyzed screenshots of participants' news feeds and browsing behavior,
focusing on the types of content surfaced by algorithms and the degree of diversity present. This method
provided visual context to self-reported experiences and allowed for triangulation of findings.

All interviews were recorded, transcribed verbatim, and anonymized to ensure confidentiality. Ethical
clearance was obtained from the relevant institutional review board prior to data collection.

Data Analysis Technique

Thematic analysis was employed as the primary method of data analysis. This involved coding
interview transcripts and observational data to identify recurring patterns, categories, and meanings. The
analysis followed Braun and Clarke’s (2021) six-phase framework: familiarization with the data, initial code
generation, theme searching, theme reviewing, theme defining and naming, and final write-up.

NVivo software was used to assist with organizing and coding the data. Key themes explored included
algorithmic opacity, emotional engagement, ideological reinforcement, trust erosion, and perceived influence on
opinions. These themes were mapped onto the theoretical framework developed in Chapter Two to interpret
how algorithmic personalization shapes public discourse at the cognitive, emotional, and behavioral levels.

Trustworthiness and Rigor

To ensure the trustworthiness of the study, multiple strategies were adopted. Credibility was enhanced
through member checking, whereby participants were given the opportunity to review their transcripts and
confirm the accuracy of interpretations. Transferability was addressed by providing rich, thick descriptions of
participants’ contexts and media use. Dependability was ensured through an audit trail documenting analytic
decisions, and confirmability was strengthened by maintaining reflexive memos to account for researcher bias
and positionality (Nowell et al., 2017).

Triangulation between interview narratives and digital observations further supported the robustness of
the findings. These methodological choices help address concerns often associated with qualitative inquiry and
ensure that the study’s insights are grounded, credible, and analytically sound.

Ethical Considerations

Ethical principles were upheld throughout the study in accordance with institutional guidelines and
international research norms. All participants provided informed consent before participation and were assured
of anonymity and confidentiality. Identifiable data were removed during transcription, and pseudonyms were
used in reporting. Given the digital nature of the research, care was taken to secure electronic data through
encrypted storage and password-protected files.

Participants retained the right to withdraw from the study at any time without consequence. The study
avoided any form of psychological harm or undue intrusion into private digital behavior. Ethical approval was
secured before the commencement of data collection.

V. Data Analysis And Results

Overview of the Analysis Process

This chapter presents the results of thematic analysis derived from semi-structured interviews and
digital ethnography. A total of 20 participants, selected via purposive sampling, shared insights into their
awareness, engagement, and perception of algorithmic news feeds. NVivo was used for coding and identifying
five core themes:
1. Algorithmic Opacity
2.Ideological Reinforcement
3.Emotional Engagement and Reactivity
4.Erosion of Trust
5.Perceived Influence on Public Opinion
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Theme One: Algorithmic Opacity

Most participants exhibited low awareness of how their feeds were curated, often assuming a neutral or
chronological feed structure. Despite daily interaction with news content on social media, only a few
participants mentioned algorithms unprompted.

This lack of awareness contributes to informational passivity, where users do not question the content
structure or possible manipulation.

Table 4.1: Theme Summary — Algorithmic Opacity

Subtheme Description Frequency
Perceived Neutrality Users assume feed is natural or neutral 14
Lack of Algorithm Awareness Limited understanding of personalization 16
mechanisms
Passive Consumption Absence of content questioning or reflection 13

Theme Two: Ideological Reinforcement and Echo Chambers

Participants reported frequent exposure to content that aligned with their existing views. Few recalled
encountering viewpoints that contradicted their beliefs, suggesting that personalization reinforces ideological
silos.

Several users noted that the content suggested to them deepened their political views or cemented
mistrust of opposing narratives.

Table 4.2: Theme Summary — Ideological Reinforcement

Subtheme Description Frequency
Confirmation Bias Users see content that reinforces their pre-existing 15
views
Filter Bubble Effect Users experience narrow content exposure 12
Escalation of Views Exposure to similar content intensifies beliefs 10

Theme Three: Emotional Engagement and Reactivity

The role of emotional triggers was prominent. Content that evoked outrage, fear, or indignation was
frequently mentioned as being more memorable or widely shared.

Participants admitted that emotionally charged posts led to impulsive reactions, including reshares and
emotional comments.

Table 4.3: Theme Summary — Emotional Engagement

Subtheme Description Frequency
Emotional Priming Content is designed to evoke strong feelings 13
Outrage and Virality Emotionally charged posts are amplified 11
Reactivity and Fatigue Users report emotional exhaustion and impulsive 9
behaviors

Theme Four: Erosion of Trust in Media and Platforms

A growing distrust toward both mainstream media and the platforms themselves emerged. Participants
questioned whether any content could be truly neutral.

Participants voiced skepticism about platforms' motives and the role of advertising and clickbait in
shaping their news environments.

Table 4.4: Theme Summary — Erosion of Trust

Subtheme Description Frequency
Distrust of Content Users question the credibility of news 13
Skepticism Toward Platforms Perception of manipulation by tech platforms 12
Commercial Cynicism Belief that profit motives distort content 10
delivery

Theme Five: Perceived Influence on Public Opinion and Behavior

Most participants believed that algorithmic curation had a strong effect—not just on others, but also on
themselves.

Participants linked viral content with real-world consequences, including shifts in political discussions,
activism, and voting behaviors.

Table 4.5: Theme Summary — Perceived Influence
Subtheme Description Frequency
Self-Reported Influence | Participants acknowledge personal impact | 14 |
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Social Contagion Effect Viral ideas spread quickly and shape group 12
beliefs
Behavior and Action Changes in voting, activism, or public discourse 11

Cross-Thematic Insights and Theoretical Alignment
The results affirm the study’s conceptual framework:

® Agenda-Setting Theory is validated through participants' acknowledgment of content framing their
perceptions of importance.

® Echo Chamber Theory is reinforced by the narrow, repetitive nature of content exposure.

® Surveillance Capitalism aligns with participants’ awareness of emotional manipulation and platform
monetization motives.

Summary of Key Findings
Core Theme Dominant Insight
Algorithmic Opacity Users are unaware of how feeds are curated
Ideological Reinforcement Algorithms reinforce pre-existing beliefs and biases
Emotional Engagement Content designed to provoke emotion is disproportionately
visible
Erosion of Trust Users express growing skepticism toward news and platforms
Influence on Opinion/Action Participants report real-world effects on their views and behavior
Subthemes in Algorithmic Opacity
16|
14
12
10|

Frequency
o

6 -
4 -
2|
(o] 2 i i
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ution of Emotional Responses to Algorithmic News Fee
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VI. Discussion
This section interprets the findings from the data analysis, linking them with existing literature and
theoretical frameworks to critically examine how algorithmic news feeds reshape public opinion without user
awareness. The discussion is organized around the five major themes identified: algorithmic opacity,
ideological reinforcement, emotional engagement, erosion of trust, and perceived influence. These findings are
considered through the lenses of agenda-setting theory, filter bubble and echo chamber theory, and
surveillance capitalism, as well as in relation to your research objectives and questions.

Algorithmic Opacity and the Illusion of Neutrality

The findings reveal a pronounced lack of user awareness regarding the role of algorithms in curating
social media news feeds. Most participants assumed their feeds were organic or chronological, mirroring earlier
findings by Bucher (2020) and Pasquale (2023) on the “black box” nature of algorithmic systems. This aligns
with the concept of invisible influence, where users interact with content unaware of the hidden curatorial
mechanisms guiding their information exposure.

This lack of transparency challenges the democratic ideal of informed citizenship. Agenda-setting
theory traditionally attributed editorial power to journalists; however, the gatekeeping role has shifted to
algorithms that are neither transparent nor accountable. As a result, the content users engage with is less a
product of editorial judgment and more of engagement-based predictions—a shift that compromises civic
reasoning and undermines users' autonomy.

Ideological Reinforcement and the Emergence of Echo Chambers

Participants reported consistently encountering content aligned with their pre-existing beliefs. This
finding supports the filter bubble hypothesis (Pariser, 2011) and reflects Nguyen et al.'s (2022) assertion that
algorithmic personalization reduces exposure to diverse perspectives.

Instead of bridging ideological divides, algorithms often entrench user bias, contributing to
polarization. Echo chamber theory predicts that homogenous content environments reinforce worldview
rigidity—an outcome confirmed by Bail et al. (2020), who observed increased extremity following exposure to
counter-attitudinal content. In your study, users not only lacked exposure to opposing views but were frequently
unaware of the narrowed scope of their feeds.

This ideological reinforcement reconfigures the public sphere, replacing open dialogue with micro-
publics built around confirmation and repetition. The resulting fragmentation erodes shared understanding, a
prerequisite for democratic deliberation.
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Emotional Engagement and the Prioritization of Virality

A key theme in this study was the emotional charge of feed content. Participants overwhelmingly
identified emotionally provocative content—particularly those evoking anger, fear, or outrage—as more
visible and engaging. This reflects Tornberg's (2022) analysis of algorithmic virality, where emotional valence
is prioritized to drive user interaction.

From the lens of surveillance capitalism (Zuboff, 2020), emotional content is a commodity.
Algorithms are optimized not for accuracy or civic value, but for attention maximization. This leads to the
amplification of sensationalist or misleading posts that distort public discourse.

The emphasis on emotional triggers also accelerates cognitive fatigue and reactionary behavior,
contributing to a media climate where deliberation is replaced with reactivity. This undermines the quality of
civic engagement, producing emotionally polarized citizens less open to reflection or compromise.

Erosion of Trust in Media and Platforms

A recurring concern among participants was their declining trust in both the content and platforms
delivering it. Users expressed skepticism about the credibility of information and the motives behind platform
algorithms. This aligns with Binns et al. (2022), who highlight the erosion of epistemic trust in algorithmic
systems.

This distrust has several implications. First, it diminishes the perceived legitimacy of factual reporting,
paving the way for alternative narratives that may lack verification. Second, it undermines users' faith in the
objectivity of institutions, contributing to broader epistemic erosion—a threat to collective governance and
democratic cohesion (Lazer et al., 2021).

This crisis of trust is not incidental but structural. The findings support the view that algorithmic
curation operates without the editorial ethics historically associated with journalism, creating a system where
trust is undermined by commercial logic and technological opacity.

Perceived Influence on Public Opinion and Behavior

While many users initially believed they were unaffected, most later acknowledged the influence of
algorithmic feeds on their perceptions, emotions, and even political behavior. This gradual realization supports
the argument that algorithmic personalization subtly shapes public opinion through non-consensual
manipulation.

Theories of agenda-setting and behavioral engineering help explain this influence. Unlike traditional
editorial decisions, algorithms tailor content to maximize behavioral outcomes—such as prolonged engagement
or sharing—thereby influencing not just what users think about, but how they think.

Participants also recognized the social contagion effect, where ideas spread rapidly and influence
group beliefs. This aligns with Bail et al. (2020), who observed that digital exposure can intensify polarization.
In this context, algorithmic influence is not neutral; it is actively reshaping the norms, attitudes, and discourses
that define public life.

Ethical and Theoretical Implications

The findings underscore serious ethical concerns. The absence of informed consent, the opacity of
personalization mechanisms, and the commercial prioritization of divisive content collectively challenge
democratic norms. As Yeung (2021) and Kreiss & McGregor (2021) argue, these dynamics point to the need for
algorithmic accountability and user-centered transparency policies.

The theoretical triad employed in this study is validated:
® Agenda-Setting Theory explains the unacknowledged power of algorithms to define issue salience.
® Echo Chamber Theory clarifies how personalization reinforces ideological silos.
® Surveillance Capitalism reveals the structural monetization of user behavior through emotionally driven
content curation.
These frameworks collectively affirm that the algorithmic news environment is not a neutral mediator,
but a behaviorally manipulative system with wide-reaching social and political consequences.

VIIL Summary, Conclusion And Recommendations
Summary of the Study
This study explored the invisible influence of algorithmic news feeds on public opinion, focusing on
how algorithms shape users’ exposure to information without their knowledge or consent. Using a qualitative,
phenomenological design, the research engaged 20 active social media users through semi-structured interviews
and digital ethnographic observations. The aim was to uncover how algorithmic curation affects perception,
trust, emotional response, and democratic engagement.
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Five major themes emerged from the data:
1. Algorithmic Opacity — Users were unaware of how algorithms influence their news feeds.
2.1deological Reinforcement — Personalization fosters echo chambers and confirmation bias.
3.Emotional Engagement — Content designed to provoke emotional reactions is prioritized.
4.Erosion of Trust — Participants expressed distrust in both the news content and platforms.
5.Perceived Influence on Public Opinion — Many users ultimately acknowledged that algorithms shape their
views and behavior.
The findings support and extend established theories—agenda-setting, echo chambers, and
surveillance capitalism—highlighting how algorithms operate not as neutral tools, but as active agents in
shaping cognition, identity, and discourse.

Conclusion

This study concludes that algorithmic news feeds significantly influence public opinion through
opaque and emotionally manipulative mechanisms. Users are largely unaware of how their digital
environments are curated, which raises serious ethical and democratic concerns. Instead of enhancing informed
citizenship, algorithmic curation subtly reinforces ideological bias, encourages reactive behaviors, and
diminishes trust in news and institutions.

The invisible nature of this influence undermines key democratic principles such as transparency,
accountability, and pluralistic discourse. As digital platforms continue to evolve into dominant sources of public
information, their current engagement-driven model prioritizes virality over veracity, and profit over public
interest.

Ultimately, without structural changes in platform governance and increased digital literacy,
algorithmic systems will continue to shape public knowledge in ways that are unaccountable, inequitable, and
corrosive to democratic deliberation.

Recommendations
1. Promote Algorithmic Transparency
Governments, civil society, and researchers should push for regulations that compel platforms to disclose:

® The criteria used in content recommendation.
® The role of engagement metrics in determining visibility.
® The impact of personalization on information diversity.

2. Implement Ethical Algorithm Design
Technology companies should develop and deploy algorithms aligned with public-interest values, not just
commercial metrics. This includes:

® Prioritizing fact-checked and balanced content.
® Demoting emotionally manipulative or misleading material.
® Incorporating civic responsibility into algorithmic design.

3. Enhance User Control and Consent
Users should be given accessible tools to:

® Customize their feed preferences.
® Opt out of algorithmic personalization.
® View content in reverse chronological or unfiltered formats.

4. Support Digital Literacy Education
Educational institutions and NGOs should launch campaigns and curricula that empower users to:

® Understand algorithmic curation and its implications.
® Critically evaluate content sources and emotional manipulation.
® Recognize echo chambers and break out of filter bubbles.

5. Encourage Independent Audits and Research

Independent third parties should be granted access to anonymized platform data for auditing purposes. This
will:

® Enable accountability and validation of claims about algorithm neutrality.

® Support scholarly research on the sociopolitical impacts of algorithms.

DOI: 10.9790/0837-3008025873 www.iosrjournals.org 16 |Page



Invisible Influence: How Algorithmic News Feeds Are Reshaping Public Opinion Without Disclosure

® Help identify discriminatory or polarizing content trends.

Suggestions for Future Research
While this study offers valuable insights, it also reveals areas that warrant further exploration:

® Cross-cultural studies comparing algorithmic influence in authoritarian vs. democratic contexts.

® Quantitative research on the measurable effects of algorithmic exposure on voting, misinformation spread,
or civic participation.
® [ongitudinal studies tracking changes in perception and trust over time in response to content feeds.

® Comparative platform analysis to assess differences between Facebook, TikTok, X, and Instagram
algorithms.
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