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1
The Legend of the
Echo Chamber

T IS 4:30 P.M. Dave Kelly has just finished his workday at an

advertising firm in early September, 2018, and pops a CD into

the stereo of his aging car. He is preparing to do battle with a
formidable enemy: the New Jersey Turnpike at the beginning of
a holiday weekend. When Dave finally reaches the exit for his
hometown more than one hour later, he stops to perform a
weekly ritual. Each Friday night, Dave checks out half a dozen
books from his local library, cracks a can of overpriced craft beer,
and settles in to read for at least an hour. This week he has cho-
sen a mix of well-thumbed paperback novels, a book about the
latest advances in cancer research, and a thick tome on human
nature by an evolutionary anthropologist.!

Though he might not fit the stereotype of Donald Trump sup-
porters, Dave voted for the former real estate magnate in 2016.
Raised in a family of moderate Democrats, Dave veered toward
the right in the 1980s because he was so impressed by the lead-
ership of Ronald Reagan. But Dave is not a card-carrying mem-
ber of the Republican Party. He cast two ballots for Bill Clinton
in the 1990s, and takes liberal positions on most civil rights is-
sues. “I'm perfectly happy with gay marriage,” Dave says. “I don’t
understand why you would want to make an issue out of that.”
But on economic matters, Dave is more libertarian. When he
learned that New York City officials were considering a new law
that would require businesses with more than five employees to
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provide two weeks of paid vacation, Dave warned, “There’s gonna
be a lot of companies that fire people to get away from that.
There’s gonna be companies that just can’t do it and are gonna
go out of business.”

Living outside liberal Philadelphia—and working in a profes-
sion dominated by Democrats—Dave normally hides his conser-
vative views. “I have friends I won't discuss this stuff with,” he
says, “because I'm not going to change my mind and they're not
going to change theirs—so what’s the point?” The few times he
tried to start such conversations, he explains, things quickly be-
came heated—and the only thing Dave hates more than New Jer-
sey traffic is heated arguments about politics. Because he feels
like an unwelcome minority in his day-to-day life, Dave describes
social media as a kind of refuge. He originally joined Facebook
and Twitter to escape politics and follow updates about his favor-
ite television shows. But he kept finding himself getting “sucked
into political discussions.”

Over the past few years, Dave—who does not use his real name
on social media—has spent many late nights arguing with Demo-
crats on Twitter. Remembering one of these conflicts, Dave said,
“Don’t judge me . .. I had a couple of beers.” A local radio sta-
tion, he explained, had reported a group of White supremacists
were planning to march on the campus of a nearby university.
“Turns out they’re not,” he says. “The whole thing is a hoax.”
After reading more about the story, Dave learned that one of the
groups that raised the alarm was the progressive Southern Pov-
erty Law Center. “They pretty much claim anyone who's to the
right of Karl Marx is a hate group,” he says. When he dismissed
the incident on Twitter, another user quickly fired back, calling
him aracist. “I called her an idiot,” he says. She didn’t know what
she was talking about, he decided, because she was only getting
one side of the story.

But so is Dave. Though he prides himself on being informed,
Dave gets his news from a conservative talk radio station, the
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right-leaning website Daily Caller, and Twitter. Of the several hun-
dred accounts that he follows on Twitter, only New York Times
columnist Bret Stephens could be described as “centrist.” Dave
has consumed a steady diet of conservative views on social media
for years. Each day, his feed gets filled with content from Fox
News, posts by Trump and other prominent Republicans, and
dozens of memes bemoaning liberal hypocrisy. Dave has even
retweeted a few messages from Russian trolls masquerading as
American conservatives along the way. And that drunken Twit-
ter argument about the White supremacist march at a local uni-
versity? It turns out that Dave used more colorful language than
“idiot” to describe his liberal opponent that night.

The Echo Chamber about Echo Chambers

You might think you already know what’s going on here: Dave
is stuck in an echo chamber.? Social media sites allow people to
choose what types of information about politics they want to ex-
pose themselves to—or learn what Justin Bieber ate for dinner
last night. The problem is that most people seek out information
that reinforces their preexisting views. We connect with news-
papers, pundits, or bloggers who share our worldview. If you're a
conservative like Dave, you might follow Tucker Carlson, the Fox
News host, since you appreciate what he has to say about gov-
ernment spending or illegal immigration. And if you're a progres-
sive liberal, you might follow CNN’s Don Lemon because you
appreciate his frequent posts about the issues you care about—
racial inequality, perhaps, or climate change.®

The problem, the story goes, is that our ability to choose what
we want to see traps us inside echo chambers that create a kind
of myopia. The more we are exposed to information from our
side, the more we think our system of beliefs is just, rational, and
truthful. As we get pulled deeper into networks that include
only like-minded people, we begin to lose perspective. We fail
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to recognize that there are two sides to every story, or we begin
listening to different stories altogether. Echo chambers have their
most pernicious effect, common wisdom suggests, when people
like Dave are unaware of them: when people think that they
are doing research about an issue, but they are actually just lis-
tening to what they want to hear. When we encounter people
from the other side, their views can therefore seem irrational,
self-serving, or—perhaps most troubling—untrue. If we could only
step outside our echo chambers, many people argue, political po-
larization would plummet.

The concept of the echo chamber existed long before social
media did.* Political scientist V. O. Key introduced the concept
in the 1960s to describe how repeated exposure to a single media
source shapes how people vote.> The concept gained major trac-
tion, however, with the rise of 24/7 cable news stations in more
recent decades. Social scientists quickly realized that such sta-
tions were allowing Democrats and Republicans to perceive
starkly different versions of reality.® A popular example of the
echo chamber effect is the 2002 U.S. invasion of Iraq. During this
period, Fox News repeatedly claimed that Saddam Hussein, the
Iraqi dictator, was collaborating with Al Qaeda, the terrorist
organization responsible for the September 11 attacks. It was later
discovered that such claims were false. But an influential study
found that Fox News viewers were two times more likely to be-
lieve that such links existed than those who got their news from
other sources.” If you are a Democrat, don’t pat yourself on the
back too quickly. A recent study showed more Democrats are
trapped inside echo chambers than Republicans.?

Concerns about echo chambers gained added urgency with
the rise of the internet and social media. In his influential 2001
book, Republic.com, legal scholar Cass Sunstein warned that par-
tisan websites and blogs would allow people to avoid opposing
views even more efficiently than cable news.’ The internet activ-
ist Eli Pariser pushed this argument even further in his 2012
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book, The Filter Bubble.'® He argued that algorithms employed by
large technology companies made the echo chamber effect even
worse. Facebook, Google, and other giant corporations exacer-
bate our built-in tendency to seek information that is aligned
with our worldview via algorithms that recommend even more
of such content to us. The most dangerous part of these algo-
rithms, Pariser argued, is that social media users are not aware
of them. Filter bubbles can preclude the very possibility of bipar-
tisan interaction, Pariser warned, allowing our deeply biased
views to go unchallenged.

Meanwhile, social scientists began to uncover substantial
evidence of social media echo chambers as well. A 2015 study
by data scientists at Facebook estimated only one-quarter of the
content that Republicans post on Facebook is ever seen by Demo-
crats, and vice versa.!! A study of Twitter reached similar conclu-
sions. More than three-quarters of the people who retweet—or
share—a message, the study concluded, belong to the same party
as the message’s author.!? These findings were particularly con-
cerning since social media was rapidly becoming one of the most
popular ways for Americans to get their news. Between 2016 and
2018, the number of people who got their news from social media
surpassed those who learn about current events from print news-
papers. By 2018, social media had become the most popular
news source for people ages 18-29.13

It should come as no surprise, then, that a growing chorus of
technology leaders, pundits, and policy makers now warn of a
grim future in which any discussion of politics on social media
will quickly devolve into tribalism. We hear calls for social media
platforms to break our echo chambers—or at least revise the al-
gorithms that reinforce their walls. And if social media compa-
nies won't relent, then social media users should begin stepping
outside of their echo chambers themselves. Only then, many
people believe, can we begin the difficult conversations needed
to beat back polarization on our platforms.
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It’s a compelling story—especially when the people who tell
it are those who helped build social media platforms and now
regret their actions. But I believe the common wisdom about so-
cial media, echo chambers, and political polarization may not
only be wrong, but also counterproductive.

A New Lens on Polarization

Common wisdom often becomes unassailable because it is very
difficult to verify.! Social scientists have wondered whether echo
chambers shape our political beliefs for decades, but studying
this process is very challenging.!> We can analyze people like
Dave Kelly—the craft-beer-drinking Trump voter described
above—but are his experiences typical? Echo chambers result
from the coordinated behavior of millions of people across
sprawling social networks that evolve in complex patterns over
time. Even if we had the time and resources to identify thousands
of Dave Kellys—and see that people like him develop increasingly
partisan views over time—how could we be sure that people’s echo
chambers shape their political beliefs, and not the other way
around? If our political beliefs guide how we try to understand
the world, would we really give them up so easily? Would Dave
Kelly begin to moderate his views if we suddenly began exposing
him to social media posts from progressive groups like the South-
ern Poverty Law Center?

Regardless of what you think about echo chambers, Facebook,
Twitter, and other social media platforms have produced excit-
ing new opportunities to study them. The social sciences were
once considered “data poor” compared to other fields of study.
But some platforms now allow us to collect information about
millions of people in seconds. Even more importantly, we can
now conduct an epidemiology of ideas, tracing how beliefs about
the world spread across large social networks over time. The age
of computational social science—the study of human behavior
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using large digital data sets—also provides new opportunities for
experimentation. By embedding randomized controlled trials
within social media platforms, computational social scientists
have been able to increase voter turnout, organ donation, and a
host of other positive human behaviors.!® These types of experi-
ments also hold enormous power to provide insights into social
media echo chambers, as we will see.

But there is also a dark side to computational social science.
In 2013, the psychologist Michal Kosinski launched a study to
determine whether patterns in social media data—such as infor-
mation about the things we “like,” or the accounts we follow—
could be used to predict our ethnicity, sexual orientation, or even
our intelligence.l” Kosinski and his team produced an app that
allowed Facebook users to perform a personality test on them-
selves via the data generated within their accounts. But the now-
infamous political consulting firm Cambridge Analytica allegedly
created a similar app to collect data for a nonacademic purpose:
creating microtargeting campaigns to sway political elections.!®
Though many social scientists question whether such ads were
effective, the story highlights a dangerous precedent: the tools
of computational social science can be repurposed to violate pri-
vacy and potentially manipulate the behavior of people who did
not consent to be studied.

Computational social science has another problem too: the
digital footprints we leave behind on social media platforms pro-
vide a very incomplete record of human behavior.2 As a thought
experiment, let’s put Dave Kelly’s data into the type of app cre-
ated by Cambridge Analytica. We could easily conclude that Dave
is a Republican by analyzing the news organizations and pun-
dits he “likes” or “follows.” A political campaign might even be
able to identify which television shows Dave watches and buy
commercials to reach people like him. But we would also misun-
derstand some of the most important things about Dave. Though
his Twitter feed makes him seem like an angry “Make America
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Great Again” warrior, the app would not reveal that Dave is ac-
tually worried about climate change and disappointed by his
party’s treatment of gay people. You'd never know that Dave
thinks Trump is a bully, or worries about racial discrimination
in policing. You would not learn that Dave was skeptical about
whether White supremacists were really marching at a nearby
university during the incident I described at the beginning of
this book because he believes media organizations are stoking
ethnic tensions for financial gain. Most important, you would
not learn that this issue is particularly important to Dave because
he is part Puerto Rican and suffered terrible discrimination as a
child. I mention these details not only to show how many things
are left out of the digital record of our lives. On the contrary, I
believe the rapidly growing gap between social media and real
life is one of the most powerful sources of political polarization
in our era.

How did I come to this conclusion? I am a computational
social scientist who has spent his entire career studying how so-
cial media shapes political polarization. Several years ago, I be-
came so concerned about political tribalism that I founded the
Polarization Lab—a team of social scientists, statisticians, and
computer scientists at Duke University, where I am a professor.
Our team diagnoses the problems with our platforms using sci-
entific research and builds new technology to reverse the course.
Together, my colleagues and I have collected hundreds of mil-
lions of data points that describe the behavior of thousands of
social media users over multiple years. We’ve run new kinds of
experiments with automated social media accounts, conducted
some of the first studies of how foreign misinformation cam-
paigns influence people, and ventured deep inside social media
companies to help them fight polarization. We've even created
our own social media platform for academic research—allowing
us to turn on and off different features of platforms to identify
better ways of connecting people.
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This work has led me to question the conventional wisdom
about social media echo chambers, but it has also inspired me
to ask much deeper questions. Why does everyone seem so ex-
treme on social media? Why do people like Dave Kelly spend
hours arguing with strangers, even when they don’t think it will
change anyone’s mind? Is using social media a temporary addic-
tion that we can shake—Ilike smoking—or is it fundamentally
reshaping who we are and what we think of each other? No
amount of data science wizardry can answer these questions. In-
stead, I wanted to see social media through the eyes of the
people who use it each day. This is why our lab spent hundreds
of hours interviewing people like Dave Kelly and carefully re-
constructing their daily lives on- and off-line. And it’s why I'm
going to tell you the story of a recently bereaved extremist who
lives in a motel where he wakes up and falls asleep watching Fox
News—and a moderate Democrat who is terrified about school
shootings but worries that posting his views on social media
might cost him his job. These stories not only help me paint a
more complete picture of how political polarization unfolds on
social media; they also inspired me and my colleagues to run new
types of large-scale experiments in turn.

Studying social media from the perspective of the people who
use it is also important because they are conspicuously absent
from public debates about social media and political tribalism.
Instead, our current conversation is dominated by a handful of
tech entrepreneurs and software engineers who helped build our
platforms. These Silicon Valley apostates now claim the technol-
ogy they created wields unprecedented influence over human
psychology—technology that not only traps us within echo
chambers, but also influences what we buy, think, or even feel.
Facebook, Twitter, and other platforms were either asleep at the
wheel when malicious foreign actors launched campaigns to in-
fluence social media users—these apostates claim—or willfully
ignored them because they increased user engagement (and
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therefore their bottom line). This narrative is very seductive for
anyone searching for a scapegoat for our current situation, but is
it really true? Though social media companies are by no means
blameless for our current situation, the evidence that people
are simple dupes of political microtargeting, foreign influence
campaigns, or content recommendation algorithms is surpris-
ingly thin.

Instead, I will argue that our focus upon Silicon Valley ob-
scures a much more unsettling truth: the root source of political
tribalism on social media lies deep inside ourselves. We think of
platforms like Facebook and Twitter as places where we can seek
information or entertain ourselves for a few minutes. But in an
era of growing social isolation, social media platforms have be-
come one of the most important tools we use to understand
ourselves—and each other. We are addicted to social media not
because it provides us with flashy eye candy or endless distrac-
tions, but because it helps us do something we humans are hard-
wired to do: present different versions of ourselves, observe what
other people think of them, and revise our identities accord-
ingly. But instead of a giant mirror that we can use to see our en-
tire society, social media is more like a prism that refracts our
identities—leaving us with a distorted understanding of each
other, and ourselves. The social media prism fuels status-seeking
extremists, mutes moderates who think there is little to be gained
by discussing politics on social media, and leaves most of us with
profound misgivings about those on the other side, and even the
scope of polarization itself.

If social media platforms are so deleterious to democracy, why
not delete our accounts? After all, I might enjoy using carrier pi-
geons to communicate my latest musings on Justin Bieber. But
deleting our accounts is just not realistic. Social media has be-
come so woven into the fabric of our lives—and particularly
those of young people—that it is here to stay. The good news is
this: if we social media users are the main source of political polar-

10
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ization, this means we also have the power to push back against it.
In the chapters that follow, I'll describe how you can learn to see
the social media prism and understand how it distorts the po-
litical landscape. I'll explain how we can begin to break the
prism by changing our behavior and introduce you to new tools
that my colleagues and I created in the Polarization Lab to help
you do it. In addition to these “bottom-up” solutions, I offer a
new path from the top down. I'll explain how social media plat-
forms could be redesigned to bring us together, instead of push-
ing us apart. But first, I need to explain why breaking our echo
chambers is the wrong place to start.

11

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

Abramowitz, Alan, 178n16

addiction, to social media, 9, 10,
52, 88-89

Ahler, Douglas, 103

Alcott, Hunt, 94

algorithms, 5, 92-94, 131, 188n34

Allport, Gordon, 173n20

Al Qaeda, 4

Amash, Justin, 65

Amazon Mechanical Turk, 169n18,
192n27

American National Election Study,
46,72,73

anonymity, in online exchanges,
123-27, 129-31, 193n27

argument, attitudes toward, 2, 9, 39,
47, 62-64, 69, 71, 81, 108-15

Armaly, Miles, 100

backfire effects, 174n23, 175n24

Bannon, Steve, 54

Barnidge, Matthew, 76

Bearman, Peter, 90

behavior: individuals’ explanations
of their, 23; partial record of,
captured by social media, 7-8.
See also political attitudes and
behaviors; social media users

Berelson, Bernard, 166n4

Berry, Jeffrey, 101

Bishop, Bill, The Big Sort, 90
Blumer, Herbert, 173n20
bots, 16-20, 24-25, 171n9
boyd, danah, 50

Breitbart, 34

Brooks, David, 39

Brown, Michael, Jr., 64
Brynjolfsson, Erik, 178n12
Bullock, Steve, 39

Bush, George H. W,, 25
Bush, George W., 37

Cambridge Analytica, 7, 16, 85,
169n18

campaigns, influence of, 95-96,
169n19, 188n41

Camp Fire (California), 13, 24

Carlson, Tucker, 3

Ceasefire, 123

Change My View, 123-24

Chen, Keith, 90-91

Cher, 85

Cikara, Mina, 104

Clinton, Bill, 1, 58, 99

Clinton, Hillary, 13-14, 58, 59, 64, 78

Clinton Foundation, 58

CNN, 13, 27-28

Cohen, Ellen, 65

Cohen, Geoffrey, 45-46

Comey, James, 14

225

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

common ground, 104, 108-9, 112,
123, 126

computational social science, 6-8,
16, 23, 132

conspiracy theories, 13, 30, 35

Converse, Philip, 27, 33

Conway, Kellyanne, 65

Cooley, Charles Horton, 49

Coppock, Alexander, 174n23

Cornell University, 105, 170n7

COVID-19 pandemic, 116-20

culture wars, 99-100

Daily Caller (website), 3

Daniels, Stormy, 14

deep learning, 92. See also machine
learning

deliberative polling, 45

democracy, 44-45

Democrats: attitudes of, about Re-
publicans, 46-47, 100-103,
110-13, 120, 124-27, 190n15,
193n27; consequences of expo-
sure to opposing views, 20, 21f,
29-30; COVID-19 response of,
118-20; echo chambers’ influ-
ence on, 4; geographic isolation
from Republicans, 90; immigra-
tion policies of, 33-34; and
polarization, 99; self-criticism
of, 113

Diaspora, 130

Diderot, Denis, 44

DiMaggio, Paul, 99-100, 178n16

Discusslt, 124-27

Dorison, Charles, 109, 111

Dorsey, Jack, 45-46

Drudge Report, 34

Duke University, 8, 94-95

Earned Income Tax Credit, 31
echo chambers: chicken-egg prob-
lem presented by, 15; common

wisdom about, 4, 6, 9, 11, 20,
38-39; cult-like behavior of, 62,
65-66; dangers of, 3—-4; extrem-
ists’ use of, 96; meaning of term,
166n4; methodological issues
in studying, 167n15; overview
of, 3-5; political affiliations of
participants in, 4-5; prevalence
of, 96; stepping outside of,
15-25, 38-39, 107-8; worldviews
shaped by, 168n15. See also
feedback loops

Elias, Norbert, 49

Eliasoph, Nina, 27

Enders, Adam, 100

Enlightenment, 44

Enos, Ryan, 173n21

extremists: algorithms’ influence
on online behavior of, 92-94,
188n34; backgrounds of, 55,
57, 60-62; bonding of, 62-66,
182n11; and COVID-19, 119-20;
defined, 181n2; and echo cham-
bers, 96; exaggerated portrayals
of, 67, 75-76, 100; feedback
loops of, 67; hidden, 59-62;
media’s airing of views of, 101;
moderates as target of, 64-65,
73-75, 79; in political views,
55, 72; radicalization of, 92-94;
self-presentation of, online vs.
offline, 60-62; sharpening of
views of, 66; social media use
by, 9, 54-67, 76, 109, 119, 129;
social status of, 56-59, 183n12;
study of, 56. See also trolls

Eyal, Nir, Indistractable, 91

Facebook: algorithms used by, for
providing content, 5; Application
Programming Interface, 168n18;
attacks posted on, 75; contro-
versies involving, 16-17, 85-86,

226

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

170n7, 187n28, 188n34; COVID-19
usage of, 118, 120; deactivation
of, 85-86; echo chambers on,
5, 93; exchange of ideas on, 2,
45; extremists on, 67; growth
of, 120-21; internal experiments
of, 122; purpose of, 128; recom-
mendations for, 131; self-
presentation on, 105-6; and
social status, 51

fake news, 35, 37, 45, 59, 94-95,
109. See also misinformation

false consensus effect, 183n16

false polarization, 75-77, 99-102,
111, 129

feedback loops, 67, 102, 114, 122.
See also echo chambers

Feinberg, Matthew, 110

Ferrell, Will, 85

Festinger, Leon, 66

field experiments, 16, 18

Fiorina, Morris, 178n16

Fishkin, James, 45

fivethirtyeight.com, 14

Floyd, George, 114

4chan.org, 123

Fox and Friends (television show), 57

Fox News, 3, 4, 13, 28, 34, 119

Friendster, 120

Generation Z, 86-87

Gentzkow, Matthew, 94

Gingrich, Newt, 99

Goffman, Erving, 49, 50

Golding, William, Lord of the Flies, 43

Google, 5, 93, 116, 120, 187n28

Google Classroom, 118

government role, socioeconomic,
12, 29, 30-31

group threat, 173n20, 173n21

Guantanamo Bay detention
center, 37

Guess, Andrew, 94, 174n23

Habermas, Jiirgen, 44-45

Harris, Tristan, 91

Harvard University John F. Kennedy
School of Government, 109

Hawthorne effect, 19, 29

Hill, Seth J., 175n24

Hillygus, D. Sunshine, 184n1

Hochschild, Arlie, 47

homophily, 15, 166n4

Houseparty, 118

Huber, Gregory, 90

Huckfeldt, Robert, 174n22

Hussein, Saddam, 4

identity: defense/strengthening of,
31-32, 38, 39; development of,
10, 48-52; evolution of, 49;
exploration of, 10, 48-53, 88, 123,
127-28; influence of intergroup
contact on, 41-43; significance
and value of, 48-49; social media
as means for developing, 10, 48,
50-53, 88-89, 123, 127-28;
social media prism as opportu-
nity to examine one’s, 104-7;
social status as component of,
48-52; thought influenced by,
46-47; voting behavior influ-
enced by, 179n21. See also per-
sonal psychology

immigration: Democratic policies
on, 33-34, 37; negative attitudes
toward, 12-13, 28, 33-34; posi-
tive attitudes toward, 30,
69, 73

Instagram: COVID-19 usage of, 120;
growing use of, 86, 121; internal
changes to, 122; neuropsychol-
ogy of, 52; political content on,
89; purpose of, 128; and social
status, 52

intergroup contact, 22, 41-43,
172-73nn20-21

227

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

Internet Research Agency (IRA),
16, 95, 170n8, 178n9
Iraq, U.S. invasion of, 4

Jackson, Samuel L., 36
Jigsaw (unit of Google), 93
Johnson, Gary, 13

Jordan, Michael, 35

Kahan, Dan, 175n24
Kavanaugh, Brett, 24, 71
Key, V. O., 4

Khashoggi, Jamal, 25

Kim Jong-un, 58

Klar, Samara, 112

Kosinski, Michal, 7, 168n18
Krupnikov, Yanna, 112
Kunda, Ziva, 175n24

Lanier, Jaron, 84-86, 88-89
Laswell, Harold, 166n4

Lazarsfeld, Paul, 14-15, 166n4, 173n22
Lazer, David, 94

Lee, Byungkyu, 90

Lees, Jeffrey, 104

Lelkes, Yphtach, 184n7

Lemmer, Gunnar, 173n22

Lemon, Don, 3, 28

Levendusky, Matthew, 75, 100-101
looking-glass self, 49

machine learning, 92-94, 97

Malhotra, Neil, 75, 90, 100-101

Marwick, Alice, 50

Mason, Lilliana, 44

Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology, 21

Mastadon, 130

McNamee, Roger, Zucked, 91

media: historical changes in compo-
sition of, 166n6; misinformation
in, 35-37; partisanship/bias in, 28,

32, 35-37,99-100, 166n6; polar-
ization fed by, 99-102, 166n6;
process of message transmission,
166n4. See also news sources

Medicare for All, 12

Merton, Robert, 14-15, 67, 166n4

microtargeting, 7, 10, 95-96,
169nn18-19

Midgley, Claire, 51

migrant caravan, 12-13, 24, 30

millennials, 86

Minson, Julia, 109, 111-12

misinformation, 16, 94-95, 118,
178n9. See also fake news

moderates: extremists’ attacks on,
64-65, 73-75, 79; negative social
media experiences of, 68-72,
74-75; prevalence of, 72-73; re-
luctance of, to discuss politics,
77-83; social media’s influence
on, 68-83; social media use by,
68-69, 71-72, 75-79, 81-82,
106-7, 119

motivated reasoning, 151, 175n24

MSNBC, 13

Mueller, Robert, 13, 24, 58, 70

Munger, Kevin, 93-94, 171n9

Musk, Elon, 85

Mutz, Diana, 174n22

myPersonality (app), 168n18

MySpace, 120-21

Nagler, Jonathan, 94

Netflix, 117

news feeds, 51-52, 92, 181n46

news sources, 3, 5, 32, 57, 89

New Yorker (magazine), 70

New York Times (newspaper), 70,
92-93

New York University Center for
Social Media and Politics, 96

Nextdoor.com, 118

228

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

Noelle-Neumann, Elisabeth, 166n4
Nyhan, Brendan, 174n23

Obama, Barack, 14, 33-35, 37, 57,
59, 64

Ocasio-Cortez, Alexandria, 59

opinion leaders, 17, 63, 113,
166n4

Pariser, Eli, The Filter Bubble, 4-5

partisanship: exercising, pros and
cons of, 107; interpersonal rela-
tions influenced by, 46-47;
media’s demonstrations of, 28,
32, 35-37,99-100, 166n6; social
identities shaped by, 179n21;
stability of, 73; thought influ-
enced by, 46-47. See also
polarization

partisan sorting, 73, 179n16

Pelosi, Nancy, 37, 59

personal psychology: political
tribalism rooted in, 10; self-
presentation, online vs. offline,
25, 60-62, 72, 88, 104-6; self-
worth, 49, 66-67, 107; social
awareness as component of,
49-50, 53. See also identity;
social media users

Pettigrew, Thomas, 173n21

Pew Research Center, 73-76, 78-79,
81, 85-87, 89, 97, 113

Phillips, Joseph, 93-94

polarization: COVID-19 pandem-
ic’s effect on, 116-20; extent of,
99-102; extreme, 55; false, 75-77,
99-102, 111, 129; international
incidence of, 102; media linked to,
99-102, 166n6; in 1970s-1990s,
178n16; partisan sorting as
explanation for, 179n16; per-
spectives on, 6-11; psychologi-

cal sources of, 10; social media
as source of, 5,9, 10 -11, 101-2,
112-13, 118-20; social media—
reality gap as source of, 8; social
media’s capacity to combat,
96-97; strategies for reducing,
100-104, 112-14, 122-32,
193n27. See also partisanship

Polarization Lab, 8, 11, 98, 102, 104,
108-9, 122-32

political attitudes and behaviors:
in anonymous settings, 123-27,
129-31, 193n27; backfire effects
on, 174n23, 175n24; campaigns’
influence on, 95-96, 169n19,
188n41; concerning argument,
2,9, 39, 47, 62-64, 69, 71, 81,
108-15; conversion, 33, 64;
COVID-19 pandemic’s effect
on, 116-20; deceptive, 59;
desire for compromise in, 109;
disenchantment/disinterest in,
26-27, 31, 81-82, 112, 177n6;
effective communication of,
110-15, 129-31; engagement
in, 32-33; entertainment linked
to, 181n46; exchange of ideas,
89-90, 108-15, 123-27; of
extremists, 54-67; family and
friend relationships affected
by, 55, 71, 78-79, 90-91; on
intimate relationships across
party lines, 90, 112; microtarget-
ing’s influence on, 169n19; mis-
information’s effect on, 94-95;
of moderates, 68-83; modera-
tion of views after exposure
to alternatives, 22, 38-39,
108-15, 125, 129, 172-73n20,
173-74n22; multidimensional-
ity of, 184n1; partisan identity
as factor in, 179n21; social

229

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

political attitudes and behaviors
(continued)
media linked to, 89-91, 122-27,
170n8; strengthening of views
after exposure to alternatives,
13, 20-23, 21f, 25, 29-31,
38-40, 107-8, 174n22. See also
behavior; extremists; moder-
ates; partisanship
political-ideological exposure: in
anonymous settings, 123-27,
129-31, 193n27; backfire effects
from, 174n23, 175n24; bots
trained for, 16-20; individuals’
experience of, 22-25, 31-32;
moderation of views after,
22, 38-39, 108-15, 125, 129,
172-73n20, 173-74n22;
scholarship on, 173-74n22;
social media experiments on,
16-21, 123-27; strengthening of
views after, 13, 20-23, 21f, 25,
29-31, 38-40, 107-8, 173-
74n22. See also worldviews
political isolation, 89-91, 117
political tribalism. See polarization
Porter, Ethan, 174n23
Postman, Neil, 181n46
psychology. See identity; personal

psychology
public sphere, 44-45, 89-91

qualitative research, methodological
considerations in, 176n28

racial discrimination, 80-81

radicalization, 92-94

rationality, 44-47

Reagan, Ronald, 1, 57

Reddit, 123-24

Reifler, Jason, 174n23

Republicans: attitudes of, about
Democrats, 46-47, 100-103,

110-13, 120, 124-27, 190n15,
193n27; attitudes of, toward
social media platforms, 98;
consequences of exposure to
opposing views, 20, 21f, 172n17;
COVID-19 response of, 118-20;
echo chambers’ influence on,
4; geographic isolation from
Democrats, 90; immigration
views held by, 28, 73; and
polarization, 99; self-criticism
of, 113

Robinson, Robert, 99-100

Rockefeller Foundation, 41

Rogers, Todd, 109

Rohla, Ryne, 90-91

Romney, Mitt, 60

Roose, Kevin, 93

Rossiter, Erin, 192n27

Ryan, John, 112

Safegraph, 117

Salganik, Matthew, 97

salons, 44

Sanders, Bernie, 12, 65

Schumer, Chuck, 37

Scott, Keith Lamont, 81

self. See identity; personal
psychology

self-fulfilling prophecies, 50, 56

self-worth, 49, 66-67, 107

Settle, Jaime, 67, 76-77

Sherif, Carolyn, 108

Sherif, Muzafer, 41-43, 116

Silicon Valley, 9-10, 52, 89, 91-92,
96, 187n28

smartphones, 87

Snapchat, 86, 121

snopes.com, 35, 37

Sobieraj, Sarah, 74, 101

social isolation, 89-91, 117

social media: addiction to, 9, 10, 52,
88-89; anonymity on, 123-27,

230

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

129-31, 193n27; attacks posted
on, 32, 62-65, 68-75; attractions
of, 87-88, 127-38; COVID-19
usage of, 117-20; criticisms of,
84-86, 91-98, 187n28; echo
chambers in, 5; exchange of
ideas on, 2, 45-46, 108-15,
123-27; extremist behavior
on, 9, 54-67; historical changes
in, 120-21; human behavior
recorded by, 7-8; identity devel-
opment via, 10, 48, 50-53,
88-89, 123, 127-28; insiders’
criticisms of, 9-10; intellectual
and political promise of, 45;
and moderates, 68-83; as news
source, 5, 32, 89; platforms of,
91-94, 120-22, 127-32, 193n31;
polarization aided by, 5, 9,
10-11, 101-2, 112-13, 118-20;
political attitudes and behav-
iors associated with, 89-91,
122-27, 170n8; public opinion
about, 97-98, 186n12; public
usage of, 86-87, 176n3; reform/
rethinking of, 120-32; research
data constituted by, 6-7; respon-
sibilities of, to shareholders, 97;
social status linked to, 51-53,
56-59, 65-67, 107, 122, 128-31,
183n12. See also social media
prism; social media users

social media prism: breaking, 107-15;

and COVID-19, 119-20; false
polarization aided by, 75-77,
101-3; identifying and analyz-
ing, 103-4; seeing oneself
through, 104-7; social/personal
distortions resulting from, 10,
53, 56-59, 66-67, 75-77, 82-83,
103, 119-20, 128

social media users: active, 33-34,

37-38; avoidance of echo

chambers by, 96; data collected
about, 168n18; deactivation of
accounts by, 69, 85-89; extrem-
ist, 54-67, 76, 109, 119-20, 129;
followers of, 34, 52, 58, 62-65,
635, 71; following by, 2-3, 7,
17-25, 27, 29-32, 34-35, 38-39,
62-65, 71, 78-79, 88; moderate,
68-83, 106-7, 119; personal
responsibility of, 98; prevalence
of, 176n3; self-presentation of,
online vs. offline, 25, 60-62, 72,
88, 104-6; self-representation of
use of, 54; social media prism
strategies for, 103-15; social
status of, 51-53, 56-59, 65-67,
107, 122, 128-31, 183n12; study
of, 9-10. See also behavior;
extremists; moderates; political
attitudes and behaviors

social networks, 166n4, 167-68n15
social status: exploration of, 48-53;

of extremists, 56-59, 183n12;
social media linked to, 51-53,
56-59, 65-67, 107, 122, 128-31,
183n12

Sood, Guarav, 103

Southern Poverty Law Center, 2
Stack Overflow, 130

Stephens, Bret, 3

Sunstein, Cass, Republic.com, 4

tax breaks, 56

Thanksgiving family gatherings,
90-91

TikTok, 87, 89, 121, 128

Today Show (television show), 27

Treier, Shawn, 184n1

tribalism. See polarization

trolls, 3, 54-56, 61-63, 65, 69, 95,
123, 127, 129-30. See also
extremists

Tropp, Linda, 173n21

231

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

Trump, Donald: The Art of the Deal,
57; and COVID-19, 119; criticisms
of, 35-36; and immigration,
12-13, 30; inaugural address
of, 109; Mueller’s investigation
of, 13, 24, 58, 70; negative
attitudes toward, 29, 55-56;
news sources for, 57; support-
ers/defenders of, 1, 13-14,

34, 57-58, 64; Twitter use
of, 34

Tucker, Joshua, 94

Twitter: active users of, 34, 37-38;
attacks posted on, 68-69;
COVID-19 usage of, 118,

120; deactivation of, 69; echo
chambers on, 5; exchange

of ideas on, 2, 45-46, 123;
internal changes to, 122; as
news source, 3; political-
ideological exposure study
conducted on, 17-21; purpose
of, 128; recommendations for,
131; and social status, 52;
Trump’s use of, 34

University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill, 95

U.S. Customs and Border Protection,
37

users. See identity; personal
psychology; social media
users

us vs. them mentality, 39, 41-43, 49

Van Alstyne, Marshall, 178n12

video games, 87

Vietnam War, 26

Vogel, Erin, 51

voting behavior. See political
attitudes and behaviors

Wagner, Ulrich, 173n21

Weber, Max, 65-66

Westen, Drew, 175n24

Willer, Robb, 110

wisdom of crowds, 193n27

Woijcieszak, Magdalena, 182n5,
182n11

Wolak, Jennifer, 109

women, as subject of social media
attacks, 74

Wood, Thomas, 174n23

worldviews: echo chambers’ influ-
ence on, 168n1S; exposure
to novel/conflicting, 22; iden-
tities as influence on, 46-47.
See also political-ideological
exposure

Yale University, 21
Yik Yak, 123
YouTube, 93-94, 117, 187n31

Zaller, John, 177n6
Zoom, 118

Zuboff, Shoshana, 187n28
Zuckerberg, Mark, 45, 91
Zuckerman, Ethan, 130

232

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu





