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Abstract

This study seeks to outline the problems of polarization caused by social media
and its current scenarios. It involves the elaboration of some important questions, but
the answers are still open and cannot be overlooked. The paper discussed how social
media connects people freely and how everything is done with one click. In this regard,
there are many polarization effects for like-mindedness choices that have been discussed
here from a social-psychological point of view. This like-minded choice can lead to
an idealistic polarization, and the extremities can grow between the two polarities of
disgust and hatred. Selective exposure and ideological polarization have been gradually
gaining academic attention recently. This study will show that most of the research on
polarization has been focused on political polarization while ideological polarization
being a much broader aspect, has not been paid an equal amount of attention. Several
risky indicators that pose a danger to democratic societies have been also discussed in
this paper as the consequence of ideological polarization. From a socio-psychological
perspective, the topic of polarization is nothing new but the issue of polarization through
selective exposure in social media is on the rise. Social scientists have always serious
room to explore this arena.
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Introduction

Social media and the internet have provided a ground where consumers can easily
access various information from around the globe. In the contemporary world social
media have had deep influences. One of the biggest social media companies Facebook,
has 2.3 billion monthly active users worldwide (Facebook 2018). The upsurge of social
media platforms such as Facebook and Twitter, allows individuals to enthusiastically
share their beloved stories with hundreds of their acquaintances, as well as lowering
the circulation prices of publishers (Goel et al. 2012b, Bakshy et al. 2012). The Pew
Research Center most recently conducted a study of news consumption in which they
documented that 62% of grownups acquire their news on social media in the U.S.A.
and 66% of total Facebook consumers use the site for news consumption (Gottfried
and Shearer, 2016). Although the research and data are typically based in the West, it is
not hard to anticipate the worldwide condition. The internet itself has become a global
arena in which every nation and race intermingle. Popular social media like Facebook,
Twitter, and Instagram give users more personalized experiences using algorithms
that analyze the user data and make the user experience unique for each individual. In
contemporary times, social media have exhibited signs of ideological polarization and
the development of the so-called filter bubbles[1] related to the evolving phenomenon
of false news (Pariser 2011, Dylko et al. 2017). Social media may construct ideological
“echo chambers”[2] amongst similar-minded groups of friends, thus growing political
polarization (Settle 2018, Sunstein 2017). In addition, propaganda spreads online
primarily through social media (Allcott & Gentzkow 2017). Consumers can more
simply discover niche content personalized to their preferences, as news aggregators
and net search engines become gradually capable of producing personalized outcomes
(Das et al. 2007, Agichtein et al. 2006, Hannak et al. 2013). Some scholars have stated
that such echo chambers of ideology on social media are “abolishing democracy”
(El-Bermawy 2016). Much of the public dissertation regarding social media seems to
recommend a belief that online ideological echo chambers are extremely unescapable
and intensely challenging for society which is a topic yet to be explored deeply.

The Rising Issue of Polarization through Social Media

Social media has made communication so easy that as a result, users have great
access to various contents. The contents are so large in volume that they are bombarded
continuously through social media. As a result, to make the user experience lively
and pleasant the algorithms are introduced by which users are only presented with
the information and topics they are interested in. In the context of democracy many
academics claim that for grooming well-knowledgeable citizens, contact with a different
variety of perspectives is important who are also open-minded to the thoughts of others
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(Gentzkow & Shapiro 2010, Nunn et al. 1978). On the other hand, contact with only
like-minded opinions in a type of “echo chamber” may contribute to polarization and
the extremes (Warner 2010, Sunstein 2002). As for influencing alternative political
perspectives and revealing information to individuals, the role of social media platforms
has become much more significant (Bakshy et al. 2015, Bright 2016), and the social
significance of the fragmentation proposition will continue to grow.

However, every research does not point toward the negatives and imminent threats.
Many researchers have also revealed at least some sign of cross-ideological experience
(Wojcieszak & Mutz 2009), at the same time as others have claimed that social media
creates an optimistic total influence on the heterogeneity of political systems (Kim
2011, Brundidge 2010). Nevertheless, some other scholars have opposed that excessive
cross-ideological experience can lead to political uncertainty, and hereafter at least a
definite quantity of fragmentation is essential for political acts (Dahlbergm 2007, Mutz
2002). As in the feeding of news and info social media plays an important part, the
impacts of ideological polarization in consumption of information become questionably
more outward. However, over the ages, different issues, such as algorithmic filtering
and consumer social network configuration, have lessened the scope of content that a
consumer consumes. This has led to an ever-growing sequence where consumers on
social media simply consume content that supports their opinions and hereafter are
suggested more such content, eventually leading to a polarized society where various
ideas are not exhilarated.

Polarization: An Overview

The concept of polarization itself is openly connected with the measurement
policy of the term. McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal (2006) describe it in a very
precise manner— “Polarization is, for short, a separation of politics into liberal and
conservative camps.” (McCarty et al. 2006:3). Fiorina and Abrams (2008:566) put
it as, “Standard dictionary definitions of Polarization emphasize the simultaneous
presence of opposing or conflicting principles, tendencies, or points of view.” Gelman
proposes that polarization comprises of three “complementary, but conceptually
distinct notions” (Gelman 2008:113). Three features of polarization include- partisan
polarization, opinion radicalization, and issue alignment. Partisan polarization refers to
a categorization process in which people gradually line up their party association with
ideology. But Fiorina et al. (2006:61) say that “partisan polarization is not the same
thing as popular polarization.” The recognized definition of polarization is a growing
detachment between partisans about their issue-based ideology, at times mentioned to
as “ideological polarization” (Westwood and lyengar 2015). It is to be considered that,
whether supporters of this opinion have faith that ideological polarization is growing

Sudurpaschim Spectrum, Volume-1, Issue-1, December 2023, 72-91



Ideological Polarization through Selective Exposure: Social Media Perspectives 75

or not (Abramowitz 2010, Fiorina 2009), it is a particularly issue-based opinion

of polarization. In this opinion of polarization, without any straight or provisional
association to issue-based ideological disparities partisans dislike each other even more.
To date, this type of polarization has only been applied to partisan, not ideological,
distinctiveness. Social distinctiveness mainly drives Affective polarization since social
distinctiveness has frequently been found to produce in-group opportunity and out-
group derogation (Mason 2015, Mackie et al., 2000, Mason et al. 2015). Even amongst
fictional factions that exist only in a research laboratory, followers of that party will
honor their group in the expense of the greater good (Billig & Tajfel 1973).

According to Gelman’s (2008) typology, in refining the conceptualization opinion
radicalization can perform a complementary part. Underneath radicalization, “people
gravitate away from the political center toward more extreme positions on issues”
(Gelman 2008:114). So, the situation of contradictory issue positions has been
emphasized by this feature.

Issue alignment distresses to the level issue positions are connected. Often
positions are associated across diverse issue aspects, there might be some people who
are conformist in one issue aspect but are generous in the other aspect at the same
time. Ideological dissections become vague in this state of cross-cutting cleavages,
and by this means the possibility of clashes or fights between surrounding groups
decreases (Gelman 2008). As a whole, according to Gelman (2008), these three
different ideas provide different essences of polarization correspondingly and can also
be joined together in many different ways to explanation for other potential systems of
polarization.

That Initiates Polarization

There are some incentives such as Homophily, Cognitive dissonance, Echo
chamber, Selective exposure, Information overload, Media bias, and Algorithmic bias,
etc. are responsible for an ideologically polarized society

In 1962 Festinger recommended cognitive dissonance theory but Fisher et al.
2008 redefined cognitive dissonance as the “phenomenon by which people experience
positive feelings when presented with information” (Fischer et al. 2008). The level of
discrete media consumption activities is stimulated by this phenomenon, for example,
the existence of the information that is underpinning perspective is likely to upsurge
the probability of exposure, and as a result, the exposure to a different source of info is
decreasing (Garrett 2009). On social media, people only connect (following, friending,
sharing, etc) with whom they feel positive about their perspectives.
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Another reason for polarization is confirmation bias. The propensity to look for,
read, favor, and remember info in such a technique that approves one’s previous views
or propositions. The inclination of people to have a relationship and connection with
those who are alike to themselves is called Homophily (McPherson 2001, Kandel
1978). On social media, homophily drives users to attach to those who share the same
opinions as their own, as a result extending echo chambers. Echo chambers refer to
conditions where individuals “listen to their speech” on social media platforms. Echo
chambers also refer to conditions where users consume content that shares similar
perspectives that users themselves believe in. In online platforms echo chambers can be
found in different forms such as forums (Edwards, 2014), and in social media platforms
(Barbera et al. 2015) blogs (Gilbert et al. 2009, Wallsten 2005), as closed groups and
pages or servers. Garrett (2009) claimed that how information has turned out to be
a one-sided preference has been described by echo chambers. Echo chambers also
have been used to describe how those preferences bias sources that underpin opinions
instead of challenging them, irrespective of the validity of the source (Adamic & Glance
2005). The trouble that users confront in understanding a matter and making decisions
efficiently when they have too much information about that matter is known as
information overload (Stroud 2010). This information overload has been emphasized by
the emergence of social media platforms and the internet and performs as a facilitator to
biases that have been described above. The observed bias of reporters and news creators
inside newspapers to remain biased openly to a particular belief/perspective is known as
Media bias (Harrison 1985).

However, media bias could be well-defined in a wider perspective, but in the
perspective of polarization, media bias is cautiously and unambiguously supporting
one side over the other side. Research has revealed that media bias can drive alterations
in voting behavior (Dellavigna et al. 2007). Bias that is spread by algorithms behind
online platforms such as social media search engines, and reference systems is called
algorithmic bias. Though these algorithmic biases are not visible to users, they can
influence user’s choices. Algorithmic bias leads to Filter bubbles, where users see
filtered information, and therefore underpins their opinions (Pariser 2011).

Methodology

This review article adopted a qualitative research approach to broadly analyze the
contemporary state of ideological polarization driven by social media. The methodology
employed a systematic review of literature, drawing on a diverse range of academic
sources to construct a nuanced understanding of the multilayered phenomenon.
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Data Collection

The research expansively studied scholarly articles, books, and reports related to
social media, ideological polarization, and their interrelated dynamics. A thorough
search was conducted in academic databases, including but not limited to JSTOR, and
Google Scholar, to ensure the presence of diverse perspectives and a wide-ranging
representation of the literature.

Data Analysis

The collected data undertook qualitative analysis techniques, including thematic
investigation and content analysis. A thematic investigation was undertaken to identify
recurrent themes across the literature, allowing for the extraction of key concepts
related to social media’s role in ideological polarization. Content analysis was utilized
to examine the qualitative content of different studies, examining patterns, trends, and
fluctuating viewpoints within the literature as shown in the next sections.

Socio-Politico-Cultural Aspects

The methodology prioritized a contextual analysis, spotting the influence of socio-
political and cultural factors on the subtleties of ideological polarization. The review
measured variations in social media usage patterns, polarization trends, and their
consequences across different regions and socio-cultural contexts. This contextual lens
is intended to improve the understanding of how social, political, and cultural factors
interconnect with the subject under investigation.

Exploration of External Events

External events, such as political developments, technological advancements,
and societal shifts, were discovered to distinguish their effect on online discourse
and ideological polarization. This consideration acknowledged the dynamic aspect of
social media and its susceptibility to stimuli in real-world scenarios. The qualitative
methodology adopted in this review facilitated a multifarious examination of the
intricacies surrounding ideological polarization in the context of social media.

By mixing diverse sources and viewpoints, the research intended to provide a
comprehensive analysis that contributes to the current academic discourse on this
critical social issue.

Results and Discussion

On Selective Exposure and Political Fragmentation

In theoretical terms, political fragmentation arises in such a network when
participants in the course of debates about politics on social media start to oppose
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more with others who are ideologically alike than they do others who are ideologically
dissimilar (Garcia et al. 2015). As forms of conversation between ideologically

alike groups droplet (compared to forms of communication inside these groups)
fragmentation turns out to be more severe, and discussions start to be similar to what
has been named “echo chambers,” where individuals only perceive their particular
perspective repeated back to them (Sunstein 2002). “Echo chambers,” or forms of info
sharing by restraining disclosure to opposite political opinions underpin preexistent
political views (Bakshy et al. 2015, Prior 2013). Despite primary optimism that social
media might allow individuals to find more heterogeneous sources of info about
contemporary events, there is rising distress that such opportunities aggravate political
polarization due to social network homophily, or the well-documented predisposition
of people to create social network relations to those who are alike to themselves
(Edelmann & Vaisey 2014, McPherson et al. 2001). The “echo chambers” emphasize
the extremely fragmented, modified, and niche-oriented features of social media

and recommend these sites raise more political polarization of public view. An echo
chamber is a place where consumers strengthen their perspectives and dishonor the
perspectives they disagree with (Olmstead et al. 2008). This can hypothetically lead to a
descending curve of ever-growing political polarization, which, makes it firmer in turn
to have a fact-based argument and to reach an agreement on debatable topics.

“Homophily”[3] is the most commonly identified individual tendency (Barbera,
2014). In that connection, it is widely seen in social media as well. Homophily is a part
of the human environment and an organizing belief which is supporting digital social
networks. Such a predisposition means that political fragmentation will arise in online
debates as people join to others with the same perspective. Nevertheless, in culture
or politics, homophily can intensify ethnic beliefs and create “echo chambers” which
reduce the security, value, and variety of online discourse. The notion of “selective
exposure” is closely interrelated to homophily (Westerwick & Meng 2009).

‘Selective exposure’ is a matter where individuals choose sources or info that they
already reach agreement with at the same time as straining out others (Garrett 2009a).
Over the earlier half-century, the connection concerning media effects and selective
exposure has experienced a revolution. Selective exposure made its presentation as a
clarification for why the media may have restricted influences on the views of people.
The reasoning was that if the public were not exposed to info that disagreed with their
views, then they would have slight motivation to alter their views. That is exactly
the issue, why people have a propensity to consume information that supports their
opinions and principles and escape such issues that are dissimilar to their viewpoint or
even challenging to their point. which is known as selective exposure, or sometimes
partisan selective exposure (Stroud 2008, Frey 1986). There is a growing indication to
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support the debate that polarization and group homogeneity are influenced by selective
exposure. Homogeneous media exposure can extend relations between homogeneous
social network exposure and political polarization (Huckfeldt et al. 2004). One of

the advocates of the idea Klapper claimed earlier that “the tendency of people to

expose themselves to mass communications in accord with their existing opinions and
interests and to avoid unsympathetic material, has been widely demonstrated” (Klapper,
1960:19). Previous academics commonly examined variables that would improve

or restrain individual’s predisposition to take part in selective exposure. Ideas alike

to polarization, for instance, were examined as variables that would affect people’s
inclination to search for agreeable info. But now, selective exposure is perceived
differently. The possibility for selective exposure is amplified by contemporary media
sites with their ever-growing diversity of media passages (Stroud 2008). Sunstein (2001)
delivered a strong caution about the concerns of exposure to in agreement with views;
with particular orientation to the Internet, he warned that polarization and fragmentation
could occur, which drive to less open-mindedness and more extreme opinions. But not
all consequences of experiencing same-minded notions are essentially normatively
unwanted, some study recommends that exposure to same-minded interactive opinions
is associated with higher levels of political involvement (Mutz 2002).

When politically active individuals can evade people and info that contradicts
their views, their views are expected to turn out to be gradually extreme due to being
exposed to more homogeneous perspectives and fewer trustworthy opposite views. A
premeditated democracy depends on a good environment of challenging philosophies as
well as a largely knowledgeable public. Democracy would not act to its full potential if
people were exposed entirely to individuals or facts that support their pre-existing views
(Sunstein 2002, 2007).

On Selective Exposure and Ideological Polarization

Selective exposure and ideological polarization have been receiving much academic
attention recently. There is little disparity in the academic literature that over the past
several years political elites have turned out to be rapidly polarized (Fiorina et al.
2005, Jacobson 2003). However, elite views are transferred to the public through social
media. Those selecting media channels that adhere to their political preferences may
be predominantly likely to accept the polarized attitudes of elites. It is possible mass
polarization can be intensified by elite polarization (Abramowitz & Saunders 2008).In
the spread of polarizing content through social media elites also perform an enormous
part. Ideological campaigns of all sorts are widely spread in social media despite their
correctness. Starting from election campaigns that spread false news to the opposing
party to scientific myth believers such as the discovery of aliens and flat earthers all
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sorts of ideological echo chambers are visible in social media. The general idea is that
the chance is abundant to simply access any type of info offered by social media and
the internet. However, the recent algorithms of social sites have made use of homophily
and it filters the opposing views of the users after analyzing user behavior. This, in turn,
reinforces the polarization process, and increased fragmentation and polarization online
have been led by this selective exposure. In this connection, some academics argue that
algorithmic curation places us in echo chambers of our views by filtering out our online
experiences efficiently which leads to ideological polarization (Pariser 2011, Rader &
Grey 2015) and increases the significance of fake news.

An important explanation for an association between friendly media consumption
and polarization is provided by the study on like-minded interpersonal groups.
Huckfeldt et al. (2004) found that people who discuss politics with politically like-
minded people have more polarized political assertiveness compared with those who
discuss politics with people who have different political inclinations. People who are
indulging in discussions just with like-minded groups, after listening to viewpoints that
are in favor of their view, are convinced to develop more polarized approaches in the
course of the group norm. Individuals amend their views toward the observed group
mean to be observed well by their fellow group participants. Chaffee and McLeod
(1973) found that people who discussed a political movement more often were more
likely to search for info on political partisans.

Homogeneous discussion groups prefer supportive arguments over conflicting
info to an extent larger than the preference for supportive info among people (Hardt
et al. 2000). Individuals may turn more polarized by pursuing and adopting more
encouraging partisan info for social causes. Bill Bishop in his famous book, stated
that over ‘as people seek out the social settings they prefer the nation grows more
politically segregated” and they cluster *“in communities of like-mindedness’. The result,
he explains, is a growing intolerance for political differences that have made national
consensus impossible; and politics so polarized that elections are no longer just contests
over politics, but bitter choices between ways of life”” (Bishop 2008: 6-14).

The other causes of polarization such as ‘selective exposure behavior’,
‘confirmation bias’ and “availability bias’ make us more likely to act together with
content that approves our pre-existing beliefs which prompts ideological polarization,
online as well as offline (Stroud 2008).

In the age of social media distress about selective exposure to info and political
polarization has amplified (Pariser 2011, Bakshy et al. 2015, Boxell et al. 2017).
Online social networks and personalization are rapidly arbitrating exposure to civic
information and news (Olmstead 2011). Even though these technologies are capable
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of exposing people to more different perspectives, they also can limit contact to
information that challenges existing approaches (Pariser 2011, Sunstein 2007). This
phenomenon is related to the embracing of more extreme approaches over the period
and misunderstanding of facts about present occasions (Kull et al. 2003). In what
way people are connected in the network is designed by the flow of info on social
media such as Facebook and Twitter. Isolated construction of political blogs and

the interpersonal networks on Facebook are not the same (Adamic & Glance 2005);
according to political affiliation on Facebook, though there is grouping, there are also
many relationships that cut through ideological associations.

On Consequences

While polarization through social media is an emerging topic, the consequences of
polarization are not. Ideological polarization takes along with it different types of risky
indicators that pose a danger to democratic societies. The loss of different views and
opinions is the most important result of polarization. Bishop in his book, has shown that
in polarized situations, “the benefit that ought to come with having a variety of opinions
is lost to the righteousness that is the special entitlement of homogenous groups™
(Bishop 2008:14). Bishop also claimed that the polarization is more than an upsurge
in bias in the society of Americans. Since it touches more ranges than just political life
which includes views, way of life, and others. Enormous numbers of the society have
moved in a condition where the view of the individual gives way to the philosophy of
group what Bishop called a ‘self-perpetuating, self-reinforcing social division’ (2008:6).
The main concern here is that these groups, lose the predisposition to proactively
debated notions with people or groups of a diverse view as they persuaded by the echo
which encloses them with their specific opinions and biases. This drives to a society in
which individuals ‘hold overwhelmingly positive views of their co-partisans, and highly
negative views of those on the other side of the political spectrum’ (Gentzkow 2016:13).

Galston and Nivola (2006) cautioned that jeopardizing the strength of important
political institutes such as the court of law, and Parliament, and the news media
polarization may intimidate the constancy of democracy. These are recognized
outcomes of elite (partisan) polarization. As with growing divisions, controls, and
uncertain voters, political elites travel on the way to ideological extremes, they
may feel isolated from politics (Fiorina et al. 2006, Hetherington 2008). Therefore,
voters can be detached or less involved in political polarization. Further negative
publicity can also dismiss the electorate, particularly unaligned supporters when
strong partisan separation is progressively connected with negative publicity in votes
(Ansolabehere & lyengar 1995). On the other hand, whereas many researchers have
contended the harmful impacts of polarization on democratic organizations, some
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researchers have also challenged the conformist opinion and emphasized the useful
aspect of polarization. Brooks and Geer point out that the notion that polarization has
theoretically advantageous impacts on public involvement in politics is not a recent
idea (Brooks & Geer 2007). Parties seem to become more accountable than earlier as a
result of growing polarization within party positions. Therefore, Hetherington claimed
that political involvement at the public level has been inspired by elite polarization
(Hetherington 2008). With augmented polarization, individuals tend to join in more
since electorates consider the vote as being significant if they see greater changes among
the nominees and the parties (Abramowitz and Saunders 2008, 552). At the public
level ideological polarization between political elites is affected by political changes
just like elite polarization leads to changes in mass assertiveness. Jacobson claims that
the “relationship between mass and elite partisan consistency is inherently interactive”
(Layman et al. 2006:95).

Although technology has provided the opportunity to access varied sources of
information easily, even with the accessibility of such info, it has become disturbingly
common and easy for individuals to confine themselves to social spheres that agree with
their views. Social media is not for the most part effective at evolving info similar to
our interests, but they are narrow by the set of issues and persons we select to follow.
Algorithmic bias and personalization by providing custom-made content constructed
on the views of the user emphasize these effects, as a result segregating the user from
an all-inclusive view on an issue. Social media sites recommend content similar to that
was previously consumed by consumers, therefore driving consumers to consume issues
that are limited to a much narrower perspective. This narrow perspective paves the
pathway for a society that is more and more polarized by raising disrespect to opposite
opinions. Polarization can lead to consumers getting predisposed info that can nurture
narrow-mindedness to opposite perspectives which in turn drives toward ideological
isolation and resentment in typical political and societal matters. Generally due to the
vagueness of the personalization algorithms lots of users might not even be conscious
that they are being restricted to a certain set of views. Being conscious and overcoming
bias in the consumed information by users is vital for a well-adjusted, balanced, and
just society. Considering all these matters it can be said that social media has indeed
the capacity to influence and shape voting behavior in a democratic society (Mitchel et
al., 2014). It goes without saying if social media has the power to influence and change
voting behavior or nudge inclinations, it also has the great potential to incline users to
certain ideologies which is not just confined to the political perspective but to the core
philosophical perspective as well. The important notions and ideologies that people
choose such as moral principles and religion or the take on honesty and what they view
as a crime can also be inclined to a particular pole without the knowledge of the very
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individual. So, the question arises, is it happening already? Is it moral? Does that mean
that artificial intelligence and algorithms are somewhat influencing human behavior?

Liao et al. (2014) suggested that it is possible to lessen the effect of echo chambers
by creating users’ consciousness of other users and exposing them to the stance of
each other on that particular matter, their expertise, and how extreme their position
is. The findings of their study demonstrate that participants are exposed to various
types of opinions when they try to obtain more precise info about a matter, as well as
agree more with those users who reveal moderately diverse stances on the matter. The
tolerance to others’ diverse opinions is observed. VWdiswaran et al. (2015) researched
users to comprehend which techniques best represent info about debated topics to users
to influence them. The results of their study demonstrate that the likelihood of other
users trusting in the content upsurges if the credibility of a source, or the proficiency of
a user is shown. In the same way, based on the news articles the users read construct a
browser strategy that calculates and shows the bias of users (Munson et al., 2013). Their
research concludes that presenting users with their biases pushes users to read articles
that conflict with their opinions.

Graells et al., 2014 demonstrate that the sheer exhibition of contrarian content
has adverse emotional consequences. To surpass this impact, they suggest a graphic
interface for creating references from various groups of users, where the user admires
the variety and stands on an issue. On the other hand, Munson et al. (2010) display
that not every user respects variety. The technique of representing information creates
a variance in the way users observe information. Graells et al. (2014) also suggested
discovering subjects that might be of concern to both sides which they named
“intermediary subjects” by creating a subject diagram.

Conclusion

This paper was an endeavor for the ease of the understanding of the current upsurge
and trend of social media that initiates social polarization. It can be either political
or ideological. In the current age of information technology, this study suggests that
it is a must be up to date of the information and it needs to be aware of the course of
information technology. The rise of online media and a media environment of choice
have further eased the way to selective exposure and led to polarization of opinion and
in turn, ideology among the public. Side by side, news consumption from digital media
results in incidental exposure to selective news, making associations with weak ties. The
Internet and social media have been found to work together and cause polarization for a
variety of reasons like,
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a. Sudden increase in information availability and media sources getting ultra-
personalized which is leading people to ultimately choose information
with which they already agree (homophily, information overload, selective
exposure);

b. Massive increase in filtering in social media which results in people avoiding
reading information of a conflicting nature (confirmation bias, algorithmic
filtering);

c. Ahuge rise in social feedback within social media translates to homogeneity
and reinforced group thinking (group polarization) even though since the
internet allows a wide range of choices, it should help expose users to a much
broader viewpoint which is rather counterintuitive.

The study in general recommends that it should have facilitated more cross-
individual interactions as the social-psychological impact of social media in this regard
on the mass population is very far-reaching and possesses immense potential indeed,
like most things are both malign and benign.. With some adjustments and reengineering
it is possible to incline ideologies that very well go to the realm of controlling the mass.
As it is a slippery slope of human beings’ fundamental sense of freedom, the connection
between social media and the prevalence of online ideological bubbles is not clear
yet with critical analysis of strong empirical data as well as the consequences are not
clear from a theoretical approach. But it cannot be overlooked that there is a strong
reinforcing connection. Even though selective exposure may drive partisans to polarize
further in the direction of their original views, this consequence is not yet documented
well enough to reach a concrete decision. Finally, the discussion of the role of the
Internet and social media in the consumption of ideologically diverse content can lead
to contradictory hypotheses that predict both the presence and absence of ideological
bubbles. In either case, there are still plenty of research opportunities for researchers
regarding this topic and the answer to some core significant question is yet to be
answered.
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