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Abstract 

Purpose – At the beginning of this year the number of social media user worldwide was recorded to                  

be at 3.80 billion and is estimated to keep rising (Kemp, 2020). Along with this connectivity, new                 

concepts have been acknowledged that have caused some controversy. These concepts have been             

named echo chambers and filter bubbles. This study investigates how social media users experience              

personalisation algorithms and the perceived existence of filter bubbles and echo chambers on various              

social media platforms and channels. Furthermore, it explores to what extent these users make use of                

strategies when navigating their social media feeds and if they believe that said strategies have any                

effect on personalisation algorithms, filter bubbles, and echo chambers. 

Method – Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 10 participants currently studying at            

Jönköping University. The interviews were then transcribed and analysed using a thematic approach.  

Findings – The perception of students at Jönköping University is that filter bubbles and echo               

chambers exist in a varying degree of visibility and commonality depending on the situation and               

medium. These are also experienced to be interconnected with personalisation algorithms. The            

experience of personalisation algorithms is mainly positive, as it allows the users to easily navigate the                

feed but negative implications are also mentioned. These are isolation, the negative strengthening and              

creation of filter bubbles or echo chambers. However, the algorithm is not believed to be the only                 

thing responsible for the creation. The users believe that their own navigation and strategies can have                

such an effect. The strategies that users use are (1) Passive navigation, (2) Source evaluation, (3)                

Multiple source searching, (4) Responsibility taking, and the (5) Creation of filter bubbles. The effect               

these have on filter bubbles, personalisation algorithms and echo chambers is helping, to an extent,               

alleviate some of the negative effects that these are experienced to have. However, the passive               

navigation and creation of filter bubbles have a somewhat opposite effect as they help the creation or                 

maintaining of filter bubbles and personalisation algorithms. 

Implications – The findings in this study build on existing evidence of echo chambers being more                

easily formed when the topic of discussion is of a political nature, as it is described by Barberá, Jost,                   

Nagler, Tucker, and Bonneau (2015) in their research on how echo chambers form on Twitter.               

Furthermore, these findings could be considered to disagree with the research of Dubois and Blank               

(2018) who found that people who had a high political interest were less likely of ending up in an echo                    

chamber. Although, due to their research taking all media into account, such as television, radio,               

newspaper, and so forth, while the current study is focused on social media alone the comparison is a                  

bit more difficult to make. Finally, in the study made by Seargeant and Tagg (2019), it was concluded                  

that the personalisation algorithms are not the sole contributor to filter bubbles forming on Facebook               

and that the users play a key role in how their online environment is shaped. The results of this study                    

build on their research that the users do use strategies when navigating that affect what is being                 

shown to them on their social media feeds. However, the participants of the current study claimed that                 

the algorithms played a pretty large role too, which is not quite in line with the research conducted by                   

Seargeant and Tagg (2019). 

Limitations – The generalisability of this study is limited due to the small sample size chosen to                 

conduct this study, although instead, it provides deeper insight into the relationship between humans              

and their social media platforms and channels. Moreover, a bias that should be acknowledged is that                

when conducting interviews there is a risk of encountering response bias, which is when the               

participants assume the purpose of the study and adapt their answers to fit what they believe the                 

researcher(s) want to hear. To avoid this precautions were taken when designing the questions to               

make sure that they would not lead the participants in any directions. 

Keywords – Echo chamber, Social media, Filter bubble, Personalisation algorithm 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background 

According to Lenhart, Purcell, Smith, and Zickuhr (2010), the use of social media has steadily risen                

compared to previous years, and at the beginning of this year, it was recorded to be 3.80 billion social                   

media user worldwide (Kemp, 2020). Although the rise of social media opens up opportunities to               

connect with people more easily there are other aspects that could, and probably should be considered                

with this form of connectivity, two of which have caused some polarisation (Grimes, 2017; see also                

Robson, 2018). These two concepts are “filter bubbles” and “echo chambers”. 

 

Filter bubbles arise when website algorithms begin prioritizing the information that it believes the              

user most likely wants to see based on demographic profile and online history (Dictionary, n.d.). By                

doing so these personalised searches can potentially prevent the users from exploring information that              

could challenge their own worldview. According to Merriam-Webster (n.d.), the first known use of the               

term was in 2010 by Elissa Redmiles. Although, other sources (Schiffer, 2019; see also Dictionary,               

2020;) claim that the term was coined by activist Eli Pariser in the bestselling book he wrote on the                   

topic called the Filter Bubble: What the Internet Is Hiding from You (2011). 

 

Echo chamber, within the context of media, describes a situation in which people are only exposed to                 

opinions of one type (Cambridge Dictionary, n.d.) or ideologically congenial content, which may             

increase social and political polarization (Barberá et al. 2015). The phenomenon got its name due to                

its likeness to an actual echo chamber, which is a room with sound-reflecting walls that are used to                  

create hollow or echoing sound effects (Merriam-Webster, n.d.). A person who is in an echo chamber                

therefore only interacts with information and opinions that will not challenge the way that they               

already think and feel. Since echo chambers have the potential to amplify beliefs people fear that it                 

might contribute to social and political polarisation, as well as an inability to differentiate information               

from opinion (Grimes, 2017; see also DiFonzo, 2011).  

 

Because of the vast usage of social media, it is very important to study these concepts to hopefully                  

avoid any potential polarisation (Grimes, 2017). Studies have been made that tries to see if “filter                

bubbles” and “echo chambers” do exist in our online environment or if it is possible that they have                  

been over-exaggerated (Dubois and Blank, 2018; see also Barberá et al. 2015; Goldie, Linick, Jabbar,               

and Lubienski, 2014). Seargeant and Tagg (2019) argue that personalisation algorithms do not play as               

big of a part in the fragmentation and media consumption as some might believe (Napoli, 2018), but                 

that the strategies the users have adopted when navigating their online space are also a key                

contributor. Due to these findings, it would be relevant to not only research “filter bubbles” and “echo                 

chambers”, but also how the users navigate their social media feeds and what their relationship to                

these personalisation algorithms is like.  

 

This research is part of an examination-work for a bachelor's degree in informatics at the University of                 

Jönköping. Informatics can be described as the study of “structure, behaviour, and interactions of              

natural and artificial systems that store, process, and communicate information” (Cambridge           

Dictionary, n.d., “Informatics”, para. 1). Because the topic of this paper is concerned with the               

relationship between humans and website algorithms, and how people experience and interact with             

the information they are exposed to online, it could be related to informatics since it is part of the                   

processing of information and interaction of humans and information. This research specifically            

relates to a course called “Digital Marketing and Social Media” were the potential risks of               

personalisation online, and how algorithms and social media can affect people, were thoroughly             

discussed. 
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1.2. Problem statement 

In the current social media landscape algorithms are in charge of organizing which content is shown                

to which user. Some, however, see this as a problem rather than a benefit (Schiffer 2019). This stems                  

from the idea that the algorithm can favorise what type of content is shown to certain users depending                  

on their previous behaviour (Twitter n.d.), rather than a variety of sources and views. This may in                 

serious cases lead to the creation of filter bubbles or the echo chamber phenomena where ideals and                 

beliefs are just reinforced and not challenged (DiFonzo 2011). 

 

This problem is important to study as it affects much of modern-day living for a large population of                  

the world (Kemp 2020), especially the people who are actively using social media for information               

gathering, and can thus have serious consequences when it affects e.g. opinion isolation (DiFonzo              

2011), creates fast travelling fake news (Lilleker, 2020), etc. Another consideration is that this potential               

might, in turn, affect the need for strategies when navigating this complex digital landscape as well as                 

what impact these strategies and user interaction might have (Seargeant and Tagg 2019). 

1.3. Purpose and research questions  

From the problem statement we can conclude that with this personalization on social media, and on                

the web, there might be potential drawbacks (Grimes, 2017; see also Robson, 2018) that could               

influence the users towards intellectual, cultural and ideological isolation. 

 

The purpose of the study is to explore the underlying thoughts and experiences that people have with                 

these personalisation algorithms, filter bubbles and echo chambers on social media. It will also              

investigate what strategies people use to counteract the effects of the filtering that can occur as a result                  

of these.  

 

What this aims to accomplish is to gain a deeper understanding of the user's perspective, what efforts                 

they take as well as knowledge of the media landscape. We want to get their perspective on whether                  

the issue lies in a lack of knowledge from users, the user’s actions or in the design of the                   

personalisation algorithms. This knowledge could then be used to get a better overview of the threat                

the phenomena (Hossain 2016) poses as well as showing improvements necessary to make the              

platforms, user actions and knowledge better for future generations (Lenhart et al., 2010). This              

purpose can then boiled down to 2 main questions that we want to answer in this study.  

 

The first question can be derived from us wanting to explore how people are affected and experience                 

the social media landscape as well as if they believe there even exists a problem or not.  

 

How do university students at Jönköping University experience the effect of personalization            

algorithms on social media, and do they believe that “filter bubbles” and “echo chambers” exist?  

 

The second question is derived from us wanting to explore how they navigate and interact with the                 

experienced environment and the algorithms and how they believe their strategies might affect their              

social media landscape.  

 

To what extent do university students at Jönköping University use strategies, like information             

evaluation, when navigating their social media feeds, and how do they believe it affects the               

personalisation algorithms, “filter bubbles” and “echo chambers”? 

 

The context of this research paper is set within the domain of informatics. Linnaeus University (n.d.)                

describes the focus of informatics as an academic discipline to be the use of technology in various                 
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social contexts and the Indiana University School of Informatics and Computing (n.d., “Our Definition              

of Informatics”, para. 1) builds upon this narrative by defining the field as “the study and application                 

of information technology to the arts, science and professions, and to its use in organizations and                

society at large”.  

 

Linnaeus University explains Information technology to be technology such as smartphones, desktop            

computers, and the internet, to name a few, and a very popular form of receiving and sharing                 

information today is through the use of social media through the aforementioned technologies. Social              

media as defined by Merriam Webster (n.d) is a form of electronic communication where the users are                 

allowed to share information and form communities. This is further backed up by Flew (n.d., “Social                

Media”, paras. 1 and 3) with their description of social media as “technologies, platforms, and services                

that enable individuals to engage in communication from one-to-one, one-to-many, and           

many-to-many [...] social media make it possible for everyone in the network to be simultaneously               

producer, distributor, and consumer of content”. These definitions fit well with the narrative of              

informatics since they closely relate to humans using information technology to interact with             

information. Therefore this study aims at analysing how students at Jönköping University feel about              

their social media landscape, what their opinions are on the personalisation algorithms currently             

integrated into the systems and if they have ever experienced the phenomena of echo chambers and                

filter bubbles that have been discussed to be side effects of aforementioned algorithms. 

 

1.4 The scope and delimitations 

For the scope of this thesis, we have chosen to limit the research coverage within the areas subject                  

type, the area and location, time period and subject. 

 

The scope of this thesis will limit the research area and subjects to university students who are                 

attending Jönköping University. This decision was made to limit the research scope, to make it a more                 

manageable size within time and resources. However, this decision also took into consideration to              

focus on a group with high usage and familiarity with the subject. From these parameters, we                

determined that generation X and Z, born 1981 and onward according to PewResearch (2019), who               

grew up during the rise of social media, would be a well-suited choice to study. 

 

This study is focused on the qualitative experiences had with personalized algorithms on social media.               

The current research will be conducted within the timeframe established by the thesis course.  

 

This study will only be a partial view of the unlying qualitative thoughts of people related to                 

personalisation algorithms and cannot cover the topic as a whole. The reason for that is the limitations                 

of time and resources behind the study. To get a broader understanding of the topic you would have to                   

perform a bigger scale study in both area and sample size to get a more full covering view.  

 

This study will not look into quantitative data related to whether issues like if filter bubbles, echo                 

chambers or other similar problems exist on social media platforms. It will only cover the underlying                

thoughts and experiences of people within our research area. 

 

This study will also not cover how different areas might differ from each other depending on cultural                 

or geographical factors. Nor will it cover other subject groups experiences with these topics. For such                

data, further studies would have to be performed.  
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1.5. Disposition 

This report will follow the outset structured provided for the course. The report begins with an                

introductory part covering the background of why we wanted to perform this study, problem              

statement, purpose, research questions and the scope and delimitations of this study. The remained of               

the report will continue as follows: 

 

Method: In the following segment we will cover the method we are planning to use for the empirical                  

work within this study as well as justification for the chosen methods. The research methods               

connected to the research questions as well as how they are answered appropriately will be clarified                

first. Subsequently, we will explain our workflow when preparing for the method execution, the              

approach we took, how we designed the method, how the collection of data is conducted as well as                  

how we are planning on analysing the data we receive from the empirical work. Finally, it will cover                  

the validity and reliability of the method that was presented. 

 

Ethical considerations have been added as a subheading under the method section in this report. This                

decision was made since the study intends to include people and it is of utmost importance that the                  

participants are comfortable. This addition will establish some ground rules for our study, and how               

the participants should be treated ethically and what rights they have.  

 

Theoretical frameworks: In the following segment we will cover the theoretical frameworks and             

relevant research that has been done previously within the field of our study. This segment will                

provide a brief summary of the different sources we have used for background information within the                

field, and how this information is connected to the research questions and topic we wanted to explore. 

 

Empirical analysis: In the following segment we will cover the empirical findings we have made using                

the method from the method segment. This segment is supposed to present the data we have collected                 

in order to answer the research questions we have previously established. 

 

Analysis: In the following segment we will try to answer the research questions by processing the                

empirical data and then be analyzed according to our plan for the analysis method. 

 

Discussion and Conclusion: In the following segment we will discuss the results we have received from                

this study as well as discuss the implications it may have on the environment. It will also cover the                   

limitations of the study. Finally, it will cover the summarise conclusions that we have made from the                 

research and what suggestions for further studies within the field we have.  
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2. Method and implementation 

The purpose of this study is to get a deeper understanding of personalization algorithms and explore                

the opinions and experiences of students at Jönköping University connected to them. To reach these               

underlying concepts we need to perform a qualitative study of the subject area and the method chosen                 

for this was interviews. This method was chosen as it allows us to ask more open-ended questions,                 

compared to e.g. a survey, which can give us a more in-depth perspective when analysing the topic.  

2.1. The link between research questions and methods 

The interview was chosen as the method for our research study since it would work well to answer our                   

main research questions. For example, with the first question, we want to find out more about peoples’                 

experience on social media in connections to personalisation algorithms, filter bubbles and echo             

chambers as well as if they believe these exist or not. The best way to get this information is with a                     

deeper qualitative study of their experiences (Harvard n.d.). One of the ways to do a study of that kind                   

is by conducting interviews with participants from the subject population. The first reason we chose to                

use interviews is thus that with the open-ended questions that an interview allows us to ask we can                  

gain that deeper knowledge into the participant’s experiences and thoughts that we want to reach with                

this study. This open-ended format also allows the answers of the participants to be further analysed                

for deeper coverage of the topic.  

 

Another reason as to why we chose to conduct interviews to gather our data is because it allows for                   

some adaptability would it become necessary. This means that there is the possibility to ask follow-up                

questions when more detailed information is needed to reach the root or cause behind a specific                

thought, experience or problem. It also provides us with the ability to clear up any potential confusion                 

during the interviews, such as questions not being understood correctly or concepts needing an              

explanation. This also helps us gain a better understanding of the context in which the experiences                

apply and can thus be more easily analysed. 

 

The intent of the second question is to see how much the subject population use different strategies,                 

such as information evaluation when browsing their social media landscape. Furthermore, we want to              

see why they use the aforementioned strategies, what they aim to achieve with them and if they believe                  

said strategies have helped and affected their social media landscape. The best way to gather this                

information is by using a deeper study that examines the experiences and thoughts processes of               

individuals using social media. To collect this type of data, which requires detailed answers, we will                

use the same method that we chose for the first research question. Interviews provide a great                

opportunity to dig deeper into the experience of the participant as well as their feelings and opinions                 

(Harvard n.d.). By doing so we believe that we can gain some knowledge on how strategies can                 

potentially affect a social media user’s intake of information.  

2.2 Work process 

2.2.1 Initial research for method development 

The first step in our work process was researching what kind of strategies was best to use when                  

creating a qualitative interview guide for our method. The rest of our workflow is based on this                 

research and aims to create both a good and trustworthy environment for the respondent as well as a                  

good guide for us to follow during the data gathering. 

 

For the workflow of creating the interviews, we followed Harvard’s guide on Strategies for Qualitative               

Interviews (n.d.) as one of the main references on how to go about it. The reasoning behind our                  

decision to follow Harvard’s guide was to allow the creation process of the interviews to run efficiently                 

as well as give us insight into what was important and what considerations to keep in mind when                  

developing and conducting the interviews. This would allow us to create and conduct interviews that               
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simultaneously gather data of good quality for our study as well as make our interview be conducted in                  

a professional, reliable and ethical way.  

 

2.2.2 Method development 

The next step we took was to outline the areas of knowledge and topics that related to the research                   

questions we have for this study, this was done according to the first step of interview creation in                  

Harvard’s guide (n.d.). The areas we outlined are:  

● Thoughts on and Experiences of the social media landscape 

● Thoughts on and Experiences of personalization algorithms 

● Thoughts on and Experiences of Filter bubbles 

● Thoughts on and Experiences of Echo chambers 

● Thoughts on and Experiences with information evaluation strategies 

 

After the general areas were outlined, we used these knowledge areas as basic categories in which we                 

needed to develop questions to cover the intended research goals.  

 

When developing the questions the focus was on creating “how questions” rather than “why              

questions” as according to Harvard (n.d.) these questions allow us to reach answers more focused on                

processes and stories rather than accounts of behaviour. 

 

We first begin by writing an initial draft of the kind of questions we needed the participants to answer                   

in order for the study to collect the necessary data. After the initial draft was made we started                  

developing the questions further. We began by considering the wording of the questions so they would                

be easy to understand and would not hold any inherent bias when asked to the participants.  

 

When the general outline of the questions was done we developed the warm-up question which was                

meant to be a casual and easy start to the interview as well as the final question meant to provide                    

closure and make the respondent feel glad they joined.  

 

After that, we started considering how to fit these questions to our research group both in language                 

and level expertise so there would not be any confusion on the part when we conducted the data                  

collection. After a few iterations, we have arrived at a result that had easy to understand questions                 

fitted to our target group.  

 

The next step was to start organising these questions into a logical flow. During this step, we organised                  

which questions should be asked when and how they should be grouped to allow for the interview to                  

flow naturally. While doing this we took into consideration that the harder or more complex questions                

should be asked later as the respondent would feel more comfortable further into the interview.  

 

Finally, when the interview guide was finished, we moved on to creating a small form with some                 

control variables, that we were planning on giving the participants before the interviews. These              

control forms give us potential variables that may affect the answers in the interview and thus will be                  

valuable in the discussion.  

 

Once the interview was designed the planning of the more practical details commenced. To conduct               

these interviews a number of participants would have to be recruited. To find out who the right                 

participants were and what could be an appropriate sample size for our study we investigated what                

would be important considerations to keep in mind when deciding these factors. This research was               

made to help us pick the right sample size and find out other potential considerations when deciding                 

participants so the data collected would be able to show patterns and be a good source for answering                  

our research questions. The considerations that were made and the data referenced in making these               
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decisions will be further explained under data collection, subheading sample size. After researching             

the appropriate number of participants for a study such as this a minimum of ten participants was                 

established to be the best basis for the current study. This amount fits well within the timeframe that                  

needed to be adhered to, it was an appropriate sample size for the size of our research area and,                   

furthermore, it was suggested to be a minimum size to gain fruitful information for a study, according                 

to InterQ (2018). 

 

The next step was planning when and where the interviews should take place and how they should be                  

conducted. When considering where the interviews should be held noise levels and other distractions              

had to be considered. To avoid as many distractions as possible it was decided that they would take                  

place in study rooms either at the campus library or the school of engineering located at the JU                  

campus. It would have been prefered to stay in one location and just use one specific room for                  

consistency in the interviews, but the booking system at the school and the high demand on these                 

rooms do not allow it. Although, precautions were taken to ensure that the participants were in no way                  

disturbed by external factors.  

 

When the interviews had been conducted they were transcribed to allow for proper analysis. The               

analysis which then took place was a thematic analysis where the intent is to find themes in the data.                   

These themes were derived from common words and phrases used by the participants during the               

interviews and were used to indicate what the general thoughts and feelings on the topic were.  

2.3. Approach 

The current study will examine and analyse the way that humans interact with social media and                

personalisation algorithms. This will be done by using an exploratory approach were quantitative             

interviews will be conducted to answer the research questions. The approach was chosen because of               

the possibilities to explore the thoughts and emotions in the participants. This allows respondents to               

provide detailed accounts of their experiences using social media.  

 

To analyse the data we will be using thematic analysis, more specifically an inductive and a mix                 

between a semantic and a latent approach. When conducting a thematic analysis the data is divided                

into themes for better analysis and this is a good way of interpreting human's beliefs and experiences                 

and allow flexibility in how to interpret the collected data. Inductive, semantic, and latent approaches               

are ways to determine how the themes will be generated and how the data will be analyzed. An                  

inductive approach lets the data determine the themes. Meaning that the data must be searched for                

important phrases and sentences that will then be grouped based on what the value that has been                 

expressed. Furthermore, a semantic approach studies the precise wording used by the respondents             

whereas a latent approach is interested in the subtext and assumptions that can be found within the                 

data. To get the most out of the collected data this study will be using a mixture of the latent and                     

semantic, which will allow for deeper analysis and understanding of the participants. 

2.4. Design 

The design of the interview guide was designed to get a deeper insight into the relationship between                 

the participants and the personalisation algorithms that can be found on social media. 

 

The first question in the interview is a warm-up question. By beginning with one of these the whole                  

interview is more likely to run smoothly according to Harvard (n.d.) as it creates more initial trust and                  

helps put both the interviewer and respondent at ease. This question is meant to be easily answerable                 

by the respondent but still keeping the answer somewhat fleshed-out and not too short. 
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For the more important key questions in our interview, we created a probing line of questioning.                

Which according to Harvard (n.d.) are direct questions asked as follow up questions to make the                

respondents give more elaborate answers that could cover all the details and context needed for the                

study to reach its goal. 

 

As we wanted more in-depth answers that focused more on their experience and expertise we followed                

the suggestion of Harvard (n.d.) and focused on creating “how” questions, to reach those deeper               

answers.  

 

Another important consideration we took while creating the interview is keeping the questions within              

a related and logical flow so one question leads into a conversation that can naturally connect to the                  

next topic of discussion when possible.  

 

One part of this natural flow was to keep the more elaborate or more difficult to answer questions later                   

in the interview as at that time you have established a stronger connection with the respondent, as                 

well as them being more comfortable with giving longer and more detailed answers. 

 

The last question in our interview was designed as a way to provide a closing statement for the                  

respondent, where after they had answered, they would feel like they had said everything related to                

the topic and successfully gotten their point of view across to us as interviewers.  

2.5. Data collection 

The data in this study was collected by conducting qualitative interviews with students enrolled at               

Jönköping University as well as a literature study of previously existing data. The literature study               

provided the basic knowledge on which the study was built on while the interviews provided the data                 

for our analysis and the research questions. 

 

2.5.1 Literature study 

Most of the source material was found through the online library at Jönköping University. All the                

scientific articles have been peer-reviewed and we used a date range between 2010 and 2020, where                

several are dated within the last 3 years, to ensure that the research would not be too old to apply to                     

the current study. The quality of the articles was then examined to make sure that they were good                  

enough to be included in this report.  

 

The literature chosen for this study has mainly used quantitative research methods, with the exception               

of Seargeant and Tagg (2019) who combined a questionnaire containing open-ended questions with a              

few follow-up interviews to provide qualitative data with a wider reach. Both Barberá et al. (2015) and                 

Goldie et al. (2014) extracted 150 million and 25,000 tweets respectively to examine if the echo                

chamber effect could be observed on Twitter. Dubois and Blank (2018) used a questionnaire where the                

respondents answered most of the questions using a Likert scale when collecting their data. In the                

research conducted by Nechushtai, and Lewis (2019) they analysed what articles were suggested when              

their participants used google news to search for news about Donald Trump and Hillary Clinton               

during the 2016 American election to see if they could observe any filter bubbles. 

 

2.5.2 Empirical data collection 

For the method of empirical data collection, we conducted interviews with the students enrolled at               

Jönköping University, which took place between week 8 - 9 in February 2020 at the campus library.                 

These interviews were held with 10-15 participants who were recruited through connections and             

communication tools from the JU campus. These interviews had a time estimation of 45-60 min and                

were recorded and then transcribed. 
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2.5.3 Location 

When deciding on a location where the interview was going to be performed we had a few criteria in                   

mind that it had to cover. The first and most important criterion was that we wanted a space where                   

both parties could feel comfortable conducting the interview. (Bolderston, 2012) Thus we wanted a              

more public space that was more comfortable and relaxing while still keeping a somewhat low volume                

to allow for the best conversation. Finally, it should be easily accessible for both the respondent and                 

the interviewers. From all these criteria we decided to pick the library at Jönköping university because                

even though it is a public space where other people can visit it still keeps a lower sound volume than                    

for example a café. Furthermore, it is centrally located and a place that our participant group is very                  

familiar with. 

 

2.5.4 Sample size 

According to InterQ (2018), several factors are important when considering the sample size of              

qualitative research. They, however, mention that the focus when doing qualitative interviews should             

be on the quality of the data rather than the quantity which they suggest can be done by recruiting the                    

right type of participants for the study. This means that when choosing participants they should all                

fully match the audience criteria for the study to so the answers given are of as high quality as                   

possible. 

 

Another key consideration when choosing sample size according to InterQ (2018) is the principle of               

saturation. The principle of saturation is when you reach the point where adding more participants               

won't likely yield any new or additional data. The consideration in connection to this is that the                 

sample size should be large enough to address all the questions in your study yet small enough that                  

you limit data saturation so the data gain is still gain original and diverse information rather than                 

duplicates.  

 

According to Manson (2010) the mean sample size, according to their research and analysis of PhD                

studies within qualitative research, is 31 participants. Though the also discovered that the sample size,               

by the studies studied, were more likely set around the multiples of 10. Their data shows that                 

participants around 10, 20, 30 or 40 as the most common sample sizes. 

 

According to the previously mentioned research, the best sample size for a comprehensive study of the                

field is about 30 participants though as other factors also affect our study we will limit our target size                   

to about 10 to 15 participants. This decision was made as our study does not cover a very large                   

participant area, and we believe that there is a larger likelihood for saturation in our case which is why                   

we wanted to limit the participants. We also took the time frame of the study in mind, as the                   

transcribing of data as well as the analysis from the interviews will take some time, we believe that a                   

limitation of participants will make the likelihood of us completing the study on schedule a lot higher.                 

InterQ (2018) also mentioned that a sample size of about 10 participants should be the minimum for a                  

fruitful study which we used as a guideline in this decision. 

 

2.5.5 Participant selection 

According to InterQ (2018), the first objective when performing a qualitative study is figuring out who                

the right participants are as well as how to find them. They suggest that research is made into who fits                    

the research criteria, and as our topic covers a daily experience the right participant for us is very                  

general: Someone who regularly use social media to interact with others and use information              

gathering while attending these platforms. 

 

This is the general description of the participant we want to study, and as previously mentioned under                 

the scope headline we have decided to limit our research area to Jönköping university due to limited                 

time and resources. Though these limitations were made with the participant type in mind. The reason                
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we limited ourselves to the university is that the generations currently attending are those who               

generally are avid users of social media as well as those who have more life experience and                 

understanding of the platform than the younger generations.  

 

The way we are planning on reaching the participants is through connections and communication              

tools through the JU campus. Participants will be selected from different programs on the JU campus                

to enhance diversity and allow for the possibility of having education as a potential variable when                

discussing the results.  

 

2.5.6 Participant preparation 

When the respondent has been recruited for the interview we will provide a document to them where                 

we explain the purpose of the interview as well as explaining the different terms like for example what                  

an echo chamber is. This will allow us to have a much smoother interview as they will have a deeper                    

insight into the meanings of the terms, and will lessen potential misunderstandings or questions.              

Another reason for this preparation is since this is quite a complex topic that might require some                 

thinking when answering. By allowing the participant some preparation time, they can fully form and               

think though their opinion so the interview itself is done effectively. 

 

Before the interview starts the respondent will be given s short questionnaire where we will gather                

some basic control variables that can be used in the discussion of the interviews when looking at t.ex.                  

reasons behind themes or limitations. 

 

2.5.7 Interview structure 

The structure of the interview will be a semi-structured format, where we use the developed guide as a                  

reference to make sure we cover all the questions and topics but won't stop, more like encourage the                  

respondent from covering related topics during our session. The reasoning behind this as we are               

investigating the underlying thoughts and roots behind the question we want the interview to feel free                

to express all their experiences and thoughts on the topic as these more open-ended questions allow                

for a more interesting analysis behind the root causes and experiences. 

 

2.5.8 Time, recording and transcribing 

The estimated time we set out for each interview was 45-60 min though the time will most likely differ                   

from participant to participant depending on their knowledge, interest or passion for the topic. All               

these interviews are also planned to be recorded and then transcribed with the participant’s              

confirmation.  

 

The reasoning for this is behind this is based Harvard’s strategies for qualitative interviews (n.d.)               

where it is explained that recording and transcribing the interview can help the limitations we as                

interviewers have in memory. It also allows for a more thorough analysis of the data as you can do                   

repeated examinations of the respondent’s answers. Finally, it also allows the report more             

transparency as all the transcribed data can be viewed by other researchers, which lets them               

scrutinizes and see if the researchers have any biases in their conclusions. 

2.6. Data analysis 

The main method for data analysis for the empirical data will be done through a thematic analysis of                  

the transcribed interviews. This process involved familiarization and coding of the data, then             

generalizing, identifying and reviewing the common themes that could be seen within the interviews.              

Each of these themes was then examined in more detailed for a deeper analysis of the underlying                 

experiences and thoughts of the participants. 
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2.6.1 Post-interview reflection 

After each interview, we plan on doing a short post reflection where we review the data collected. This                  

will allow us to note down any thoughts we had about the execution, whether something was unclear                 

or needs to be improved, or if there were any interesting or differing answers to take special note off.                   

This will allow us to remember if we had any interesting things we would want to discuss in more                   

detail at a later time. 

 

The post-interview reflections will be conducted as a way for us to further improve upon the                

interviews as well as a way for us to reflect upon the data we receive. Due to the very limited                    

timeframe for this study, we will not have time to test the interview questions beforehand. These                

post-interview reflections will instead act as an opportunity for us to consider what we have learned                

from the interview conducted previously and apply it to the next one to make it easier to gather data                   

and avoid any problems or issues in further interviews. 

 

The post-interview reflections will also be a time for us to reflect upon the data we receive together, so                   

that we gain a better understanding of it by getting another point of view, thus minimizing the risk of                   

biases being formed. For example, we could discuss how the participant appeared, how they spoke,               

their facial expressions, and other non-verbal thoughts or actions that were noteworthy and could              

potentially impact their answer. It was decided to have this reflection immediately after the interview               

ended since the data remains fresh in memory and thus minimizes the loss of important thoughts. 

 

2.6.2 Thematic analysis 

The method chosen for the analysis of the empirical data was a thematic analysis, where we closely                 

examined common themes from the interview transcripts to figure out people's experiences,            

knowledge and thoughts on the topics.  

 

A thematic analysis commonly consists of six steps according to Caulfield (2019). These are              

familiarisation, coding, generating themes, reviewing themes, defining and naming themes and finally            

the write up. In our study, we are following these six steps when analysing the data. 

 

The reason for this method choice is rooted in 3 main areas. The first reason we choose this method                   

was that thematic analysis is one of the more common ways qualitative interview transcripts are               

analysed according to Caulfield (2019). As this is a common analysis type for interviews it both allows                 

our data and method to be fairly scrutinized against other data as well as there being previous                 

research behind this method and its benefits. 

 

The second reason behind this method choice was the outcome and goal of this method. The thematic                 

analysis purpose is to investigate and figure out the meaning of people's opinions, thoughts,              

experiences and more according to Caulfield (2019). This is a similar goal to what we have set for our                   

study, thus we believe that this method would be a good fit for our analysis. 

 

The third reason behind the method choice is that the thematic analysis is a very flexible approach                 

which could help us organize and compare the results from the interviews in a more efficient way. By                  

sorting the data into broader themes, as mentioned by Caulfield (2019), which can get a better                

overview of the data and thus created a more thorough and clear analysis of the data. 

 

The process of our thematic analysis will, as previously mentioned, follow the 6 steps explained by                

Caulfield (2019). The analysis will begin with a familiarisation where we further get to know the data                 

we have collected through the empirical analysis. This will be done by transcribing the recorded               

interviews as well as reviewing the transcript and noting down any interesting thoughts and              
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viewpoints. The goal here is to get a better understanding of the overall data so we have a steady base                    

when we begin analysing the details. 

 

The next step in the analysis is coding where we will begin organizing the data from the empirical                  

analysis. We will start by reviewing each individual interview and labelling any potentially relevant or               

interesting sections under codes. The labels of the codes are meant to describe and capture the idea                 

and feeling of that section and should at the end contain all the phrases that match that code type.                   

After all interview transcripts have been coded we will start collating the data from the different                

interviews into groups identified by their label. What this accomplishes is a condensed overview of all                

the data, common perceptions and experiences between all interviews. 

 

Next, we will start generalizing these codes into themes. When we have compiled all the data into                 

these codes we will start identifying patterns and similar concepts which we will combine into a                

theme. These are bigger generalizations than the codes and can often be combinations of several               

codes. At this point codes that seem irrelevant or too vague can be disregarded. These themes are                 

created to help tell us something about the data that can answer the research question and fulfil the                  

purpose of the study.  

 

After creating the themes we will start reviewing them to make sure they are accurate representations                

of the empirical data and thus useful when answering the research questions. Now we will take a step                  

back and compare the initial data gathered from the interviews against these new themes we have                

created. The goal here is to make the themes as useful as possible, by seeing if the themes are present                    

in the interviews, how they can be improved and if anything is missing.  

 

Now when the themes are established and carefully reviewed to be useful we will be defining and                 

naming these themes. This step involves the formulation of what we mean with each theme and how                 

this will help in our research and understanding of the data as well as giving them concise and easily                   

understandable names. 

 

Finally, when all of these steps are done the final step of the thematic analysis can be done which is the                     

write-up, which is the step where we write down our analysis and findings in the report.  

2.7. Validity and reliability 

For this study, we have chosen to use a qualitative interview to answer the research questions posed at                  

the beginning of this report. Since the aim of this study is to gain a deeper insight into the interactions                    

of human and information the most appropriate way to fully understand human thoughts and              

emotions in relation to technology were to let the participants explain their own experiences. To               

evaluate the quality of a research method the concepts of validity and reliability are commonly used.                

Validity is concerned with the accuracy of a measure while reliability is meant to signify the                

consistency of a measure (Middleton, 2019). Since reliability is focused on the consistency of a               

measure it is hard to apply it to qualitative research, and because the current study has not done any                   

re-tests the focus of this chapter will be mainly on validity. Two categories of validity can be identified;                  

Internal and External. Streefkerk (2019) explains internal validity to make sure that the causal              

relationship that is being tested in the study is not influenced by other factors and/or variables and                 

can be considered trustworthy, while external validity explores the generalisability, meaning how it             

can be applied to other situations, groups, or events. 

 

2.7.1 Reliability 

As previously mentioned reliability can be difficult to apply to qualitative research. However, to try to                

ensure as much reliability as possible we aimed at trying to design questions with the intention of                 
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making them so simple that they would be difficult to misunderstand. Moreover, each of the               

interviews conducted during the current study had the same interviewer so to try to avoid introducing                

differences in how the questions were asked, such as emphasising words differently depending on              

which researcher is asking. Finally, the locations were the interviews took place were chosen carefully               

making sure that all environmental factors would be the same for all participants so that they would                 

have the same experience.  

 

To increase the reliability of the research a preparation document was sent out to the participants                

before the interviews took place and it is included as an appendix at the end of this report. The                   

preparation document consists of terminology that was found to be of importance to the participant’s               

understanding of the topic. This was to ensure that once the interviews were in session all participants                 

would be able to provide an answer to each question. If the respondents had not had the time to                   

consider their own social media landscape beforehand they might not have felt comfortable with              

answering the questions or would have been unable to provide an accurate representation of their               

experiences and would instead resort to guesses and estimations. That the participants had some basic               

knowledge in this topic was important so that the data would accurately represent their realities and                

be true to their own values and beliefs. It would be difficult for them to have an opinion on or know if                      

they have experienced something that they do not know what it is. 

 

Furthermore, the preparation document serves a secondary purpose in making sure that the             

respondents would have the same perception of the terminology. It explains personalisation            

algorithms, echo chambers, and filter bubbles in a way that is intended to be informative and objective                 

so that the participants are able to provide thoughtful answers and ensure that all responses are                

derived from the same phenomena. The data would not be accurate if the respondents had different                

ideas of what the questions are referring to, as there should be no confusion as to what phenomena the                   

terminology represents. However, some of the participants in the current study chose to disregard the               

preparation document and thus were unaware of the terminology. Therefore, some respondents            

required explanations during the course of their interviews, regardless we did not observe any              

noteworthy divergence in the answers as the people partaking in this study seemed to have a grasp of                  

the concepts nonetheless, they were just not familiar with the terms. The responses given by those                

who were in need of further explanations were more often than not similar to those who had read the                   

preparation document properly.  

 

2.7.2 Internal validity 

A potential bias when conducting an interview is that the questions might be misunderstood, which               

could create unreliable answers. To counter this we have tried to make the questions as easily                

digestible and straightforward as possible, meaning they are made to not contain any unnecessary              

words or complicated wordings. Furthermore, we have made two versions of the questions, one              

English and one Swedish, so that the participants can choose to answer in the language that they feel                  

most comfortable with. This was also a way of avoiding confusion for any Swedish speaking               

participant that would have to translate everything in their head before answering the questions.              

Unfortunately, our language skills are limited to Swedish and English and can therefore not provide               

the same service to any international students who do not have English as their first language. 

 

There is of course also the risk of introducing language bias when the questions are translated by the                  

researchers, but by translating them ourselves we have more control over the interview. The intent is                

that those who don’t know or are not as skilled in the English or Swedish language might be more at                    

ease if they get to choose the language that they are most comfortable speaking in, it might also make                   

it easier for them to formulate their thoughts. Furthermore, the questions were made as simple as                

possible to make the translations easy, and both the researchers have taken the course English 7,                
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which is the most advanced English course provided at the upper secondary school level, as well as                 

one also holding a Cambridge English: Advanced (CAE) certificate stating that they are on a CEFR                

level C2. CEFR stands for “The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages” and              

describes the ability the person holds in a certain language (Cambridge Assessment English). It is an                

international standard based on a six-point scale, with the range being from beginners at A1 to those                 

who have mastered the language at C2. Therefore, we believe that both the researchers are qualified to                 

provide proper translations that should minimise bias based on language. 

 

Another potential bias in regards to participants is that some might be more knowledgeable than               

others in the topic before the interviews take place. Since this is a bit of a complicated topic where we                    

also ask respondents to remember their experiences and give their opinions on different matters              

everyone need to have a basic understanding of what the subject entails. To make sure that the                 

respondents have the knowledge to properly understand the questions and offer their opinions we              

have sent out a message to all the participants before the interviews and provided them with a short                  

background on the subject at hand. This way we avoid confusion and make sure that all respondents                 

are able to answer all the questions. 

 

2.7.3 External validity 

The biggest validity threat to this research is its size. Due to time constraints, it is not possible for the                    

researchers in this study to conduct more than 10-15 interviews on the topic, which would not be able                  

to represent the millions of people who use social media today. Because of the small sample size, we                  

may also not able to provide enough of divergence in participants in regards to nationality, gender,                

education, and so forth, to generalise it to all youth using social media. Although, this is intended to                  

provide some deeper insight into what lies behind the echo chamber effect and how people feel about                 

personalisation algorithms and act as a contribution to other quantitative research within the same              

subject. 

 

As we do not have access to the sterile environment of a lab to conduct these interviews another risk is                    

location-based distractions. Since the interviews will take place at Jönköping University campus there             

is a possibility of noise distractions that could make the respondent lose their train of thought. There                 

might also be other distractions in the room that could disturb, or maybe windows facing the corridors                 

or the campus grounds. To avoid this we will pick a room at a secluded place of the university, and                    

properly prepare the room in advance so that there are no distractions within reach. 

 

About a week before the interviews took place each participant was sent a preparation document with                

the intention of providing information around the topic and give the participants some time to               

consider what their social media landscape looks like so that they would be able to fully answer all the                   

questions. The document explained some terminology that the researchers believed could be further             

explained to make sure that the responses are based on the same definitions so that they can be                  

compared during the analysis. However, there could have potentially been biasing that was introduced              

when doing so. When defining the terminology it is possible that we could have used wordings with                 

connotations that could sway the participants in some direction. It is also possible that since the                

document was sent out sometime before the interviews to let the participants consider their social               

media experiences they could have interpreted that as encouragement for them to look for issues. To                

avoid these biases a lot of thought was put into how to define the terminology in a way that was                    

objective and did not accidentally introduce any values or opinions that the researchers might have               

had and although the respondents were asked to consider their social media landscape they were not                

encouraged to look for any issues.  
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Furthermore, there are two biases that need to be acknowledged when using interviews to gather the                

research data. They are called interviewer bias and response bias. Interviewer bias concretes how the               

participants can perceive the researcher. The risk with interview bias is that they may subconsciously               

influence the respondents to give answered that are skewed to be in line with what the interviewer’s                 

own values and opinions are. The interviewer’s tone of voice and body language can accidentally sway                

the participant one way or another. Response bias, on the other hand, is when the interviewee,                

consciously or subconsciously alter their answers to fit what they believe the researcher wants to hear.                

They might be under the impression that they understand the full extent of the research and what                 

findings are expected and therefore responds according to this belief. To try to avoid these biases the                 

participants were only given a limited amount of information about the study taking place and were                

continually reminded that we wanted their answers to be truthful and only reflect their own opinions,                

values, and experiences. Furthermore, we chose to establish the roles of interviewer and note-taker              

before the interviews so that the answers would not reflect the personality change that would occur if                 

the roles were suddenly switched. The questions were also designed with the intention to not               

accidentally sway the respondents in any direction. We did our utmost to try to ensure honest                

accounts of their experiences, but these potential biases still need to be recognized. 

2.8. Ethical Considerations 

Since this research is conducted using human participants ethics has been a major consideration when               

designing the study. Before each and every interview the participants have been informed of their               

rights and no part of the study has been carried out without their verbal consent. Furthermore, they                 

were continually reminded that the research was interested in their own unique opinions and that it                

was not intended as a test of their ability nor a way to pass judgment on them. These precautions were                    

carried out so that the participants would at all times feel comfortable with, and not ever feel                 

pressured to, participate in the study being undertaken.  

 

The participants had the right to end the interview at any time if they in any way felt uncomfortable as                    

well as being able to choose not to answer a question that they did not feel like answering. To allow the                     

participants to feel that they were not going to be judged they were assured that the interviews would                  

be completely anonymous and that the audio recordings that were taken would only be used to make                 

sure that their opinions would be accurately represented and that they would only be listened to by the                  

researchers. Before the audio recordings were started the participants gave both a written and oral               

consent so to make sure that they did not feel violated. The written consent was provided at the end of                    

the control form given to the participants to fill out before the interview began.   
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3. Theoretical framework 

3.1. The link between research questions and theory 

The first research question—”How do university students at Jönköping University experience the            

effect of personalization algorithms on social media, and do they believe that ‘filter bubbles’ and ‘echo                

chambers’ exist?”—mainly concerns how the participants perceive their online environment. The main            

literature that will be used to contribute to the first research questions is by Dubois and Blank (2018).                  

Since the concept of perception is the focus of this question, and their research both highlights                

perception and provides a quantitative approach to the understanding of echo chambers as seen from               

the user’s perspective we believe it will provide valuable insight to our research. 

 

The second research question—“To what extent do university students at University use strategies, like              

information evaluation, when navigating their social media feeds, and how do they believe it affects               

the personalisation algorithms, ‘filter bubbles’ and ‘echo chambers’?”—focuses primarily on the           

participant’s behaviour and if they believe that their online environment is affected by their actions.               

For this research question, the main literature that will be used is the research made by Seargeant and                  

Tagg (2019). Their approach to their questionnaire and interviews although similar to ours contains a               

key difference, the concept of offence. The study they conducted provides insight into the strategies               

the participants used when dealing with offence. We believe that this would make for an interesting                

comparison with our study, which is looking at a more general use of strategies and if the respondents                  

try to actively avoid filter bubbles and echo chambers. 

 

Barberá et al. (2015, p. 1532) describe an echo chamber as “characterized by selective exposure,               

ideological segregation, and political polarization”. This definition is further strengthened by Dubois            

and Blank (2018, p. 731) who described the formation of echo chambers to “occur when people with                 

the same interests or views interact primarily within their group”, and furthermore by Goldie et al.                

(2014) who used the echo chamber phenomenon to describe a selective set of studies being cited                

repeatedly in the hopes of advancing a policy agenda. Although worded a bit differently the literature                

presented here suggests one clear definition of how an echo chamber forms in the media. These                

descriptions fit how echo chambers were described in the background of this report—as a              

phenomenon where people are more likely to interact with people that share their beliefs and interest,                

and therefore are only exposed to similar viewpoints. Thus, it would be most suited to adhere to this                  

definition in the current study. 

 

Geschke, Lorenz, and Holtz (2019, p.130) define filter bubbles as “an individual outcome of different               

processes of information search, perception, selection, and remembering the sum of which causes             

individual users to receive from the universe of available information only a tailored selection that fits                

their pre-existing attitudes”. Descriptions of similar nature have been made by Nechushtai and Lewis              

(2019) who explained filter bubbles as the result of algorithms that tailor information encounters, as               

well as Seargeant and Tagg (2019, p. 42) who wrote that filter bubbles form when “a website’s                 

personalisation algorithm selectively predicts the information that users will find of most interest             

based on data about each individual – including signals such as their history of Likes, search history,                 

and other past online behaviour – and that this creates a form of online isolation from a diversity of                   

opinions”. These definitions are in line with how filter bubbles were described in the background of                

this report, therefore it would be fitting to use the definition of filter bubbles being the cause of                  

algorithms suggesting personalised content in the current study. 

 

Studies have been made that measure “filter bubbles” and the “echo chamber” effect using              

quantitative methods (Barberá et al., 2015; see also Nechushtai and Lewis 2019; Goldie et al., 2014) to                 

see whether these concepts can be observed on social media and/or the news feeds. Therefore the                
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focus of this paper is to fill in a research gap and provide a deeper insight into how social media users                     

are affected by the advancement in technology, and how their actions might be affecting the               

technology. This is done by providing the participants with the opportunity to give detailed accounts               

of their experiences, and what thought processes they go through when browsing their social media               

feeds.  

3.2. The echo chamber is overstated: the moderating effect of political          

interest and diverse media. 

Dubois and Blank (2018) have made a similar study to this in which they tried to measure the                  

likelihood of a person finding themselves to be in an echo chamber. They, however, opted for a more                  

quantitative approach where they asked questions to 2000 adult participants randomly sampled from             

Britain’s online population. The study was done by comparing how the participants answered a series               

of questions designed to indicate whether they are currently in an echo chamber or not to a number of                   

control variables, such as age, education, marital status, political interest, and media diversity. They              

concluded that people are generally not very likely to find themselves in an echo chamber, and the                 

people who were least likely were those with a high interest in politics and a diverse media                 

environment.  

 

Dubois and Blank (2018) argue that due to the diverse media environment, provided both online and                

offline, there are two possible outcomes—people will be exposed to diverse information and opinions,              

or they will choose their media in a manner that might create an echo chamber effect—and that to                  

properly estimate whether a person is in an echo chamber or not all media need to be considered. The                   

idea of assessing the exposure of more than just one media is an interesting approach that fits the                  

research we intend to conduct as well since it is not unlikely that one person has accounts on more                   

than one social media platform or channel. Moreover, since perception is an important factor in the                

design of our research this study provides valuable insight into the topic and because it is a                 

quantitative study it can be used to compare and complement our study. 

3.3. Social media and the future of open debate: A user-oriented approach to            

Facebook’s filter bubble conundrum. 

Seargeant and Tagg (2019) conducted a study that aimed to see how big of a role the user plays in                    

shaping their online environment. The participants were asked about their experience with offence on              

their Facebook feed through an online questionnaire that was shared by one of the researchers on                

Facebook. 141 responses were used for analysis and out of the respondents who had evidenced strong                

media ideologies three were chosen to take part in follow-up interviews. The results showed that in the                 

case of taking offence people were very likely to just ignore the issue, mostly by blocking and                 

unfriending, and in the case of offending others the participants were likely to be more cautious about                 

what they posted in the future. Thus the fear of conflict has shaped how they receive and provide                  

content on the platform, which creates a “filter bubble” and “echo chamber” since the users are more                 

likely to be suggested ideologically agreeable content and they choose to keep it that way. The issue,                 

therefore, does not only lie on the algorithms but by the way, the users choose to navigate on the                   

platform and design their own news feed. 

 

For the focus of this study to be on the way that human interaction with a social media platform can                    

impact the personalisation algorithms creating “filter bubbles” and “echo chambers” provides a            

contrast to other research, which primarily study the existence of these concepts (Barberá et al., 2015).                

Since the research made by Seargeant and Tagg (2019) is mainly qualitative but with a fairly extended                 

reach, and the research topic is similar to the second research question posed in the current study, it                  

will serve well as a comparison and complement to the study presented in this report. Although these                 

two studies are somewhat similar in the design there are some notable differences. One key difference                
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is the concept of offence, which is being used as a catalyst for discussion, and the questions are shaped                   

around how users experience and handle offence on Facebook. The other difference is their approach               

to methodology, their main source of data is an online survey, which does have open-ended questions                

but the risk with letting people write what they think and feel it makes it easier for people to not be                     

truthful about their experiences. Moreover, people who write get an opportunity to reiterate before              

sending in the questionnaire, meaning that parts of the thought process might get lost in the iterations                 

and rewordings. Seargeant and Tagg (2019) also conducted three follow-up interviews via online voice              

calls, but three participants for a quantitative interview study is fairly low so the current research                

would contribute to their research. 

3.4. Tweeting From Left to Right: Is Online Political Communication More          

Than an Echo Chamber? 

A big quantitative study conducted by Barberá et al. (2015) found that the “echo chamber” effect could                 

indeed be observed on the social media platform Twitter, but that they were very situation-specific.               

The study was done by identifying a number of keywords and using open source tools to collect a total                   

of nearly 150 million tweets from the Twitter Streaming API (application program interface). Twitter              

users were more likely to interact within homogenous groups and retweet posts that were related to                

their own ideological leaning when the topic of discussion is of a political nature. When discussing                

other events that were not inherently political they were more prone to cross-ideological retweeting.              

Furthermore, they also observed that liberal users were more likely to engage in cross-ideological              

retweeting than conservative users. 

 

The amount quantitative of data in the research by Barberá et al. (2015) provides a good foundation                 

for the assessment of echo chambers, whether the data of the current research reflects the results of                 

the aforementioned research. This will also be an interesting comparison with the study done by               

Dubois and Blank (2018) since they concluded that people with high political interest were less likely                

to end up in an echo chamber while Barberá et al. (2015) found that topics of a political nature often                    

showed more homogenous interactions. The study presented in this report will also measure political              

interest so to see if the results are similar to the research mentioned here.  
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4. Empirical data 

The empirical data presented in this chapter was gathered through ten semi-structured interviews             

which were then transcribed and analysed using a thematic analysis approach. The results have been               

divided into themes that were identified while studying the transcripts. The headlines below are              

designed to easily showcase the different parts of the research questions that have been studied and                

each contains their respective themes.  

4.1 Experiences with personalisation algorithms  

4.1.1 Engaging feed creation 

According to most of the participants, an aspect of personalisation algorithms that they consider to be                

positive is their creation of social media feeds that are tailored to the users’ preferences. The                

participants find these personalised feeds to provide quite engaging content and makes for easy              

navigation since it takes little to no effort to find interesting content when they can just scroll down                  

their feeds. The ease of navigation was the main reasoning behind this positive feeling and many                

participants liked that the content they received has already been filtered so that only the most                

engaging content is left. It was described to be both easy and comfortable due to the lack of effort                   

needed to be put in from the user. 
 

4.1.2 Quantity over Quality 

A perceived negative aspect of personalisation algorithms, from the social media users partaking in              

this study, is described to be the tendency for focus on quantity rather than quality for the content                  

recommended to them on their social media feeds. The underlying problem, experienced by these              

users, is described to be due to the quantity as it takes up a lot of time and since they experience a lack                       

of quality in said content they also feel that the time spent is wasted because the thinks it is filled with                     

unnecessary and/or bad content. The reasoning for this focus, as believed by these users, is described                

to be that they feel as if they have become the product instead of the application. Some of the                   

respondents think that it is a way for the corporations who own the social media channels and                 

platforms to show ads and profit of their users. Thus the personalisation algorithms are used as a tool                  

to keep the users on the platform for the longest amount of time possible so that the corporations can                   

keep selling ad space. 

 

4.1.3 Creating Passive Users 

Another theme that was described in the interviews was how the ease of recommended content could                

have a negative effect. An example mentioned is how a user can become so comfortable in the bubble                  

of filtered content that they stop searching for information and using strategies, and just become               

passive. This was described to be negative as you will get a one-sided view and have a great chance of                    

entering filter bubbles and echo chambers accidentally. 

4.2 Experiences and existence of filter bubbles 

4.2.1 Perceived existence of filter bubbles 

In the minds of the social media users partaking in this study, the filter bubble is strongly believed to                   

exist on most platforms, although the degree to which they are visible varies between users. Some                

users, however certain in the belief of filter bubbles’ existence, found it hard to provide concrete                

examples of the concept. The most common example shared by the other participants that they               

believed proved that there are filter bubbles on social media was the commonplace occurrence of               

similar content themes, topics and views that was displayed on the user’s feed. They explained that a                 

lot of the content they receive on their feed is not particularly diverse, which some said can be                  

somewhat limiting. 
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4.2.2  Creating your own bubble 

Creating your own bubble was described as a common strategy by the respondents to decide their own                 

environment and manipulate the social media feed to fit according to their preferences, values and               

interests. A common reason behind this strategy was described by the participants to be to minimize                

the amount of wasted time on bad content by filtering it out to get better and more interesting content                   

instead. Another reasoning mentioned in the interviews was to avoid negative influence, in general,              

but also on psychological health, by filtering it out from the feed. 

4.3 Experiences and existence of echo chambers 

4.3.1  Perceived existence of echo chambers  

In the minds, the participants in the interviews the echo chamber phenomena exist to a varying degree                 

on the social media, but there are some platforms and channels where they find the phenomena to be                  

more visible compared to others. The majority of participants report a belief that the phenomena exist                

both in other users social media feeds as well as their own feeds, where the degree to which it is visible                     

varies. 
 

4.3.2  Collation of like-minded individuals 

Echo chambers are perceived by the respondents to collate individuals with similar or the same               

viewpoints in one place where they can share their similar views. This is not in itself viewed as                  

inherently negative by the respondents. They claim it to be enjoyable to communicate with              

like-minded individuals. A common reason for this opinion mentioned in the interviews was the              

enjoyment experienced when being part of a group as well as the lack of conflict. However, some of the                   

respondents mentioned, in connection with this opinion, that criticisms and scepticism of the validity              

of the echo chambers information are needed to be considered when navigating them. 
 

4.3.3  Opinion strengthening and radicalisation  

The perceived problem that the participants have with echo chambers, looked at from the user               

perspective, is how they are connected with the strengthening of people's opinions. They believe that               

strengthening can occur when echo chambers echo back information with similar ideological values             

and opinions to what the user already believes in. It is also commonly thought, by the respondents, to                  

be connected with a limitation of sources and viewpoints. A common reasoning that the participants               

have behind the negative outlook on this effect is described to be the potential for radicalisation that                 

this limitation of viewpoints is believed to create.  

4.4 General experiences 

4.4.1 Personalisation algorithms, filter bubbles, echo chambers are interconnected 

A common perception mentioned by the social media users taking part in this study is the belief that                  

personalisation algorithms, filter bubbles and echo chambers are connected and linked. This belief             

was described in the interviews to stem from the influence they are experienced to have on each other.                  

An example of such a connection was described to be how personalisation algorithms are believed to                

have an effect on the creation of both filter bubbles and echo chambers. Personalisation algorithms               

are believed to have this effect as it collates like-minded individuals together with similar content               

interests which are believed to be a reasoning behind the creation of bubbles and echo chambers that                 

can occur.  
 

4.4.2 Untrustworthy content management 

A common negative theme, that is expressed by the participants over both personalisation algorithms,              

echo chambers and filter bubbles, is the possibility that untrustworthy content and information is              

recommended or presented to the user. Untrustworthy content, in this case, refers to the risk that the                 

information presented could be one-sided, angled or biased towards an opinion as well as the               
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possibility that the limitation of content when filtering might hide content that they deemed irrelevant               

for that user. The participants explained the negative opinion of this to come from their need to get                  

trustworthy and useful information. They also described it to be negative as this recommendation is               

based on biases the algorithms have towards the user and may only show this one-sided view of the                  

content based on those assumptions rather than a variety of sources. 
 

4.4.3 Created for comfort 

A common theme expressed during the interviews about the creation of filter bubbles and echo               

chambers is that they are perceived to be created as a result of the users need or desire for                   

comfortability and a safe environment. An example mentioned is that echo chambers resemble a              

closed room where like-minded individuals interact to avoid for example other people’s negativity             

among other things.  

4.5 Navigation and strategy use on social media 

4.5.1 Passiv social media navigation 

When the user’s navigation is focused on mindlessly traversing the platform for entertainment or              

other purposes. The main task is scrolling through your personal or recommended feed rather than               

actively searching for information. This “strategy” is used more due to the ease that the algorithms                

provide when filtering content to the user’s taste, than as a strategy to improve information gathering                

etc. 

4.5.2  Variation of sources and source evaluation 

A common theme among strategies used for navigation or believed to be useful when navigation is the                 

benefit of using multiple viewpoints and source evaluation when navigating and searching on social              

media. The reason for this belief is described to come from the need of avoiding biased, angled or                  

one-sided information. It is also described to be helpful to be more correctly informed.  
 

4.5.3 Content consumption responsibility  

A common belief described by many participants is that the algorithms are not completely responsible               

to keep the users correctly informed. It can rather be seen as a symbiotic relationship that combines                 

user actions, strategies and navigation as well as the design and use of the algorithms. The                

participants explained that although the algorithms contribute to the creation of the feed it is up to the                  

users what they consume. According to them, the users have the possibility to alter what content is                 

shown to them on their feed just as much as the algorithm has, but most just choose not to.  

 

 

 

22 



 

5. Analysis 

5.1 How do university students at Jönköping University experience the effect           

of personalization algorithms on social media, and do they believe that “filter            

bubbles” and “echo chambers” exist? 

5.1.1 Experience of personalization algorithms 

One of the most prominent findings when conducting these interviews was that almost all of the                

participants considered themselves to be passive users, both by choice but also due to how the                

personalisation algorithms are designed. Several mentioned that since the personalisation algorithms           

have a way of continually providing engaging content that is tailored to cater to the user’s preferences                 

they rarely see any reason to go beyond their recommended/personal feeds and hardly ever feel a need                 

to search themselves. For them, it is the easiest and most comfortable choice.  

 

Oh, well if i'm completely honest i’m not that super strategic it’s more like you just go in and 

check if you can find something you find interesting, kind off. Maybe it is that you are a little 

bit lazy, well I just haven't felt that i needed it. But that doesn't mean that one maybe really 

would need to do it [use strategies], kind off, I just haven’t thought about it. (Participant 9) 

 

How the participants felt about this passivity, however, was somewhat diverse. One of the participants               

mentioned both the satisfaction of being provided content specifically chosen for them, but also              

expressed some concern regarding this passive role: 

 

But on Youtube so much damn stuff is recommended to you. I like it. That’s when I like it                   

when it’s content that’s been created and it’s not some type of sales thing. Then I think that it                   

can be really fun...But it can also be a bit of a shame because once again I don’t have any                    

strategies when I look for things on my own because they [personalisation algorithms] knows              

you so well that they just send things to you when you just accept and take it. Passive.                  

(Participant 5) 

 

Although several of the participants found the recommended content to be quite engaging there were               

others who found it to be the opposite: 

 

But a lot about social media is unnecessary. A lot of it is just crap. This Instagram feed, not                   

your own, but the one next to it [the recommended feed]. You know where it just shows a                  

bunch of stuff. Look at that. It’s just unnecessary crap. And I almost get angry when I see it.                   

(Participant 2) 

 

This passivity was quite evident in almost all of the participants and although most of them willingly                 

admitted to being a bit lazy and/or not really wanting to bother with making an effort there still                  

appears to be partly due to the design of the algorithms. It appears that the constant flow of content is                    

making users passive and the way that participants have explained the issue it sounds as if they                 

believe that personalisation algorithms might play a somewhat bigger role in the potential creation              

and maintaining of filter bubbles and echo chambers.  

 

5.1.2 Perceived existence of filter bubbles and echo chambers 

This research does not establish whether the concept of filter bubbles and echo chambers exist or not,                 

it only investigates the perceived existence as told by ten students currently studying at Jönköping               

University, and the participants have all concluded that they do believe they exist. While analysing the                

interviews it is clear that the participants are in a consensus when discussing whether or not these                 

concepts can be found on social media. All but one participant were convinced that both of these                 
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concepts are in fact visible on social media, although, the degree of visibility varied depending on the                 

platform or channel. Some participants have had what they would consider obvious interactions with              

these concepts, while others are not quite so sure that they are a prominent part of their own feed, but                    

still, believe that they exist on others’. Instead of talking out of own experience, they formed their                 

belief based on their opinions on these phenomena and a general feeling of how they experience social                 

media works and how people tend to behave. Below are some answers when the participants were                

asked if they believed these concepts exist on social media: 

 

I must have read about ten articles saying that they [filter bubbles] don’t, but I believe that                 

they do. (Participant 8) 

 

Yes, [filter bubbles] it’s pretty, it’s pretty obvious in like news feeds and stuff. Because it just                 

shows me the same thing. ” (Participant 2) 

 

Mhm, it [echo chambers] has definitely existed. I have been in some myself, but then I’ve tried                 

to leave some that haven't been good for my mental health. (Participant 4) 

 

Aa, I think so, you can see [echo chambers] quite clearly, especially on Twitter I would say.                 

(Participant 9) 

 

When asked which platform or channel these concepts where noticeable on most referred to Youtube               

and Twitter. Twitter was particularly in focus when discussing echo chambers, and those who used the                

platform as an example mentioned it in relation to politics. Their experiences with Twitter have shown                

that there is a tendency of echo chambers forming on the platform, especially when the topic is of a                   

political nature. Most of the participants in our study who reported that they use Twitter said that they                  

use it for political purposes, such as following politicians or news sites that report political events. As                 

for the participants who were not that interested in politics Youtube was the platform most referred to                 

when asked about the existence of filter bubbles and echo chambers. Several participants discussed              

the Youtube algorithms to some degree, but how they felt about it was more varied. It seemed as if                   

they generally enjoyed that there was interesting personalised content, but they also acknowledged             

that it could be somewhat boring to also be recommended the same type of content and that one might                   

miss out on things that had the potential of being of interest due to the filtering done by the                   

algorithms.  

5.2 To what extent do university students at University use strategies, like            

information evaluation, when navigating their social media feeds, and how do           

they believe it affects the personalisation algorithms, “filter bubbles” and “echo           

chambers”? 

5.2.1 Strategy use 

The extent of strategy use, for university students at JU, on social media is quite varied. Most people                  

agree to some degree that it is important to have some strategies such as information evaluation, to                 

search for multiple viewpoints of sources or at least keep in mind that the sources they consume might                  

be angled or not show the full story.  

 

Ah, so well you can say it is very negative because I still think it’s healthy to hear about                   

uncomfortable, or not uncomfortable, but so other opinions or other perspectives. So it is very               

developing, if you only hear one then it will not be as stimulating, in the same way, I would                   

say. (Participant 9) 
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You should try to blow them up as often as possible, I think. It is difficult, of course, it’s not                    

really possible to kill filter bubbles completely, but it would be useful for everyone if they                

moved outside their own filter bubble every now and then. As often as you can. Because then                 

you get a better conversation climate, I think, and less severe throws and less, what should I                 

say, aa it becomes less fierce. I think so. (Participant 6) 

 

The major difference, however, lies in whether these strategies are used by the users or not. Many                 

users claimed that it was important to get a wider point, as it allows the person's own opinions to be                    

better understood and examined, though only a small portion of the respondents actually said they               

were actively using these strategies, it was more common to say that they should use them.  

 

Yes, I thought that sometimes it might be that, sometimes I thought it might be better if I took                   

some time to monitor events, and not just jump directly on, on one side or another. I have like                   

I thought, I should do more and I have tried a little more. But there is something I know I                    

need to do more and more. (Participant 4) 

 

Many of participants “navigation strategies” follow the theme of passive social media navigation.             

Which is as described when the user does not actively search for content instead mostly scroll and                 

consume what's recommended to them. From the interviews, we can see that a majority of the                

students just used this way of navigating. The reason behind this is described to be how the                 

algorithms, for the most part, knew the users well enough for the passive navigation to require little                 

effort from them thus making it an easy way to navigate their landscape and consume content. 

 

Cause I feel, I feel that because of cookies it’s like there is a pattern already in front of me. Like                     

that kinda like I blindly follow. Because everything is in front of me that I would like to watch.                   

But usually, it’s just a pattern that I blindly follow. (Participant 3) 

 

There were however outliers from the common theme in the interviews who are more avid users of the                  

information evaluation strategies as well as choosing to look up multiple sources when information              

searching or consuming content. Those who did this usually tended to be those with a higher political                 

or societal interest.  

 

Critical. It's something I learned from school then to be critical in that way and check out                 

several sources. That is certainly the strategy in such cases. (Participant 7) 

 

If someone would share a newspaper headline and is very angry about something, I would like                

to go into that headline and examine what it says and where the information comes from. So I                  

can understand myself before I get angry or take something in defence that I don't know                

about...Yes, one might say that, yes, maybe I can find that information from more than one                

place and see a little bit of what is written in it from different perspectives to get a clear                   

picture of this information one has. (Participant 6) 

 

Another common theme noticed from the interviews is how the user was said to have a content                 

consumption responsibility. This means that the algorithms or platforms are not single-handedly            

responsible for what content the consumers are ingesting, but instead that the user themselves holds a                

big responsibility in that themselves.  

 

Well, of course, they can do that, you still have a choice to whether be there or not so. So I                     

mean Aftonbladet is known to be left. So if you read it then you should be aware of that                   

too...Still knows where they are placed politically. Oh I mean I have my own responsibility on                

where I spend my time as well. It is not like that. So like you can feel that no Facebook they                     
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are doing some sketchy stuff where they like trying to push Nazism or I, or I do not know.                   

Well now, so okay no but it was extreme but you get it. Then it's like this, okay ah yes I don't                      

want to be on Facebook anymore, ah okay then you don’t have to be on it. So I think you have                     

quite a lot of own responsibility when it comes to this. (Participant 2) 

 

In general, strategies are considered important and more active users use them, but a vast majority                

just let the algorithms recommend them interesting content and leave it at that. When talking about                

strategies people thought that getting sources from differing perspectives and using information            

evaluation was important to avoid biased, angels or one-sided information but they were not              

described to be often used. From that, we can see a divide between what people believe they should do                   

and the effort they are willing to spend on actually doing those things. This may go hand in hand with                    

the common theme of own responsibility. They themselves see the issues and know what can happen                

and thus dependant on their own experience.  

 

Another thing to take into consideration is that during the interviews there appeared to be some                

confusion regarding the terms strategy and navigation. Since it was believed that these terms were               

common knowledge they were not explained to the participants beforehand, instead, they felt the need               

to ask when the interviews were in session. It did not appear to be the word themselves that were                   

complicated, but using them in this context seemed to be what caused most of the confusion. The                 

participants who asked for a definition were of provided one and continued to answer after that so the                  

issue was most likely resolved. However, not all participants asked, which could indicate that only               

some had trouble with understanding the terms in this context and the others didn’t have the same                 

issue, but it could also indicate that those concepts were difficult to understand and that those who did                  

not ask could potentially have misunderstood the questions. The answers that were given to us has not                 

given any reason for concern, but it is an aspect that should still be acknowledged.  

 

5.2.2 Strategy effect on personalisation algorithms, filter bubbles, echo chambers 

The main passive strategy when you are just naturally interacting and navigating with the content               

recommended to your feed and well as other media is believed to lead them given similar content by                  

the personalisation algorithms. It is hiver mentioned that this strategy has no effect on the               

personalisation algorithms directly, this strategy just naturally lets the algorithm do what it was meant               

to do. This strategy is also said no not have any direct effect on echo chambers or filter bubbles as no                     

direct or active action is taken. It is however described that this passive navigation may lead the user                  

to be pulled into the filter bubbles and echo chambers over time as they will only interact with the                   

same type of content. 

 

The variation of sources and source evaluation strategy that was commonly said to be a strategy that                 

should be used when navigating or information searching is believed to have an alleviating effect on                

the negative issues that can come from the Untrustworthy Content management theme mentioned. It              

is described that the multiple sources will make sources that the information is not one-sided, it will                 

show a different perspective allowing biases or angled information to be evaluated as well as getting a                 

better picture of the full story. 

 

The strategy to create their own filter bubbles is said to have a direct effect on what information and                   

content the user gets and thus believed to have a direct effect on filter bubbles, echo chambers and                  

personalisation algorithms. It is believed to affect them as by choosing who you follow, what content                

to or not to interact with etc shows the algorithms more direly what they should recommend to that                  

user, thus generating their own bubble of information they would like to see.  

 

The responsibility strategy is not said to have a direct effect on the personalisation algorithms, echo                

chambers or filter bubbles as this strategy is more a passive and situation-specific strategy. The               
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general consensus is that the user should take responsibility and thus make sure that they are                

interacting and using social media in such a way that it benefits them. This could mean both a direct                   

effect or none at all, as it is more about the user's own responsibility to use other strategies or                   

navigation rather than a specific direct effect. 

 

In general, the strategies used have a limited effect on personalization algorithms, echo chambers and               

filter bubbles to the extent that they manipulate them for the benefit of the user as well as trying to                    

alleviate negative effects that users have experienced. A common theme here is that the strategy used                

is often connected to previous experience, e.g. if you had a problem with an echo chamber you will                  

work against this problem while if you are just casually using social media for fun and have never                  

experienced a problem you are more likely to use less or a more passive strategy when navigating.  
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6. Discussion and conclusion 

6.1 Findings 

6.1.1 Filter bubbles creation 

From the literature study, we found that studies claimed that personalised searches can potentially              

prevent users from exploring information that could challenge their own worldview. This was stated              

by Seargeant and Tagg (2019 p. 42) who explained that filter bubbles were the result of the                 

personalisation algorithms filtering and tailoring the social media feed based on the information             

collected on the user’s navigation. This coincides with the data received from the interviews conducted               

in the current study. According to the participants they experienced the effect of filter bubbles and                

most believed that personalisation algorithms had a strong connection to filter bubbles, both as a               

linked phenomenon and as a contributor to their creation. It was, for example, said that filter bubbles                 

and personalisation algorithms are the same thing, one is just more exclusive.  

 

Isn't that a bit like this. So here, the algorithm is how it collects the data and shows up the                    

data and filter bubbles, they are not a bit the same type, I think. Or?...I think that filter                  

bubbles are a bit more so that they are more exclusive, they show as well as depending on                  

what you do, while the algorithm is a bit more like this. But I think they have an effect on each                     

other for what they feel like they are quite linked. (Participant 5) 

 

The participants also described how they experienced the effects of the personalisation algorithms on              

echo chambers. They believed that personalisation algorithms could strengthen the opinions of the             

users by exposing them to various echo chambers and while doing so encouraging more involvement               

with the phenomena. In these examples it is described how personalisation algorithms can make you               

“level up” in the severity of the echo chamber, which means that it is making the effects stronger, more                   

extreme and severe: 

 

Yes, it is. It [the effect personalisation has on echo chambers] can surely lead to you being in                  

level 1 of an echo chamber and then you are there a bit and then you go to level 3. So that it                       

becomes more radical. So it gets worse and worse. And starve the sitter, you're trapped like                

that...It's pretty logical. [Laughter] I don't know. Ah, but it will be like that kind of flow comes                  

all the time next to one if you accept, accept, then accept that you are massaged into a little                   

worse stuff or whatever. (Participant 10) 

 

However, the interviewees did not believe that personalisation algorithms were the sole contributor to              

creating these echo chambers and filter bubbles. They also expressed that their own navigation and               

how they used social media has an effect on the creation of these concepts. This can be seen in the                    

common theme that participants used strategies with the intent of “creating bubbles” for themselves              

as well as other navigational strategies to manipulate their social media feeds. In the following               

examples the respondents explain how they deliberately try to filter their feed to avoid content they                

don’t want to waste time on as well as things they consider giving them negative feelings:  

 

Yes, I filter out as much as I can. As quickly as possible...Ah, but it is well to filter out as much                      

as you are not interested in, or like this. Then you have earned time. There are things that I                   

am not interested in so I don't spend my time on it. (Participant 10) 

 

Okay, yes, I choose things [content] with a little care or what you would call it. Unfollowing                 

things e I notice but it just annoys me, so just away with it. What I follow or stuff like that I                      

have a good relationship with, I feel like. (Participant 7) 
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There are also examples such as the ones below who describe the participants manipulating or using                

strategies to get the content they desire on their feeds: 

 

Yeah, you can like manipulate a bit yourself just by going very far in one direction or whatever                  

just to kind of reset it a bit. (Participant 10) 

 

And it feels kinda like it, sometimes I look up old things that I might already know everything                  

about just so that it will kind of stay in this bubble. (Participant 4) 

 

From these examples, we can establish that the social media users partaking in this study have a firm                  

belief that both the personalisation algorithms and their own interaction, navigation, and strategies             

might have an impact on the creation of filter bubbles. Some correlation can be seen between how the                  

participants have experienced personalisation algorithms and the impact of their strategies and with             

what was found in the literature during the literature study. Seargeant and Tagg (2019) argued that                

personalisation algorithms do not play as big of a part in the fragmentation and media consumption as                 

some might believe (Napoli, 2018), but that the strategies the users have adopted when navigating               

their online space are also a key contributor. This supports the theme found amongst the participants                

where their belief is that their own actions have a key role in the creation, although they also consider                   

the personalisation algorithms to be connected which the research of Seargeant and Tagg (2019) show               

a little less support of. 

 

6.1.2 Passive navigation  

One of the common themes that was apparent for almost all the participants was the use of a passive                   

navigation strategy. However, it was not as clear whether this was an effect influenced by the                

algorithms or a conscious strategy choice based on their own belief in responsibility and their               

preference of content. It is also unclear who has the main responsibility when it comes to avoiding the                  

negative effects that this passive navigation could lead to, like intellectual isolation, filter bubbles,              

echo chambers, and so forth. 

 

In previous research by Seargeant and Tagg (2019), it was argued that the user has a large role in                   

shaping their online environment. They believed the issue does not only lie on the algorithms but by                 

the way, the users choose to navigate on the platform and design their own news feed. With this study                   

in mind, the uncertainty behind passive navigation strategy could be theorized to be a mix of both the                  

algorithm and the user’s own choice, both for its common existence as well as who has responsibility.  

 

The algorithm is described by Seargeant and Tagg (2019) to affect the media landscape or feed by                 

predicting what information would interest the individual based on data that has been gathered on               

them and then presenting the user with it on their feed. Which inherently means that the algorithm                 

has the power to decide the content shown on the media landscape. However, this content is as                 

described by Seargeant and Tagg (2019) based on things like their history of likes, search history, and                 

other past online behaviour which means in the end that the algorithm is based on what the user does                   

and what the user does is often confined within what the algorithm suggests. From this it could be                  

suggested that they are inherently linked and that both have a strong power over the other, thus they                  

share the reason for why the passive strategy was created. The users have themselves chosen to stay                 

within the “reach” of the algorithm allowing it to find exactly what content the user enjoys and just                  

keep sending that type of content. The user decides to keep interacting with the content they like                 

within the recommendation and thus it becomes a never-ending cycle where it is hard to find the true                  

“culprit”. 

 

From the user perspective on the interviews, we see a common theme in that the user believes they                  

have their own responsibility in both the creation and the avoidance of negative effects. In this                
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example, the user says that you have your own responsibility and that you should know what you                 

think and like before you enter social media. This is since as soon as you enter, the personalisation                  

algorithms will get a hold of you and push you in a direction that it believes you to desire.  

 

If you don't know before. You should know before personalisation algorithms, you should             

know before what you yourself like / think most before it knows. Now I lost myself. It almost                  

feels like you should find an echo chamber before this algorithm kicks in and steer you                

towards that direction. So you are already there before. I think. (Participant 10) 

 

From this, we can see that the user believes that your interaction can and will influence the algorithm,                  

so it's better to know your likes before so you can interact with it in such as way that it benefits the                      

user. 

 

The reason or the benefits from the user side with the passive strategy is that it allows for an easy and                     

comfortable way to navigate and consume your social media feed. In this example the user says that                 

they blindly follow the recommendations of the algorithm as it knows them that well: 

 

Cause I feel, I feel that because of cookies it’s like there is a pattern already in front of me. Like                     

that kinda like I blindly follow. Because everything is in front of me that I would like to watch.                   

But usually, it’s just a pattern that I blindly follow. (Participant 3) 

 

There is also this other example where the user suggests that it is the user who decides where they                   

spend time and thus they have the responsibility. 

 

Oh I mean I have my own responsibility on where I spend my time as well. It is not like that.                     

So like you can feel that no Facebook they are doing some sketchy stuff where they like trying                  

to push Nazism or I, or I do not know. Well now, so okay no but it was extreme but you get it.                       

Then it's like this, okay ah yes I don't want to be on Facebook anymore, ah okay then you don’t                    

have to be on it. So I think you have quite a lot of own responsibility when it comes to this.                     

(Participant 2) 

 

This could suggest that the algorithms might play a somewhat bigger role in the creation and                

maintaining of passive usages as well as filter bubbles and echo chambers in some cases where the                 

users do not care to take that responsibility. As well as that the user might have a bigger role in the                     

passive strategy when they believe it's their responsibility. 

 

The feelings about this passivity are also quite diverse, as both satisfaction and concern have been                

raised about it.  

 

6.1.3 Existence of filter bubbles and echo chambers 

In previous research, there is no real consensus whether filter bubbles och echo chambers exist on                

social media or not. One study by Barberá et al. (2015) claimed to have found that the “echo chamber”                   

effect could indeed be observed on the social media platform Twitter, but that they were               

situation-specific. In their study, the users were more likely to interact with like-minded groups and               

retweet posts that were related to their own ideological viewpoint when the topic of discussion is of a                  

political nature. However, in another study by Dubois and Blank (2018), they concluded that people               

are generally not very likely to find themselves in an echo chamber, and the people who were least                  

likely were those with a high interest in politics and a diverse media environment, which could be seen                  

as a contradiction to the previous study mentioned. In connection to this topic, the interviews               

conducted in the current study with social media users shows that most users have a strong belief that                  
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these bubbles and chambers do in fact exist, even those who are aware of the scepticism towards their                  

existence, which is shown in the example below: 

 

I must have read about ten articles saying that they [filter bubbles] don’t, but I believe that                 

they do. (Participant 8) 

 

The common theme of the participant was that they believe in its existence of filter bubbles, however,                 

the degree to which they have experienced it or ability to provide own examples varied. Where some                 

described how they had clear experiences of filter bubbles and echo chambers on their social media                

others had more of a general feeling or opinion that they probably did exist, which can be seen in these                    

examples: 

 

Yes, it [filter bubbles] is quite noticeable, it is quite clear in the news feeds and such. Because                  

they, just show me the same thing. (Participant 2) 

 

Yes, I do. [filter bubbles] It's too... I feel like it's too obvious. I really believe there is. I guess.                    

(Participant 3) 

 

Mhm, it [echo chambers] definitely existed. I myself have been in a few. But since then I have                  

tried to jump out of some that have been less good for my mental health. (Participant 4) 

 

Aa, I think that you can see it [echo chambers] very clearly, especially on Twitter I would say.                  

(Participant 9) 

 

The reasoning for this difference compared to some of the previous research was that these interviews                

focus on a more qualitative approach to collect the answers where previous experiences, opinions and               

feelings are the core data gathered rather than quantitative data. A potential disconnect here might be                

that it's hard to prove the existence of something that could be considered subjective with a method                 

that is more or less objective. What was found in the current study is that there are people who believe                    

that the filter bubble and echo chamber phenomena exist and due to that belief it is likely that these                   

concepts influence how the social media users interact with the media. In the interviews, there were                

examples of this where the participants created their own bubbles and customized what content they               

received.  

 

6.1.4 Users strategies against negative effects 

Filter bubbles and echo chambers are two effects, that as previously discussed, most likely are deeply                

connected and rooted in the personalisation of social media. These concepts seem to evoke both               

positive and negative feelings from the participants, as can be seen in these examples: 

 

It [filter bubbles] can be very skewed information. Ah, it just becomes that you confirm what                

you already know or such. So there it has a pretty negative impact. (Participant 10) 

 

I feel that for most things it is well, it is, it is probably good. [filter bubbles] But then maybe                    

it's the way I set up the filter bubble, so maybe it's something important that goes out of my                   

sight. And I kind of can't find out until a little later so it's probably like most worrying about it                    

I think. In connection with what I just said, I think it is good because it can sometimes be                   

difficult to find one, find someone's videos, especially if they upload very, very much, very               

much, almost every day so it can be good as well as find, find their video or their tweet or what                     

they have now said about it. (Participant 4) 
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I have been in an echo-bubble where we have talked about a series and then because of people                  

in that bubble I have got as well. Then I got some dangerous ideas, dangerous thoughts about                 

the world. Then I could think that I got these dangerous ideas, these dangerous thoughts from                

this echo bubble I was in and so I have tried to walk away from it. And so it's been a little                      

difficult for me since then, I haven't even associated myself with the series we first discussed.                

(Participant 4) 

 

But it [echo chamber] is also a bit small so it is fun to read about people who think the same as                      

yourself. So, it will be a bit like that, you do not immediately feel like this, damn oh no it is just                      

me who thinks this way, what a pain. It’s more, it's like this ah but there are others like me,                    

then I'm not totally weird like. (Participant 2) 

 

From these examples, we can see an interesting phenomenon with the positive and negative              

arguments. While there are often fewer positive arguments mentioned, most of the ones mentioned              

are generally agreed upon by most respondents. In comparison, the negative arguments are of a larger                

amount though they have a bigger diversity and are more commonly within differing subjects. 

 

However, this segment will focus more on how the strategies of the users affect the negative outcomes                 

of these phenomena. 

 

The negative effects according to previous research are that: An echo chambers are a phenomenon               

where people mostly interact with people that share their beliefs and interests and therefore are only                

exposed to similar viewpoints (Barberá et al., 2015). A filter bubble is when the content has been                 

filtered to an individual's likes and attitudes in such a way that it creates a form of isolation keeping                   

them from being exposed to differing opinions and knowledge (Seargeant and Tagg. 2019).  

 

The negative themes found in the interviews were that information was often seen as untrustworthy               

due to many different reasons such as the potential to only get one-sided information, that the                

information was angled or biased in some way, that all information was not shown etc. In these                 

examples, some of the main negative effects are mentioned, as the effects are quite diverse. 

 

So you get pretty blind on a lot of other things, like opinions and stuff like that you miss a                    

lot...It can be very skewed information. Ah, it just becomes that you confirm what you already                

know or such. So there it has a pretty negative impact. (Participant 10) 

 

Frustration. Much frustration [laughter]. No, but as I said, it's a little like I said, in the                 

beginning, this with someone else choosing what to see and not, especially then if I make                

these active choices that this might be what I want to see but it doesn't mean I don't want to                    

see this for example. You do not just have a trail of interests or if you should say so.                   

(Participant 7) 

 

I think so, I think it is like a type, this is no good comparison really but, a bit like a drug                      

almost that 'ah you only get what you like' and everything, even if it is something that is very                   

important something that you should know or either that you need to know, as well as you                 

know, you do not find out because it is not of your interest and it is also not me who                    

personally decided what my interest is, but it is people who constantly sit and guess to what I                  

would like. (Participant 8) 

 

The strategies commonly used to work against these effects were, according to the interviews, a               

variation of sources as well as source evaluation or scepticism of information received. These are               

described in these examples: 
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Usually very heated. And quite a lot of hard throws so this is where you get to dig and dig a                     

little deeper into the information you get. So you have one, get as clear a picture as possible.                  

(Participant 6) 

 

Critical. It's something I learned from school, to be critical and such and check out several                

sources… (Participant 7) 

 

...it depends a bit on what website it is too. As I mean, you look at the type of news that comes                      

out on like Reddit. It's like this, okay should I really look at this because this might just be                   

crap. On the other hand, if you type, then you have looked at New technology or Today's news                  

or something. Then it's another thing. Then it is like this, okay but then it has gone through a                   

lot of instances type or whatever. So it depends, depends a lot on what kind of media I watch.                   

(Participant 2)  

 

From the last example, we can also divulge that the source the information is coming from is an                  

important factor when using these strategies as some sources are both more trustworthy or seem more                

trustworthy than others. 

 

These strategies are by the users expected to alleviate some of the issues but do not expect them to                   

fully make them free from the bubbles and echo chambers as described in this example, it's very hard                  

to leave.  

 

You should try to blow them up as often as possible, I think. It is difficult, of course, you can’t                    

quite kill filter bubbles completely, but it would be useful for everyone if you move outside                

their own filter bubble every now and then. As often as you can. Because then you get a better                   

conversation climate and I think less severe throws and less, what should I say, yeah it                

becomes less fierce. (Participant 6) 

 

They are often used to keep the user's knowledge from being inaccurate and fooled by fake news as                  

well as keeping their opinions from becoming destructive.  

 

To not be fooled. If we talk about the first strategies for not being self-destructive, I feel worse                  

or worse. But this with the source is good for not being destructive and sending out the wrong                  

information as, as will later be misinformed, I see as important. (Participant 7) 

 

So I have as much knowledge as possible about things that can be important, things that are                 

important to talk about, for example, and yes, I want to stay informed and try to be as                  

accurate as possible. (Participant 6) 

 

In general, the strategies taken by users can help improve the environment, but as mentioned they are                 

not foolproof as it both is hard to find a strategy that covers all the issues as well as that it requires a                       

lot of effort to use these strategies in the first place, which means as many users are quite passive, that                    

they do not help if you are not actively using them. 

6.2 Implications 

During the current study, several participants mentioned using Twitter mostly to receive news on              

political events and to follow other people who were involved in politics. These participants who               

showed an interest in politics reported that when using Twitter they could clearly see the existence of                 

echo chambers. These results build on existing evidence of echo chambers’ presence on Twitter.              

Barberá et al. (2015) found that on Twitter echo chambers were far more likely to form when political                  
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events were discussed compared to other events. This could suggest a possible correlation between              

political interest and the creation of echo chambers.  

 

Dubois and Blank (2018) concluded in their study on echo chambers that the people who were less                 

likely to find themselves in echo chambers were those with high political interest. Based on the                

findings in the current study it appears that those who have an interest in politics are more likely to                   

experience echo chambers on their social media landscapes, which is in contrast to the research               

conducted by Dubois and Blank (2018). Although their study took all media usage into account, which                

not only includes social media, but also news sites, radio, tv, and so forth, to see if the participants                   

could be considered to be in an echo chamber. Therefore, their study cannot quite be compared to                 

ours because it considered a general echo chamber spanned across all media whereas this study               

explores a more general experience of echo chambers for each social media channel or platform, but it                 

is an interesting aspect that could potentially be investigated more in future research.  

 

In the study made by Seargeant and Tagg (2019) they concluded that it is not only the personalisation                  

algorithms that shape the online environment for the user, but that the users themselves actually plays                

a large role too. They discuss how users tend to avoid and block content that they deem offensive,                  

meaning that is is content that they are not interested in receiving in the future and therefore choose                  

to remove. The findings of the current study build upon this narrative since several of the participants                 

reported a habit of avoiding and/or removing content that they do not wish to see. This study,                 

however, is not only limited to the content they find offensive but all types of content. Although the                  

participants of this study still claim that algorithms play a quite large role too, which would go against                  

Seargeant and Tagg (2019). There could possibly just be a gap between how the participants in each                 

study estimate their own landscape, but there is also the potential of the participants in the current                 

study not realising their own part in how the environment is shaped. They could perhaps be reluctant                 

to admit that they have a part in forming these concepts that they generally perceive as having a                  

negative influence on people who come in contact with them. 

 

Furthermore, the current study provides valuable insight into how social media users experience their              

social media landscapes and how they use various social media platforms and channels. It shows that                

even though discussion around filter bubbles and echo chambers have been somewhat divided             

previously there appears to be some concern regarding how personalisations algorithms could            

contribute to their existence and the ethics surrounding that. Several participants voiced negative             

opinions on how social media sorts and handles content, which could indicate that the companies               

running these platforms and channels should consider their approach to presenting content and             

engaging the users.  

6.3 Limitations 

There are two potential limitations to this study that should be acknowledged. The primary limitation               

is due to the small sample size used in this study and secondly a potential response bias. Because of                   

the small sample size of only ten participants, there is a lack of generalisability, therefore, this                

research cannot be applied to all social media users worldwide. This was, however a conscious choice                

by us researchers because (1) the time-constraint present that did not allow us to conduct larger-scale                

research, and (2) ten participants are enough to provide valuable insight into the user perspective on                

personalisation algorithms, which can potentially contribute to future research in the field. The             

possible response bias has the potential to invalidate some of the data that was gathered through the                 

interviews. Response bias is the risk of participants giving answers that they believe the researcher               

wants to hear, whether it be consciously or subconsciously the answers would not accurately represent               

real life. This was something that we were aware of from the start of this process and took into                   

consideration when designing the study. Due to the goal of this study being to understand human                

thoughts and emotions interviewing offered the best basis for this study since it allows for longer and                 
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more detailed accounts where the interviewee can explain the full extent of their experiences. To avoid                

this bias the questions were shaped with the intention to not lead the participants in any direction and                  

potentially skew their answers, and they were continually reminded to provide their honest opinions              

and experiences. 

6.4 Conclusions and recommendations  

6.4.1 How do university students at Jönköping University experience the effect of            

personalization algorithms on social media, and do they believe that “filter bubbles”            

and “echo chambers” exist?  

Users experience the personalisation algorithm as a good tool that can be used for gaining easy                

content related to their interests, entertainment and occasionally for news and other information.             

Most users thus experience them in a positive light as they are continuously helping them organize                

their content in an efficient way. They do, however, think that there are possible negative things that                 

can occur such as isolation in the form of the content they receive, whether it be due to biases, angeled                    

information or hidden content. They also experience a deeper correlation and connection between             

personalisation algorithms, echo chambers and filter bubbles, which they describe to be            

interconnected with each other. This connection they experience comes from how the personalisation             

algorithm seemingly has a strengthening effect on both filter bubbles and echo chambers and that               

personalisation algorithms might be partially responsible for their creation. 

 

The general consensus on whether filter bubbles exists or not was an overwhelming yes. The users all                 

describe either to have seen examples on their social media feeds or have beliefs that they exist on                  

other social media users feeds. A common example of filter bubbles was Youtube, as it often showed                 

the users the same content over and over again as well as how it has become so personalised. A                   

common example for echo chambers was Twitter, where people experienced it especially strong in              

conversations involving politics. The general consensus is thus that they do exist, but in differing               

degree depending on the platform, its uses, and it was described to be situational how visible they                 

were.  

 

6.4.2 To what extent do university students at Jönköping University use strategies,            

like information evaluation, when navigating their social media feeds, and how do            

they believe it affects the personalisation algorithms, “filter bubbles” and “echo           

chambers”? 

The strategies used by the participants are either focused on them getting a better experience in the                 

form of content gathering, gathering more trusted information, or understanding the content. There             

were several strategies that the participants used when moving around their social media landscape:              

(1) Passive navigation, where the user lets the personalization algorithm, who knows their interests              

well, decide what content to give them as that allows the user to easily navigate the content. (2)                  

Source evaluation, where the user looks up the trustworthiness of the source. (3) Multiple source               

searching, where the user looks at more than one source to get a better overall picture of the                  

information. (4) Responsibility taking, where the user is placed as responsible for their own content               

intake, and not the algorithm, thus making them carefully consider how they navigate to their content.                

(5) Creation of filter bubbles, where the user themselves filters away content they don’t want to see                 

and thus creates their own filter bubble of interesting content.  

 

The effects that these strategies have on filter bubbles and echo chambers are mostly to alleviate their                 

negative effects in the cases of source evaluation, multiple source search and responsibility taking.              

They take negative effects such as biases, considered information, angled information or hidden             

sources and through their own information search the user can alleviate some of the negative effects                

these have, such as intellectual isolation, radicalisation due to strengthened opinions, and so forth.              

The other two strategies do the opposite. The passive navigation strategy allows the algorithm to just                
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follow the user and keep learning their behaviour, thus increasing the possibility of a filter bubble or                 

echo chamber to be created, which some users don’t seem opposed to as long as it is in moderation.                   

The creation of filter bubble is a more active approach with the same outcome, the user is just taking                   

steps such as searching, liking and following people to create the end result 

 

6.4.3 Recommendations 

What this research has shown is that users don’t necessarily have a negative viewpoint of filter bubbles                 

and echo chambers that much of the literature expressed. The recommendation is thus that this more                

positive new viewpoint is further studied and looked into especially in connection to passive              

navigation and users creating their own filter bubbles, so a more comprehensive view can be gained on                 

these phenomena. 

 

Another recommendation is to look further into how cultural, political or other variables can affect the                

answers in a study such as this one. This could then provide a perspective on how generalizable this                  

type of study could be and how applicable the answers in this study could be for a different area.  

 

When these interviews were conducted a question that was often asked by the participants was what                

the words strategy and navigation were referring to. This could indicate an issue with              

misinterpretation on the questions that used those two terms. Although all participants who asked did               

get a further explanation on what they meant, those who didn’t ask might have not understood the                 

question properly and chosen to answer it regardless. In connection to that, a recommendation to               

further studies with the intention of looking into what user strategies might exist and how they could                 

affect these phenomena or other similar topics might consider explaining those terms in the context of                

the research before asking the questions to avoid the potential misunderstanding. It might be a good                

idea to let the participant have access to a description of each term and/or question to make sure that                   

they are always aware of what the question is about. This allows the participants to be comfortable in                  

what they know and it also reminds them of what the topic is so that they can stay on track. 

 

The sample size for this study was 10 interview questions with students at Jönköping university, due                

to this rather small sample, in accordance to the research behind the interview design, the               

generalizability for this study is low. One recommendation is then to perform this study with a bigger                 

sample size to gain better generalizability for the results, so they can be better applied for the group.                  

In connection to that this study is also recommended to be conducted with a more diverse sample of                  

people, as social media users are a wider range of people than students. This would also increase                 

generalizability and make it more applicable for social media users in general. 

6.5 Further research 

During the current study, the perceived existence of filter bubbles and echo chambers were explored               

and the results showed a consensus among the participants in the belief that these concepts do exist.                 

However, previous research (Dubois and Blank, 2018) has found the existence of these concepts to be                

overstated. It would appear that there might be a gap between what the users experience and what the                  

researchers tend to find. Therefore, it is suggested that further research study this gap and try to                 

understand why it might be. It is suggested that the study combines the interview approach with an                 

investigation of the respondent’s social media feeds. This would allow the researchers to see whether               

the participants provide an accurate representation of their social media landscape and if there is a                

gap between participant and researcher, and if so why that is and if there is any way to bridge that gap. 

 

Another aspect that could potentially be explored in future research is the relationship between              

political interest and the formation of echo chambers, which the current study only touches on.               

Barberá et al. (2015) saw a pattern where echo chambers on Twitter more often formed when the                 

discussion was of a political nature and the participants partaking in the current study also mentioned                
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politics in relation to echo chambers on Twitter. It would be interesting to see what is causing that                  

pattern and if it can be seen on other platforms as well, such as Facebook. Facebook is one of the                    

biggest social media platforms and since it allows both regular users and news outlets to share articles                 

on current events, political and others, there is a potential to explore if there possibly is a similar                  

correlation that can be seen on Facebook as has been observed on Twitter.   
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 Preparation document in English 

 

Hi, under the upcoming weeks are me and my partner looking for people who could be part of an                   

interview about their experiences with social media as part of our thesis. 

I now wonder if you could consider taking part and answering some open-ended questions about your                

experience on social media, with personalization algorithms and their impact on you. 

 

 

 

The interview will focus on what strategies you use when navigating your social media landscape as                

well as your experience in connection to 3 areas that we want to study deeper with this thesis.                  

(description down below) If you have the possibility, we would like you to think through your                

experiences, so you have a clear image and a formulated opinion on your experiences for us to receive                  

detailed answers. 

 

Personalization algorithms 

In the current social media landscape algorithms oversee the organization of content and decides what               

information is shown to which user. This decision is often dependent on their previous behaviour,               

such as what they have liked, shared or clicked on before, which informs the algorithm on what to                  

show that user. 

 

Filter bubbles  

Filter bubbles arise when website algorithms begin suggesting information that it believes the user              

most likely wants to see. Filter bubbles basically mean that the personalized algorithms filter out               

information and only show what it believes the user wants to see. 

 

“A filter bubble is an alleged phenomenon that would occur as a result of personalized results of                 

information searches, such as when a user uses a search engine on the internet or shares and likes                  

things on a social medium. Various algorithms will then automatically filter and sort the hit list and                 

suggestions for content depending on the user's information such as what they have searched, clicked               

on and liked before or where the person is located. " — Wikipedia (2020) 

 

Echo chambers  

Echo chamber, within the context of media, describes a situation in which beliefs are being reinforced                

by repetition within a closed system. A person in an echo chamber is mostly interacting with                

information and opinions that agree with their current worldview and opinions. 

 

“Echo chamber is a term used about a situation in mass media where opinions are reinforced, similar                 

to an echo, by being repeated by different actors with the same ideological view without taking into                 

account or presenting opponents' arguments and positions that challenge their own worldview.” —             

Wikipedia (2020) 
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Appendix 2 Control form in English 

 

Date & time 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Age 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Gender 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Education 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
International student? 

YES NO 

  

 
Political interest  

1 2 3 4 5 

     

  
 
How many different types of media do you use? 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
How much time do you generally spend on social media? 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Is it okay that we record this interview (the recording will only be used as a tool for a more thorough 
analysis)? 

YES NO 

  

 
 

 

 

 

42 



 

Appendix 3 Interview questions in English 

 

Social media 

● What social media do you use? How do you use them? 

● How do you feel about social media in general? 

● How do you experience your own social media landscape? 

● How do you navigate your social media landscape? 

● Are there any strategies that you commonly use when navigating your social media landscape,              

if so explain how? 

○ How much do you use this strategy? 

○ Why do you use this strategy? 

 

Personalization Algorithms 

● How do you feel about personalisation algorithms in general? 

● How do you experience personalisation algorithms in your own social media landscape? 

● What effect do you believe personalisation algorithms have on your social media landscape? 

● How do you believe your navigation strategy affects the personalization algorithm? 

 

Filter bubbles 

● Do you believe filter bubbles exist on social media in general? 

● Do you believe that filter bubbles exist on your social media landscape, if so how do you feel                  

about it? 

○ Why do you believe you (don't) have filter bubbles on your social media?  

● What effect do you think filter bubbles can have on information gathering? 

● What effect do you think personalisation algorithms can have on filter bubbles? 

● How do you believe your navigation strategy affects filter bubbles? 

 

Echo chambers 

● Do you believe echo chambers exist on social media in general? 

● Do you believe that echo chambers exist on your social media landscape, if so how do you feel                  

about? 

○ Why do you believe you (don't) have echo chambers on your social media?  

● What effect do you think echo chambers can have on information gathering? 

● What effect do you think personalisation algorithms can have on echo chambers? 

● How do you believe your navigation strategy affects the echo chamber phenomena? 

 

Final question 

● Okay to end of this interview we wanted to know if you have learned anything new from this                  

experience? 

○ If so what? 
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