











Compliance and LATE estimates

Due to minimal non-compliance with assigned treatments (Extended
DataFig.2and Supplementary Information section1.8.1), the ITT esti-
mates do not strictly represent average treatment effects. We esti-
mate LATE for compliers, thatis, for respondents who adhered to their
assigned feed setting, using instrumental variables regressions, with
the assigned feed setting used as an instrument for the feed setting
actually used.

We define ‘actual’ feed use during the treatment phase using treat-
ment assignments and respondents’ self-reported compliance from
the post-treatment survey. Respondents are classified as compliant if
they answered ‘always’ or ‘most of the time’ to the question, ‘Did you
stick to the assigned feed?’ Based on this, we construct two variables:
Actual Algo; and Actual Chrono,.

Actual Algo, equals 1if respondent i was compliant and assigned to
thealgorithmicfeed, or non-compliant and assigned to the chronologi-
cal feed, implying they used the algorithmic feed. Conversely, Actual
Chrono;equals1ifthe respondent was compliant and assigned to the
chronological feed, or non-compliant and assigned to the algorithmic
feed. By construction, Actual Chrono;=1- Actual Algo,.

We estimate two-stage least squares regressions, with the second
stage specified as follows:

¥;= a+ yHat(Initial Chrono; x Actual Algo,)
+y,Hat(Initial Algo, x Actual Chrono;) 2)
+p,Initial Algo, + X';T +¢;

Hat() denotes the fitted value from the corresponding first-stage
regression. The two first-stage regressions predict the following:

Hat(Initial Chrono;x Actual Algo,) with Initial Chrono; x Treatment
Algo; and Hat(Initial Algo, x Actual Chrono,) with Initial Algo; x Treat-
ment Chrono,. With a compliance rate of 85.38%, the instruments are
extremely strong: in all specifications, the F-statistics for the excluded
instruments in the first stage exceed 1,000.

In equation (2), y, represents the LATE estimate of the effect of
switching the algorithmon, and y, the corresponding effect of switch-
ingit off. The main LATE estimates are reported in Extended DataFig. 3.
Given the high compliance rate, the ITT and LATE estimates are very
similar.

In Supplementary Information Fig. 2.13, we also report LATE esti-
mates using a more conservative definition of self-reported com-
pliance, in which arespondent is considered compliant only if they
answered ‘always’ to the question ‘Did you stick to the assigned feed?’
For those who answered ‘almost always’, we assume that they complied
withthe assigned setting at any moment only with probability 0.5. In this
case, theinstruments remain very strong and the results are very similar.

Theresultsare alsorobust to restricting the analysis torespondents
whose compliance was confirmed through observation, that is, those
who installed the Google Chrome extension and remained on their
assigned feed setting (Supplementary Fig. 2.12).

Attrition and Lee bounds estimates

Significant attrition was observed between the pre-treatment and
post-treatment surveys, common to studies like ours. Attrition rates
did not differ across treatment groups. We formally assess whether
selective attrition could bias our results using Lee bounds and conclude
that attrition does not meaningfully affect our findings. Details are
provided in Supplementary Information section1.8.2, and results are
reported in Extended Data Fig. 6.
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points (US$2.50). Therefore, participants could earn up to 10,000
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The experimental interventions were limited to the choice of feed
setting, which is freely available to every user on the X platform. No
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Supplementary Information section 1.1.
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Use X with assigned feed setting for 7 weeks
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Post-treatment survey
¥

Post-treatment survey participation
= 4,965 subjects completed both surveys (2,600 had shared their X handle)

With option to re-run Chrome extension: 599

Extended DataFig.1|Flow Diagram for the Experiment.
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Extended DataFig.2|Compliance.Ontheleft, mean compliance by measure

Compliance measures

89.15% 93.49%
. (]

n=4965 n=599

El Self-reported, at least 'most of the time'
El Observed, post-treatment survey
0 Observed, pre-treatment survey

of observed and self-reported compliance. Observed compliance is based
onthe Chrome extension, which provides information onwhich feed setting

respondents are onwhenusing the extension. Self-reported compliance isbased

Self-reported compliance distribution

post-treatment (n = 4965)
601 58.09%

40

27.29%

20+

Percent of respondents

onaquestioninthe post-treatmentsurvey asking the respondents whether
they complied with the assigned treatment. On the right, distribution of values
for self-reported compliance. Sample sizeindicated on the figure. The unit of
observationis respondent.
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Treatment Effects of Switching Feed Settings

Chrono to Algorithm
Local Avg. Treatment Effect

User engagement (PCA)

Partisanship and affective polarisation (PCA)

Conservative policy priorities (PCA)

Beliefs: Investigating Trump unacceptable (all)

Pro-Kremlin attitudes on Ukraine War (PCA)

All attitudes on policies and current news (PCA)

Low well-being (PCA)

e  Point estimate in SD (No controls)
Point estimate in SD (Controls)

Extended DataFig.3|Engagement and Political Attitudes. LATE Estimates
by Initial Feed Setting. Local Average Treatment Effect (LATE) estimates of
the effect of switching the algorithm on (left panel) and switching it of f (right
panel) inSD. The left panel: the effect of moving from the chronological to the
algorithmic feed for usersinitially on the chronological feed. Right panel: the
effectof movingin the opposite direction for users initially on the algorithmic
feed.“Chrono” and “Algorithm” refer to the chronological and algorithmic
feeds, respectively. Foreach outcome, the results of two specifications are
reported.Inblue: the unconditional estimates with robust standard errors,
controlling only for theinitial feed setting and, where applicable, pre-treatment

Algorithm to Chrono
Local Avg. Treatment Effect

0.178, p = 0.027 - -0.076,p=0.102
<>
0014, p=0618 4 -0.000, p = 0977
- 0.175, p=0.008 0.056, p =0.126
- - 0.121, p = 0.031 == 0,003, p = 0.913
- = 0.187, p = 0.004 0.013,p=0.727
0.208, p < 0.001 0.051,p=0.136
-
0.043, p = 0.394 ' 0.016, p = 0.598
0.0 0.2 0.4 -0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4

—— 95% CI (No controls)
—— 95% CI (Controls)

=== 90% CI (No controls)
90% CI (Controls)

outcome levels. In orange: the conditional estimates, controlling for pre-
treatment covariates using Generalized Random Forests (GRFs). 90% and 95%
Clsarereported. Numerical effect sizes and p-values printed on the figure
correspond to the conditional estimates (all tests are two-sided). The unit

of observationisrespondent. Fromtop to bottom, sample sizes aren =4965,
n=3337,n=4965,n=4965,n=4596,n=4596,and n=4850. Methods describe
the tests. SITable S2.16 reports the exact numerical point estimates,
standard errors, confidence intervals and sample sizes for every specification.
Alloutcomes are standardized.



Treatment Effects of Switching Feed Settings

Chrono to Algorithm

Republicans, Independents

User engagement (PCA) - 0.124, p = 0.104
Partisanship and affective polarisation (PCA) - -0.036, p = 0.476
Conservative policy priorities (PCA) T—— 0.142, p = 0.050
Beliefs: Investigating Trump unacceptable (all) - 0.171,p=0.013
Pro-Kremlin attitudes on Ukraine War (PCA) :_&0.224, p=0.003
All attitudes on policies and current news (PCA) :_._—-(1206, p = 0.006
Low well-being (PCA) o 0091, p = 0.067

-06 -04 -02 00 02 04 06 -06

Chrono to Algorithm
Democrats

User engagement (PCA) - 0.157, p = 0.065

Partisanship and affective polarisation (PCA)

Conservative policy priorities (PCA)

Beliefs: Investigating Trump unacceptable (all)

Pro-Kremlin attitudes on Ukraine War (PCA)

All attitudes on policies and current news (PCA)

Low well-being (PCA)

-04 -0.2

e  Point estimate (No controls)
Point estimate (Controls)

ExtendedDataFig.4|Engagementand Political Attitudes. ITT Estimates

by Initial Feed Setting: Separately for Republicans and Independents vs.
Democrats. Replication of main-text Fig. 2 separately in the subsamples of (1)
self-declared Republicans and Independents and (2) self-declared Democrats.
Intention-to-treat (ITT) effect estimates in SD. Left panel: ITT estimates of
switching the algorithmon. Right panel: ITT estimates of switching the algorithm
off.“Chrono” and “Algorithm” refer to the chronological and algorithmic feeds,
respectively. For each outcome, the results of two specifications are reported.
Inblue: the unconditional estimates with robust standard errors, controlling only
fortheinitial feed setting and, where applicable, pre-treatment outcome levels.
Inorange: the conditional estimates, controlling for pre-treatment covariates
using Generalized Random Forests (GRFs). 90% and 95% Cls are reported.
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Numerical effect sizes and p-values printed on the figure correspond to the
conditional estimates (all tests are two-sided). The unit of observation is
respondent. From top tobottom, sample sizes aren=2659,n=1059,n =2659,

n=2659,n=2452,n=2452,

and n=2596 for Republicanand Independent

respondents; n=2306,n=2278,n=2306,n=2306,n=2144,n=2144, and

n=2255for Democratic respondents. Methods describe the tests. Sl Table S2.16

reports the exact numerical point estimates, standard errors, confidence

intervals and sample sizes for every specification. Extremely few Democrats
think thatinvestigating Trumpis unacceptable. Alloutcomes are standardized.
ITT effect estimates separately for Republicans and Independents are shownin

SIFig.S2.11.
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Treatment Effects of Switching Feed Settings

Chrono to Algorithm
Weighted: Initial Algorithm

User engagement (PCA)

Partisanship and affective polarisation (PCA)

Conservative policy priorities (PCA)

Beliefs: Investigating Trump unacceptable (all)

Pro-Kremlin attitudes on Ukraine War (PCA)

All attitudes on policies and current news (PCA)

Low well-being (PCA)

® Point estimate in SD (No controls)

Point estimate in SD (Controls)

Extended DataFig. 5| Engagementand Political Attitudes. ITT Estimates
byInitial Feed Setting: Re-weighted to Address Selectioninto Initial Feed.
Replication of main-text Fig. 2 with subsample of respondents initially on

the chronological feed re-weighted to mimic the subsample initially on the
algorithmicfeed, and vice versa. Intention-to-treat (ITT) effect estimates in SD.
Left panel: ITT estimates of switching the algorithm on. Right panel: ITT
estimates of switching the algorithm off. “Chrono” and “Algorithm” stand for
the chronological and algorithmic feeds, respectively. For each outcome, the
results of two specificationsarereported. Inblue: the unconditional estimates
withrobuststandard errors, controlling only for the initial feed setting and,

Algorithm to Chrono
Weighted: Initial Chrono

0.108, p = 0.074 ¢ -0.049, p = 0.143
®
-0.010, p = 0.637 0.010, p = 0.386
-~ ee—
- 0.134, p = 0.005 - 0.048, p = 0.071
- e——
0.103, p = 0.012 0.008, p =0.728
-~ ——
0.091, p = 0.064 - 0.018, p = 0.506
- ——
0.128, p = 0.004 - 0.028, p = 0.250
-ea—
‘ 0.038, p =0.345 0.012, p = 0.587
0.0 0.2 0.4 -04 02 0.0 0.2 0.4

—— 95% CI (No controls)
95% CI (Controls)

=== 90% CI (No controls)
90% CI (Controls)

where applicable, pre-treatment outcome levels. In orange: the conditional
estimates, controlling for pre-treatment covariates using Generalized Random
Forests (GRFs).90% and 95% Cls arereported. Numerical effect sizes and p-values
printed onthe figure correspond to the conditional estimates (all tests are
two-sided). The unit of observationis respondent. From top to bottom, sample
sizesaren=4965,n=3337,n=4965,n=4965,n=4596,n=4596,and n =4850.
Methods describe the tests. SI Table S2.16 reports the exact numerical point
estimates, standard errors, confidence intervals and sample sizes for every
specification. Alloutcomes are standardized.



Treatment Effects of Switching Feed Settings: Lee Bounds

Chrono to Algorithm Algorithm to Chrono

User engagement (PCA) [-0.086, 0.287] [-0.169, 0.019]

Partisanship and affective polarisation (PCA) [-0.127, 0.378] ~mmm@ums- [-0.138, 0.094]

All attitudes on policies and current news (PCA)
Conservative policy priorities (PCA)
Beliefs: Investigating Trump unacceptable (all)

Pro-Kremlin attitudes on Ukraine War (PCA)

—aen g [0.025, 0.416] g [-0.090, 0.109]

e [0.007, 0.298] ~mmsgum- [-0.050, 0.107]
~mngues- [0.010, 0.293] -mmmpum- [-0.077, 0.067]

— G- [0.003, 0.368] ~mmmgims- [-0.154, 0.058]

Low well-being (PCA) [-0.164, 0.326] megum—- [-0.045, 0.174]
-0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 -0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4
® Point estimate e 90% CI = 95% CI

Extended DataFig. 6| Engagement and Political Attitudes. Selective Attrition
DoesNotDrive Results: Lee Bounds of ITT Estimates by Initial Feed Setting.
Lee bounds for the unconditional point estimates of switching the algorithm
on (left panel) and switching it off (right panel). The left panel: estimates for
respondents with chronological feed as aninitial settingand who were assigned
tothealgorithm. Theright panel: estimates for respondents with the algorithm as
aninitial feed setting and who were assigned to the chronological feed. “Chrono”

and “Algorithm” stand for the chronological and algorithmic feeds, respectively.
90% and 95% Cls are reported graphically and 95% Cls printed numerically.
Theunitof observationis respondent. From top tobottom, samplesizes are
n=4965,n=3337,n=4965,n=4965,n=4596,n=4596,and n=4850. Methods
describethetests.SITable S2.16 reports the exact numerical estimates and
samplesizes for every specification. Alloutcomes are standardized. A similar
figure for the accounts followed by usersis presented in SIFig. S1.15.
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Treatment Effects of Switching Feed Settings

Chrono to Algorithm Algorithm to Chrono
Political leaning of content
| EEEEEE——
Conservative share 0.351,p=0.018 -0.044,p=0.517
Liberal share ~ - 0.110, p = 0.412 = -0.053, p = 0.493
Political activist content
Any political activist share ~0.373, p = 0.005 --0.277, p < 0.001
. . -
Conservative activist share - 0.369, p = 0.024 +-0.089, p=0.197
- !
Liberal activist share 0.203, p = 0.141 --0.227, p = 0.004
News content
Any news outlet share - - -0.513, p < 0.001 - 0.774, p < 0.001
. - ——
Conservative news share - - -0.058, p = 0.630 - 0.282, p = 0.002
Liberal news share - -o.lt33, p =0.002 0.498, p < 0.001
Entertainment/official content
Entertainment share - ~0.085, p = 0.499 --0.272, p < 0.001
Official share -0.008, p = 0.943 0.043, p = 0.663
-1.0 -05 0.0 1.0 -1.0 -05 0.0 05 1.0

e  Point estimate in SD (No controls)
Point estimate in SD (Controls)

Extended DataFig.7|Content that Users See: ITT Estimates by Initial Feed
Setting. Intention-to-treat (ITT) effect estimates of switching the algorithm
on (left panel) and switching it off (right panel) in SD. Left panel: the effect of
moving fromthe chronological to the algorithmic feed for usersinitially on the
chronological feed. Right panel: the effect of moving in the opposite direction
forusersinitially on the algorithmic feed. “Chrono” and “Algorithm” refer to
the chronological and algorithmic feeds, respectively. For each outcome, the
results of two specifications are reported. In blue: the unconditional estimates
withrobuststandard errors, controlling only for the initial feed setting.

—— 95% CI (No controls)
95% CI (Controls)

== 90% CI (No controls)
90% CI (Controls)

Inorange: the conditional estimates, controlling for pre-treatment covariates
using Generalized Random Forests (GRFs). 90% and 95% Cls are reported.
Numerical effect sizes and p-values printed on the figure correspond to the
conditional estimates (all tests are two-sided). The unit of observationis
respondent. The sample sizeis n =599 for all outcomes. Methods describe the
tests. SITable S2.16 reports the exact numerical point estimates, standard errors,
confidenceintervalsand samplessizes for every specification. Alloutcomes are
standardized.



Extended Data Table 1| Summary Statistics by Initial Feed

Setting
Inmre-T. Feed SetTing
Chr i Algorithm
Variable Mean (Standard Deviation)
General Information
Gender Share of Males 0.50 (0.50) 0.52 (0.50)
Race Share of Whites 0.82 (0.39) 0.77 (0.42)
Education Share of 4-year college or above 0.63 (0.48) 0.56 (0.50)
Age 51.62 (14.25) 50.06 (15.14)
XUse
X use frequency 5.04 (1.18) 4.85(1.24)
X posting frequency 2.89(2.07) 2.94 (2.07)
News consumption Share of soft news consumption 0.63 (0.48) 0.61(0.49)
Share of hard news consumption 0.73 (0.44) 0.68 (0.47)
Well-being
Life Dissatisfaction 453 (2.11) 461(2.11)
Unhappiness 2.05 (0.70) 2.04 (0.72)
Political Attitudes
Affective polarisation 34.46 (31.01) 38.67 (31.58)
Partisanship Share of Democrats 0.47 (0.50) 0.46 (0.50)
Share of Independents 0.30 (0.46) 0.28 (0.45)
Share of Republicans 0.19 (0.39) 0.22 (0.42)
Share of Some other party 0.03 (0.18) 0.03 (0.18)
Number of Observations 1206 3759

Means and SD (in parentheses) for pre-treatment characteristics by initial feed settings.
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Extended Data Table 2 | Accounts Shown in Chronological Feed: Llama 3 Annotations

) ) ®) “) ®) 6) @) ®) ©)
Probability of seeing account in chronological feed that is:
Conservative Political Activist Conservat. Polit. Activist
B+: Initial Chrono 0.082**  0.090***  0.066** 0.031 0.046 0.039 0.054** 0.061** 0.047*
x Treatment Algo (0.034) (0.033) (0.030) (0.034) (0.030) (0.030) (0.027) (0.026) (0.025)
B2 Initial Algo 0.017 0.024 0.020 -0.009 0.003 0.000 0.012 0.018 0.016
x Treatment Chrono (0.022) (0.021) (0.018) (0.020) (0.018) (0.017) (0.015) (0.015) (0.013)
Placebo &4 Init. Chrono -0.002 -0.020 -0.009 0.039 0.009 0.010 -0.007 -0.020 -0.013
x Treat. Algo Pre-Treat (0.040) (0.038) (0.030) (0.034) (0.028) (0.025) (0.027) (0.026) (0.020)
Placebo &,: Init. Algo 0.008 0.002 -0.001 0.010 -0.002 -0.003 0.011 0.007 0.005
x Treat. Chrono Pre-Treat (0.021) (0.021) (0.018) (0.019) (0.018) (0.017) (0.015) (0.015) (0.013)
Initial Algo 0.023 0.024 -0.001 0.002 -0.004 -0.007 0.000 0.001 -0.016
(0.03) (0.03) (0.025) (0.027) (0.023) (0.021) (0.021) (0.021) (0.018)
Mean dependent variable 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22
Observations 134706 134706 134706 134706 134706 134706 134706 134706 134706
X Use Controls v v v v \/ \/
Demogr. & Polit. Controls \ \ \

Regression estimates of the intention-to-treat (ITT) and placebo effects on the chronological feed’s political content measured using
Llama 3 annotations (see Sl Section $1.5.1 for details of measures and Sl Section 2.7 for the specification, namely, equation 10). The unit

of observation is X post. Sample size is reported in the Table. Col. 1, 4, and 7 report estimates without controls, examining effects on
Conservative content (1), political activist content (4), and Conservative political activist content (7). Col. 2, 5, and 8 add controls for
pre-treatment X use frequency and purpose. Col. 3, 6, and 9 further include X use, demographic, and political controls. All specifications
control for respondents’ initial feed settings. For each outcome, coefficients 3, and 3, capture content changes in the chronological feed
between pre- and post-treatment periods, while 51and &, serve as placebo estimates validating the randomization. The sample is restricted
to posts shown in the chronological feed setting. Standard errors are clustered by respondent. ***, **, and * indicate statistical significance
at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively (all tests are two-sided).
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Statistics

For all statistical analyses, confirm that the following items are present in the figure legend, table legend, main text, or Methods section.

n/a | Confirmed
E The exact sample size (n) for each experimental group/condition, given as a discrete number and unit of measurement

E A statement on whether measurements were taken from distinct samples or whether the same sample was measured repeatedly

X

J The statistical test(s) used AND whether they are one- or two-sided
Only common tests should be described solely by name; describe more complex techniques in the Methods section.

A description of all covariates tested

X X

A description of any assumptions or corrections, such as tests of normality and adjustment for multiple comparisons

A full description of the statistical parameters including central tendency (e.g. means) or other basic estimates (e.g. regression coefficient)
AND variation (e.g. standard deviation) or associated estimates of uncertainty (e.g. confidence intervals)

For null hypothesis testing, the test statistic (e.g. F, t, r) with confidence intervals, effect sizes, degrees of freedom and P value noted
Give P values as exact values whenever suitable.

X

For Bayesian analysis, information on the choice of priors and Markov chain Monte Carlo settings

For hierarchical and complex designs, identification of the appropriate level for tests and full reporting of outcomes

XXX [ 00 000 0O 00
X

HpEEN

Estimates of effect sizes (e.g. Cohen's d, Pearson's r), indicating how they were calculated

Our web collection on statistics for biologists contains articles on many of the points above.

Software and code

Policy information about availability of computer code

Data collection  For the survey data, no software was used by the researchers. We worked with the survey company YouGov. To collect the X data, we used a
custom Chrome extension and Python 3.12.3.

Data analysis We use Python 3.12.3, R4.3.3 (with the package grf version 2.4.0), and Stata 19 (with the package leebounds version 1.5). All Python and R
packages used are open-source and available under their respective licenses. Stata 19 is a proprietary software from StataCorp LLC under a
commercial license. The full list of packages used for each software is provided in the replication folder.

For manuscripts utilizing custom algorithms or software that are central to the research but not yet described in published literature, software must be made available to editors and
reviewers. We strongly encourage code deposition in a community repository (e.g. GitHub). See the Nature Portfolio guidelines for submitting code & software for further information.

Data

Policy information about availability of data
All manuscripts must include a data availability statement. This statement should provide the following information, where applicable:

- Accession codes, unique identifiers, or web links for publicly available datasets
- A description of any restrictions on data availability

- For clinical datasets or third party data, please ensure that the statement adheres to our policy

The replication data is available in the Figshare repository (https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.28033772). We notably provide all anonymized survey, newsfeeds,




and followings data from our experiment. To comply with IRB directives and respect the privacy of our respondents, we deleted all identifiable information. We
notably deleted: respondents' X (formerly Twitter) handles, the text of the posts and the name of the accounts shown to them in the newsfeeds, and the lists of the
accounts they followed. In addition to our own data collection, we used five external datasets: a dataset of all US cities, states, and counties (Source: https://
github.com/grammakov/USA-cities-and-states); a dataset of news media bias (Source: R. E. Robertson, et al., Auditing partisan audience bias within Google Search.
Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction 2 (CSCW), 148 (2018), doi:10.1145/3274417); a dataset containing the universe of posts by congressmen
on X between January 2023 and July 2023 (Source: https://alexlitel.github.io/congresstweets/); a dataset containing the universe of X handles of news media outlets
(Source: U. Matter, P. Widmer, Who Owns the Online Media?, Tech. rep., SSRN (2021).1484); and the ANES Social Media Study Dataset (Source: https://
electionstudies.org/data-center/2020-2022-social-media-study/). These external datasets are also included in the replication repository.

Research involving human participants, their data, or biological material

Policy information about studies with human participants or human data. See also policy information about sex, gender (identity/presentation),
and sexual orientation and race, ethnicity and racism.

Reporting on sex and gender This study collected self-reported gender information through YouGov's survey panel (male, female, or prefer not to
disclose). All respondents identified as either male or female. According to the summary statistics, approximately 52% of
participants identified as male across both initial feed settings (50% for those initially on chronological feed and 53% for
those on algorithmic feed). The study uses 'gender' rather than 'sex' as the data comes from self-reporting. No biological sex
data was collected. Gender was included as a control variable in robustness checks but was not a primary focus of analysis.
The study did not perform specific gender-based analyses of the algorithm's effects. We conducted our study independently
of a social media platform, which means that our sample is smaller than what might otherwise have been possible, restricting
our options to do heterogeneity analyses for reasons of statistical power (as described in the manuscript). The full dataset
with individual-level gender information was collected with participant consent and is available in the repository, with
appropriate privacy protections for identifiable information.

Reporting on race, ethnicity, or The study used several socially relevant variables: gender, race, education, and political partisanship, all of them self-

other socially relevant reporting through the YouGov survey platform. For details on the gender information, see the previous question. For linear

groupings regressions, some variables were dichotomized: Race was collected with eight categories in the YouGov survey, but due to
small sample sizes in individual non-white categories, was dichotomized by the researchers into 'White' (78% of participants)
and 'Other' categories for statistical analysis. Education was collected on a six-point scale (from 'No High School' to 'Post-
graduate'), which researchers dichotomized into '4-year college degree or above' versus 'below 4-year college degree'. This
corresponds to a dichotomization along our sample's median. Political partisanship was self-identified as Democrat,
Republican, Independent, or Other party.
These demographic variables were not used as proxies for other social constructs. They were included as controls in
robustness checks, but the main results presented in the paper also show specifications without demographic controls,
relying solely on the experimental randomization. When examining treatment effect heterogeneity using LASSO, these
variables were included to predict initial feed choice.

Population characteristics The sample consisted of 4965 active, US-based, X users, of which approximately (up to rounding) 52% were males, 58% had a
four-year college degree or more, 78% were white, 46% declared themselves as Democrats, 32% as Independents, and 21%
as Republicans (percentages are rounded and may not sum to 100%). The average age in the sample was 50 years old.

Recruitment Participants were recruited through the survey company YouGov, drawing from U.S.-based registered members of the
YouGov panel. Of 13,265 panel members contacted, 3,434 were screened out as they were not active X users (defined as
using X less than 'several times a month'). The study design only admitted participants who self-reported being active on X at
least 'several times a month' and provided informed consent. Of the 9,831 eligible participants, 8,363 provided consent, and
6,043 completed the pre-treatment survey. The final sample consisted of 4,965 participants who completed both pre- and
post-treatment surveys.

Several potential sources of bias should be noted. First, the sample is limited to YouGov panel members who are active X
users, which may not be representative of the general U.S. population or all X users. Second, there was attrition between
surveys -- approximately 21.8% of pre-treatment respondents did not complete the post-treatment survey. However,
attrition rates were similar across treatment groups (21.88% for chronological and 21.72% for algorithmic, p = 0.87), and Lee
bounds analysis was conducted to assess the robustness of results to selective attrition.

Ethics oversight We obtained ethical approval from the Ethics Committee of the University of St. Gallen, Switzerland.

Note that full information on the approval of the study protocol must also be provided in the manuscript.
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Study description This study is a quantitative field experiment that randomized X (formerly Twitter) users to different feed settings (algorithmic vs.
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Study description chronological) for seven weeks in 2023. The study collected quantitative data through pre- and post-treatment surveys,
computational analysis of feed content, and analysis of accounts followed by participants.

Research sample The research sample consists of 4,965 active U.S.-based X users recruited through the YouGov survey panel. The sample
demographics include: mean age of approximately 49 years (with standard deviation of about 15 years), 52% male, 78% white, and
58% with a college degree or higher. Prior to the experiment, 76% of participants used the algorithmic feed (X's default setting) and
24% used the chronological feed. The sample is not representative of the general U.S. population as it is limited to active X users
(defined as using X at least 'several times a month'). However, this selection was necessary for the objective of understanding the
effects of X's recommender algorithm on users' political attitudes.

Sampling strategy The sample was recruited from YouGov's U.S. panel of respondents through rolling admission in July 2023. All panel members were
contacted and screened for eligibility (being active on X at least 'several times a month'), resulting in 6,043 pre-treatment survey
completions and 4,965 post-treatment survey completions. No formal sample size calculations were performed prior to data
collection. The approximate sample size was given by our budget (we remunerated participants). The achieved sample size of nearly
5,000 participants provided sufficient statistical power to detect significant treatment effects, as demonstrated by the precise
estimates reported in the study.

Data collection Data were collected through these methods: online surveys administered through YouGov's platform at the beginning and end of the
seven-week experiment period, including the option to run a custom Google Chrome extension that captured feed content from
participants who opted to install it, and public X account data for participants who shared their handles.

The study was conducted entirely online without direct interaction between researchers and participants. Treatment assignment
(algorithmic vs. chronological feed) was randomized through the YouGov platform. The researchers were blind to individual
participants' treatment assignments during data collection. Participants were informed about the general purpose of studying X's
newsfeed but were not aware of specific hypotheses.
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Timing Pre-treatment survey data were collected on a rolling basis in July 2023. Post-treatment survey data were collected from the end of
August through September 2023. The average duration between entering and leaving the study was seven weeks.

Data exclusions Participants were recruited through the survey company YouGov, drawing from U.S.-based registered members of the YouGov panel.
Of 13,265 panel members contacted, 3,434 were screened out as they were not active X users (defined as using X less than 'several
times a month'). The study design only admitted participants who self-reported being active on X at least 'several times a month' and
provided informed consent. No participants were excluded after.

Non-participation Of the 9,831 eligible participants (see above), 8,363 provided consent, and 6,043 completed the pre-treatment survey. The final
sample consisted of 4,965 participants who returned to also fill out the post-treatment survey. This corresponds to a 50.5% response
rate.

Randomization Participants were randomized into the algorithmic or chronological feed setting through a random generator on the YouGov survey
platform.

Reporting for specific materials, systems and methods

We require information from authors about some types of materials, experimental systems and methods used in many studies. Here, indicate whether each material,
system or method listed is relevant to your study. If you are not sure if a list item applies to your research, read the appropriate section before selecting a response.

Materials & experimental systems Methods
Involved in the study n/a | Involved in the study
Antibodies E D ChlP-seq
Eukaryotic cell lines E D Flow cytometry
Palaeontology and archaeology E D MRI-based neuroimaging

Animals and other organisms
Clinical data
Dual use research of concern
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Plants

Seed stocks Not used.

Novel plant genotypes  Not used.

Authentication Not used.
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