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industry insiders called ‘Per-
sonalized Amplification’ This
is why I would argue that in the
United States, we need to disen-
tangle First Amendment rights,
freedom of speech, from efforts
to regulate social media. In the
end, this has very little to do with
freedom of speech, sincetheseal-
gorithms are effectively putting
their thumb on the scale. Liter-
ally, they are artificially amplify-
ing sensationalist fringe outra-
geous discourse at the expense
oftruthful, evidence-basedinfor-
mation that may not be deemed
as interesting from a market
perspective.
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I do agree that we have to think
about creative, commonsense
ways of regulating certain
patterns of misinformation
spreading, that social media al-
gorithmsengagein. Thisnotion
of insiders, or whistleblow-
ers, who come from Facebook,
Twitter, or TikTok, have given
us a very clear idea of how the
artificial intelligence tools
that are used by these social
media companies are explic-
itly selecting content to create
their recommendations, and
this content plays better with
viewers. In other words, it gets
more eyeballs if it's sensation-
alist. So, conspiracy theories,
for example, are pushed artifi-
cially by their algorithms: They
can come as recommendations
to you even if you have never
searched for a specific con-
spiracy theory, only because
they are considered “popular
searches”, or “popularnotions”.
So I do believe that we have to
separate freedom of speech
from the need to regulate so-
cial media companies. I don’t
know if I would go as far as to
say that social media compa-
nies would need to come un-
der the umbrella of, say, public
institutions or government
institutions, because then we
have a different type of prob-
lem. The problem could be that
you could have a government
that runs its own media, and
that can create other types of
entanglements with freedom
of speech. So, I think the best
case scenario is trying to figure
outhow to protect firstamend-

ment rights, and identify the
areas in which we need to make
sure we have some common-
senseregulationsinplace.

Let me start here: In the ab-
sence ofacommons, where our
ideas and beliefs can be tested
through exposure to the ideas
and beliefs of others, itis easier
for us to essentially ignore any-
thing that doesn’t fit our worl-
dview, my worldview, and pos-
sibly to ascribe to those who do
not agree with my own world-
view, some sort of nefarious
intent, since they are not mem-
bers of my group, my tribe, so
to speak, they are essentially
my enemy, intenton destroying
me and others like me. So I may
come to the belief thatin order
to preserve my own sense of
self, I have to stand up to them
with everything I've got. The
result can be a circularity that
reinforces my own beliefs with
even higher walls. I can project
those beliefs into some agen-
cy that anchors them. To put it
plainly, in a Christian context
for example, the question of
“What would Jesus do?”, may
come with the default answer,
“Whatever 1 believe, since I
know thereal Jesus!”

Right!
TO BE CONTINUED
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Whatare the
historical,
cultural
conditions of

my beliefs? If 1
understand that,
atleastIwillknow
the origins of my
beliefs, so thatl

will be aware of
the contingency
of those beliels.



