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Abstract

Background: Democratic participation depends on three foundational social mechanisms:
communication, interpersonal relationships, and socialization. While these mechanisms are
well-understood in physical civic settings, their operation in digital environments remains
unclear. For the purposes of this review, “fragility” is defined as a structural property of
participatory systems, referring primarily to the conditional and variable alignment of
these three mechanisms—an alignment that physical environments tend to support by
default but that digital environments reproduce only under specific conditions. Methods:
This study conducted a targeted high-impact review of twenty-two highly cited Scopus
publications (2004–2025) to assess whether communication, interpersonal relationships,
and socialization continue to function as core, but not individually sufficient, conditions
for democratic engagement online. The review synthesizes findings across three research
questions examining each mechanism, using narrative thematic analysis to identify domi-
nant patterns within citation-established scholarship. Results: Across the reviewed corpus,
participation strengthens when communication is informationally rich and heterogeneous,
when relationships foster trust and bridging social capital, and when socialization en-
vironments support civic learning and identity formation. Weak informational content,
homogeneous networks, and reduced socialization produce thinner or unstable democratic
outcomes. The findings reveal that the three mechanisms operate interdependently: their
democratic effects depend on simultaneous alignment rather than individual presence. Con-
clusions: Digital environments can support meaningful participation only when platform
architecture reinforces these core social mechanisms. Strengthening informational diversity,
relational openness, and digital socialization is essential for robust platform-mediated
democratic engagement. Synthesizing these findings, the study proposes a Conditional
Model of Digital Democratic Participation, which argues that digital fragility arises not from
the medium itself but when the qualitative conditions required to validate the core social
mechanisms fail to align. The Conditional Model differs from existing frameworks by treat-
ing communication, relationships, and socialization as interdependent mechanisms whose
democratic effects are conditional on their simultaneous presence. Digital participation is
not weak—it is conditional.

Keywords: political participation; civic engagement; political communication; social media
use; online political participation; social capital; youth political engagement; deliberation;
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1. Introduction
Citizen participation is a core element of democratic life. Traditionally, it is anchored

in physical settings such as community meetings, local associations, and face-to-face
deliberation. In these settings, communication, interpersonal relationships, and a sense of
belonging develop through direct interaction. As civic activity increasingly shifts online,
these social mechanisms operate under altered conditions, raising questions about how
digital environments shape the foundations of democratic engagement [1–6].

Although research on civic involvement is extensive, findings remain mixed regarding
whether communication, relationships, and socialization function with comparable strength
in digital contexts. This uncertainty suggests that the mechanisms enabling participation
may not be equally stable across environments [7–12]. The following sections outline the
theoretical background, summarize relevant prior work, and present the research questions
that guide this review.

1.1. Background and Theoretical Context

Democratic participation is widely understood as a process that relies on several foun-
dational social mechanisms, including public communication, interpersonal relationships,
and political socialization [13–16].

Communication is considered critical within political theory, as it allows the free
flow of ideas among citizens, enabling them to present their reasoning, develop their
own judgment, and thus form a collective will. Work on deliberative democracy has
demonstrated that differing normative models—liberal, republican, and deliberative—all
view communicative interaction as essential to the legitimacy of democratic decisions [17].
Studies have examined how media systems affect public communication and how citizens
receive political information. These studies demonstrate that both the quality of political
communication and its reach significantly impact what citizens can engage with [18–20].
Analyses regarding online discourse have found that mediated public spaces are quite
different than traditional ones, as digital environments create new social norms, visibility
patterns, and ways of interaction [21–25].

More recent scholarships have examined how platform-mediated communication
environments reshape these dynamics. Research on social media affordances demonstrates
that algorithmic curation, network structure, and content visibility fundamentally alter
the conditions under which political communication occurs [26,27]. The emergence of
computational propaganda, echo chambers, and filter bubbles has prompted renewed
theoretical attention to how digital architecture affects the quality and diversity of political
discourse [28]. Habermas himself has recently revisited his earlier work to argue that the
structural transformation of the public sphere continues under digital conditions, though
in ways that challenge the normative assumptions of deliberative theory [29]. Furthermore,
recent work on the design of deliberation-supporting systems illustrates how platform
architecture can be oriented toward reproducing the structural conditions that deliberative
democracy requires. The Public Online Deliberation System (PODS) represents one such
approach, allowing both decision-makers and citizens to propose deliberation themes,
support iterative proposal refinement, and generate deliberation analytics that inform
collective decision-making [30–37].

Interpersonal connections have been another long-standing aspect of participation.
The study of social capital has shown that connections among people (i.e., trust, associative
ties, shared values) influence an individual’s likelihood of participating in civic activities.
Some earlier research indicated declining levels of connectedness, and some speculated
about the effects this would have on engagement [38]. Several later empirical studies
used multi-indicator measures of social capital to assess trust and network structures and
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how they relate to collective civic activity [39,40]. Trust was also studied in relation to
other people and institutions; trust in both contexts was treated as part of the larger social
environment that influences political behavior [41–50].

Contemporary research has extended social capital theory to platform-mediated rela-
tionships, examining how different forms of online interaction—active versus passive use,
strong versus weak tie maintenance—generate bridging and bonding capital with varying
implications for civic engagement [51–53]. Meta-analytic work synthesizing hundreds of
studies confirms that the relationship between social media use and political participation
is positive but modest, and contingent on the type of use examined [54–60].

Political socialization is the third process, referring to the ways people internalize civic
norms and develop their political identity. Research provides an understanding of how
political identity develops and how it influences orientation toward collective action [61,62],
and how civic expectations are learned over time. Political socialization research shows
how early-life experiences shape later civic engagement and underscores the importance
of belonging, civic education, and the development of political identity for democratic
participation [63–69].

Recent scholarship has documented how civic socialization increasingly occurs in
hybrid online–offline environments, with digital platforms serving as sites of political
identity formation, peer influence, and civic learning for younger generations [70–73].
Research on youth digital citizenship emphasizes that participatory cultures online may
cultivate civic skills and orientations, though the transfer to formal political engagement
remains contested [74–78].

The digital environment affects all three of these mechanisms. The structure of and
expectations surrounding online communication change how political dialogue is devel-
oped [19,20]. Digital networks also affect patterns of social connections, as they can foster
various forms of connection or trust that exist in face-to-face contexts [38–40,61,62]. Fur-
thermore, the increasing number of online political interactions means that identities and
civic norms are now formed through different pathways [79].

These altered conditions raise a central question: do the foundational mechanisms of
democratic participation operate with the same stability in digital environments as they do
in physical settings? To address this question, the review adopts a specific conceptualization
of participatory fragility.

For the purposes of this review, “fragility” is defined as a structural property of
participatory systems rather than an attribute of individual participation acts. Specifically,
we distinguish three interrelated dimensions of fragility:

First, outcome fragility refers to participatory outcomes based on narrow or unstable
structural conditions—engagement that occurs but lacks durability, depth, or sustained
democratic value.

Second, platform-structural fragility concerns the design features of digital environments—
algorithmic curation, visibility rules, interaction architectures—that may fail to reproduce
the communicative, relational, and socialization conditions typically present in physical
civic settings.

Third, mechanism-alignment fragility describes the misalignment among commu-
nication, interpersonal relationships, and socialization. In physical environments, these
mechanisms tend to co-occur and mutually reinforce each other; in digital environments,
they often operate independently or inconsistently.

These three dimensions are interconnected, as illustrated in Figure 1: platform-
structural features affect mechanism alignment, which in turn shapes outcome quality.
Throughout this review, “fragility” refers primarily to the third dimension—the conditional
and variable alignment of core mechanisms—while acknowledging that this misalignment
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is often produced by platform-structural features and manifests in outcome instability. This
integrated definition serves as the analytical basis for the synthesis that follows.

Figure 1. Conceptual model of the three core social mechanisms as mutually reinforcing conditions
for democratic participation.

1.2. Foundations from Previous Work

Prior empirical and conceptual work provides contextual background for the present
review but is analytically separate from it. Evidence from our earlier research [80] sug-
gested that communication, interpersonal relationships, and socialization tend to weaken
in digitally mediated environments and that these three processes are closely interlinked.
However, this empirical study is not part of the analytical corpus and does not serve as
evidence for the review’s conclusions; the descriptive patterns from [80] are provided in
Appendix A solely as contextual indicators that motivated the research questions. In paral-
lel, our previous systematic review of ICT-enabled democratic practices [13] mapped the
broader technological landscape in which contemporary participation occurs, identifying
the opportunities and constraints introduced by digital platforms without examining the
underlying social mechanisms through which participatory engagement is formed.

This prior work motivates the present study but does not inform its conclusions. The
current review develops a synthesis of how communication, relationships, and socialization
are theorized and evidenced in high-impact scholarship. All analytical inferences derive
exclusively from the 22-study literature corpus. Where the review findings align with [80],
this consistency strengthens confidence in the identified mechanisms but does not constitute
independent evidence, the evidentiary basis rests solely on the analyzed corpus.

1.3. Research Design
1.3.1. Research Gap

Previous research indicates that communication, interpersonal relationships, and so-
cialization operate interdependently and that their digital manifestations are generally
less effective than their physical counterparts. Since all three mechanisms contribute to
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democratic participation, their potential weakening in digital spaces raises a core ques-
tion: can digital environments provide the communicational, relational, and socialization
conditions necessary for democratic engagement, or do inherent structural limitations
impede participation?

This review does not aim to provide an exhaustive mapping of platform-specific forms
of political participation—such an approach would require inclusion criteria emphasizing
recency over established influence. Instead, the focus is on foundational mechanisms that
condition democratic participation across communication environments, regardless of
specific technological implementations. The central inquiry is whether these mechanisms,
well-established in physical civic settings, continue to function under digital conditions
and under what circumstances they do so effectively.

To address this gap, the review employed a targeted high-impact analysis structured
around three research questions, each covering one mechanism. This design evaluates
whether associations supported by democratic theory are held under digital conditions
and situates communication, relationships, and socialization within a single analytical
framework for contemporary democratic participation.

1.3.2. Research Questions

This review examines the three mechanisms linked to democratic participation—
communication, interpersonal relationships, and socialization—by organizing the analysis
around the following research questions:

• RQ1: To what extent does the quality of communication affect citizens’ willingness
and capacity to engage in democratic processes?

• RQ2: How do interpersonal relationships influence citizens’ level and depth of en-
gagement in democratic life?

• RQ3: Does socialization—processes of civic learning, identity formation and belonging—
predict higher levels of civic and political participation?

These questions guide the structure of the review and the organization of the evidence
that follows.

1.3.3. Aim and Contribution

The aim of this work is: (a) to map how high-impact scholarship examines commu-
nication, interpersonal relationships, and socialization in relation to democratic partici-
pation, and (b) to determine what the most influential studies collectively show about
these mechanisms.

The study’s contribution is a synthesis of three themes from the literature that are
typically examined separately. By bringing communication, relational, and socialization
research under a single analytical framework, the review shows how the findings relate to
one another, where the literature is clear, where it is mixed, and how digital environments
are currently understood in relation to democratic participation.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Search Strategy

This study adopted a targeted high-impact literature review design rather than a stan-
dard systematic review. While systematic reviews typically aim for exhaustive coverage,
the objective here was to distill the fundamental social mechanisms—communication, rela-
tionships, and socialization—that constitute the theoretical core of democratic participation.
Selecting scholarship by citation influence identifies the well-established consensus about
how these mechanisms operate and their structural vulnerability in digital environments.
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Searches were conducted in the Scopus database (Elsevier) using Title, Abstract,
and Keywords related to communication, interpersonal relations, socialization, and
civic/political participation. Full Boolean search queries are available in Appendix B.
The search covered 2004–2025 and included only English-language, peer-reviewed journal
articles and conference proceedings. A minimum threshold of 300 citations was applied to
isolate scholarship that has significantly influenced theoretical developments.

The time span and citation threshold reflect the review’s focus on identifying enduring
participatory mechanisms rather than mapping emerging platform-specific research. Ap-
plying an additional recency constraint (e.g., 2012–2025) would yield a larger result set but
shift the research question from foundational mechanisms to period-specific manifestations
in contemporary platforms—a valuable agenda that falls outside the present scope. The
threshold filters out emerging studies whose influence remains uncertain, and foregrounds
work that has undergone sustained empirical and conceptual scrutiny, providing a coherent
basis for identifying the foundational mechanisms of democratic participation (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Flow Diagram of the Targeted High-Impact Literature Review Process.

2.2. Eligibility Criteria

Papers were eligible when they examined a direct relationship between (a) communi-
cation, (b) interpersonal relationships, or (c) socialization and any form of civic or political
participation. Exclusion criteria removed papers unrelated to democratic engagement,
studies examining psychological constructs without civic outcomes, institutional or admin-
istrative analyses without participatory components, and duplicated records.

2.3. Screening Procedure

The combination of a 300-citation threshold and conceptual alignment yielded a corpus
of 22 studies, sufficient to identify dominant mechanisms but insufficient to map niche
or emerging work. Eleven studies fell under RQ1, eight under RQ2, and five under RQ3,
while two papers contributed to multiple RQs.
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2.4. Data Extraction and Synthesis

For each study, data were extracted for the examined mechanism, participation mea-
sures, conceptual framing, main findings, and direction of effect. Given the heterogeneity
of theoretical models, methods, and operationalizations, synthesis was conducted through
narrative thematic analysis rather than quantitative aggregation. The effect frequency in
the summary tables and visualizations (Figure 3) represents the count of distinct findings
within each direction category across the corpus. Each study may contribute multiple
findings if it reports effects on multiple indicators or outcomes. Frequency should be
interpreted as the prominence of a pattern within the literature reviewed, and not as a
quantitative measure of effect magnitude or as a basis for statistical inference. The review,
therefore, maps dominant mechanisms and consistent cross-study patterns rather than
providing a statistical summary.

 
Figure 3. Heatmap of unified findings across the corpus.

The heatmap in Figure 3 visualizes the distribution of effect directions (Negative,
Mixed, Neutral, Positive) across all indicators identified in RQ1–RQ3. Each row represents
a distinct mechanism-specific indicator, and each column represents the direction of effect
reported in the corresponding studies. Darker cells denote a higher frequency of findings
within that direction. This visualization shows that informational and heterogeneous-
network indicators cluster strongly toward positive effects, whereas homogeneous net-
works, negative emotional cues, and poorly designed deliberative contexts exhibit negative
or mixed effects. Relational mechanisms under RQ2 show a predominantly positive pattern,
whereas socialization mechanisms under RQ3 reveal more balanced distributions with
several mixed outcomes.
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2.5. Methodological Limitations

This review was developed using a targeted, high-impact research design rather than
exhaustive coverage. Several limitations follow from this intentional approach.

First, the exclusive use of the Scopus database means that high-impact research in-
dexed elsewhere may be missing. Second, the 300-citation threshold prioritizes studies
that have demonstrably shaped theoretical development but necessarily excludes recent
high-quality research whose citation impact has not yet accrued. The rapidly expand-
ing platform-era literature—examining participation on contemporary social media plat-
forms, algorithmic curation effects, and emerging digital civic practices—is not compre-
hensively covered. Readers interested in contemporary platform-specific findings should
consult recent meta-analyses [53] and systematic reviews focused on specific platforms or
time periods.

Third, heterogeneity in theoretical models, measures, and definitions across the in-
cluded studies precluded quantitative synthesis. Findings were therefore synthesized
qualitatively through narrative thematic analysis, with emphasis on common mechanisms
and consistent patterns.

These limitations do not undermine the review’s purpose. The findings should be
interpreted as identifying dominant mechanisms within influential scholarship rather than
as comprehensive characterizations of all digital participation or all currently used digital
environments. The design prioritizes depth of mechanistic understanding over breadth of
empirical coverage.

3. Results
This section synthesizes the findings of the selected studies on the mechanisms that

shape democratic participation. It is important to note that the synthesis presented in this
section does not aim to generalize across all recent empirical studies of political participa-
tion in digital environments. Rather, it is a mechanism-oriented synthesis that identifies
how communication, socialization, and relational structures function as preconditions
for democratic participation, regardless of specific technological implementations. The
validity of the summarization claims rests on the consistency with which these mechanisms
recur across influential studies and theoretical traditions, not on the breadth of recent
platform-era coverage. The results should therefore be read as identifying structural condi-
tions of participation within dominant scholarship, not as an empirical inventory of how
participation currently unfolds across all digital platforms.

Each research question is examined through a structured presentation of indicators,
positive effects, limits, and mixed outcomes. The aim is to show how communication,
interpersonal relationships, and socialization operate in practice, under which conditions
they strengthen engagement, and where their influence weakens or becomes inconsistent.
The following sections present these patterns in a comparable format, highlighting both
common dynamics and domain-specific differences.

3.1. Overview of the Evidence Base

The corpus of this review contains twenty-two highly cited studies that are grouped
under one or more of the three research questions. As shown in this section, their distribu-
tions, methodological profiles, and thematic scopes differ noticeably. Table 1 provides an
overview of the corpus by research question.
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Table 1. Corpus Overview.

Authors–Year RQ Method Indicators Main Conclusion

Gil de Zúñiga et al.
(2012) [81] RQ1 & RQ2 Survey

News-oriented social
media use; bridging

capital

News use increases social
capital & participation

Tufekci & Wilson
(2012) [82] RQ1 Survey Informational social

media exposure

Uncensored & peer-validated
info increases protest

mobilization

Roberts (2004) [83] RQ1 Theory/case
analysis

Deliberative forum
design

Inclusive deliberation
increases trust & willingness

Stieglitz &
Dang-Xuan
(2013) [84]

RQ1 Computational
analytics

Message volume,
sentiment, topical

dynamics

Communication dynamics
shape political information

environments

Eveland & Hively
(2009) [85] RQ1 Survey

Discussion frequency,
network size,
heterogeneity

Diverse discussion improves
reasoning & participation

Zhang et al.
(2010) [86] RQ1 Survey SNS political exposure SNS exposure increases

youth engagement

MacKuen et al.
(2010) [87] RQ1 Survey +

experiments
Emotional tone
(anxiety/anger)

Anxiety → reflective info
seeking; anger →

partisan action

Brundidge
(2010) [88] RQ1 Survey + digital

trace
Exposure to difference;

weak ties
Online settings increase

exposure to disagreement

Shah et al.
(2007) [89] RQ1 Survey Info seeking, expressive

messaging
Online information-seeking

mediates participation

Gil de Zúñiga &
Valenzuela
(2011) [90]

RQ1 Survey Weak ties; online
networks

Weak-tie networks
strengthen citizenship

Gil de Zúñiga et al.
(2009) [91] RQ1 Survey Blog use; online news Blogs support expressive

civic action

Valenzuela
(2009) [92] RQ2 Survey Bonding & bridging

social capital
Relational social media use

builds social capital

Helliwell &
Putnam (2004) [93] RQ2 Survey Community trust,

cohesion
Trust & cohesion correlate

with civic involvement

Vitak et al.
(2011) [94] RQ2 Survey Relational & expressive

social media use
Relational social media use

predicts political action

Chetty et al.
(2022) [44] RQ2 Administrative

community data
Neighborhood social

capital
Cohesion aligns with

opportunity structures

Skoric et al.
(2016) [95] RQ2 Meta-analysis Relational social media

measures

Relational social media use
yields modest but consistent

engagement effects

Jost et al.
(2018) [96] RQ2 Survey + social

media data
Peer cues, identity

signals
Identity cues & networks
facilitate protest behavior

Park, Kee &
Valenzuela
(2009) [97]

RQ2 & RQ3 Survey FB group use; relational
capital; civic cues

Group involvement boosts
bridging capital & youth

civic identity

McFarland &
Thomas (2006) [98] RQ3 Longitudinal Youth associations Youth organizations build

lasting participatory habits
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Table 1. Cont.

Authors–Year RQ Method Indicators Main Conclusion

Xenos, Vromen &
Loader (2014) [99] RQ3 Survey

Expressive &
informational social

media use

Social media use increases
youth political engagement

Campbell
(2008) [100] RQ3 Survey Classroom openness;

student voice

Open classroom climates
strengthen civic

interest & participation

Fowler & Kam
(2007) [101] RQ3 Survey +

experiments
Prosocial motivation;

altruism; identity

Prosocial dispositions
increase civic & political

participation

3.1.1. Corpus Distribution Across RQs

Eleven papers addressed communication (RQ1), eight regarded interpersonal relation-
ships (RQ2), and five fell under socialization (RQ3). This imbalance reflects the varying
maturity of research across these areas and shapes the evidential landscape from which the
subsequent sections draw. Two papers addressed two distinct research questions.

3.1.2. Methods and Indicators Used

The corpus papers employed a broad range of methodological approaches, including
large-scale surveys, longitudinal datasets, classroom-based observational studies, and,
occasionally, experimental designs. Despite this diversity, most drew on established mea-
surement strategies, such as multi-item indicators of attitudes or behaviors, standardized
constructs for civic outcomes, and widely used operationalizations of engagement. Par-
ticipation was measured in several ways, ranging from organizational involvement to
expressive or behavioral forms of political action.

3.1.3. Digital vs. Physical Focus

The corpus included studies that examined different environments. Some examined
fully digital settings, others focused on offline institutional or community contexts, and a
number operated across both. The varying environmental contexts shaped the interpretive
range of the study’s findings: results from physical environments relate to mechanisms ob-
served in online environments, whereas digital studies demonstrate how similar processes
occur under different conditions.

3.1.4. General Patterns and Inconsistencies

As shown in the following sections, the most consistent pattern was that the examined
mechanisms tend to support democratic engagement when they operate under favorable
conditions. Where the environmental conditions are weak, unstructured or provide few
opportunities for meaningful interaction, the mechanism effects become uncertain.

3.2. RQ1—Communication

Across the RQ1 corpus, rich communication consistently strengthens democratic partic-
ipation, whereas low-information, homogeneous, or emotionally distorted communication
weakens the mechanisms on which participation relies.

In this context, communication appears to be a primary mechanism shaping both
citizens’ willingness and capacity to participate in democratic processes. The studies seem
to agree that communication quality—informational depth, discussion breadth, network
heterogeneity, and the cognitive or emotional tone of interaction—determines how citizens
interpret public affairs and how prepared they feel to act. Communication is therefore not
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treated simply as exposure to messages, but as a structured environment that provides
information, opportunities for reasoning, and cues for mobilization. Across the included
papers, we see that high-quality communication supports awareness, efficacy, and informed
judgment, whereas lower-quality forms limit these capacities. In this sense, the RQ1
literature examines communication as a formative condition that shapes the cognitive,
relational, and affective foundations upon which democratic participation is built.

3.2.1. Communication Indicators Examined in the Included Studies

Across the RQ1 corpus, communication quality is operationalized through five broad
categories of indicators that describe how citizens access, exchange, and process political
information. The first category captures informational communication, measured by news-
oriented social media use, online news consumption, and other forms of substantive
political information exposure. These indicators assess whether media use provides civic
or public-affairs content rather than general or recreational interaction [81,82,86,89,90].
Table 2 presents the indicators, with references to papers that inform the literature in the
RQ1 corpus.

Table 2. Consolidated indicators and associated studies across RQ1.

Indicator Papers (Author–Year)

Informational communication

Gil de Zúñiga et al. (2012) [81]

Tufekci & Wilson (2012) [82]

Zhang et al. (2010) [86]

Shah et al. (2007) [89]

Gil de Zúñiga & Valenzuela (2011) [90]

Interpersonal political discussion

Eveland & Hively (2009) [85]

Brundidge (2010) [88]

Shah et al. (2007) [89]

Emotional–cognitive communication mode MacKuen et al. (2010) [87]

Deliberative–institutional communication Roberts (2004) [83]

Digital analytics communication Stieglitz & Dang-Xuan (2013) [84]

A second category concerns interpersonal political discussion, reflected in how often
citizens talk about politics, the size and diversity of their discussion networks, and the
balance between like-minded and non-like-minded contacts. Measures such as discussion
frequency, network heterogeneity, and strong-tie versus weak-tie communication capture
the breadth of viewpoints to which individuals are exposed in both online and offline
contexts [85,88,90].

A third category focuses on the emotional–cognitive mode of communication, distin-
guishing between environments that evoke anxiety—promoting openness and reflective
processing and those that generate anger or aversion, which narrow reasoning and encour-
age partisan defensiveness [87].

A fourth category reflects deliberative–institutional communication, including the
presence, inclusiveness, and procedural clarity of structured public deliberation and partic-
ipatory forums. These indicators capture the institutional mechanisms that enable citizens
to express opinions and engage with one another in collective decision-making [83].

A fifth category comprises digital analytics indicators that capture the quantity, topics,
and sentiment of political communication on social media platforms. The indicators
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illustrate the communicative dynamics that define the information environment in which
decisions regarding participation are drawn [84].

Collectively, these indicators capture communication quality as a multidimensional
concept, encompassing informational richness, interpersonal diversity, emotional tone,
deliberative openness, and the structural features of digital political communication.

3.2.2. Positive Findings on Communication

The RQ1 corpus indicates that high-quality communication, defined as either
information-rich media use or interactive media use within diverse discussion networks,
consistently enhances citizens’ willingness and capacity to engage in democratic processes.
Corpus studies examining informational communication demonstrate that when individ-
uals rely on digital media for substantive exposure to public affairs, individuals exhibit
greater confidence in their ability to participate and are more likely to be engaged in civic
activities. News-oriented use of online platforms increases awareness and reduces the bar-
riers to participation, resulting in measurable increases in social capital, civic engagement,
and both online and offline political action [81,86,91,96]. In high-risk contexts, access to
timely protest-related information and credible cues from peers via social media signifi-
cantly enhances citizens’ perceived efficacy and enables users to participate in collective
action, resulting in higher levels of mobilization [82]. These findings indicate that when
communication supplies high-quality information that is relevant to public issues, citizens
feel more capable of acting and increase the probability of active citizenship.

The RQ1 corpus revealed a similar pattern for interpersonal communication. Frequent
political discussion, larger discussion networks, and exposure to disagreement enhance in-
dividuals’ capacity to evaluate political issues and strengthen their readiness to participate.
High-quality interpersonal communication, especially in heterogeneous discussion net-
works, broadens the range of viewpoints citizens encounter, encourages perspective-taking,
and increases the perceived legitimacy of democratic processes, all of which support greater
participatory effort [89,91]. In the RQ1 corpus context, weak-tie networks refer to looser,
low-cost interpersonal connections that expose individuals to a wider range of political
information and viewpoints than close, homogeneous strong-tie networks [85,90]. Online
environments can provide this exposure by expanding the opportunities for incidental
encounters with differing views [88,90]. Therefore, when communication is broad and
diverse, as opposed to isolation, it enhances the relational qualities required for effective
democratic participation.

Both emotional and dialogic dimensions of communication have a positive influence.
The communication environments that display moderate levels of anxiety stimulate citizens
to seek out more information and to be more reflective in their thinking, which increases
active citizen participation [87]. Anger can create a communication environment where
citizens participate politically in reaction, whereas anxiety creates an environment where
citizens reflectively engage [87]. Campaign related communication reinforces this mecha-
nism, as communication flows that originate from campaign messaging encourage online
information seeking and increase public expression, showing that communication fuels par-
ticipation [89]. Studies examining the institutional issues of participation demonstrate how
public process design effects the quality of communication. In well-designed deliberative
procedures that are clear, inclusive, and give citizens opportunities to influence outcomes
by speaking their opinion, the communicative environment increases perceived fairness
and opportunities for voice. This, in turn, increases the citizens’ sense of competence and
makes them more willing to take part in collective decision-making [83].

https://doi.org/10.3390/soc16020070

https://doi.org/10.3390/soc16020070


Societies 2026, 16, 70 13 of 36

The positive findings across the corpus demonstrate that rich communication, whether
informational, interpersonal, sentimental, or deliberative, increases citizen participation
and improves the capacities required for democratic engagement [81–91].

3.2.3. Negative Findings on Communication

Negative findings in the RQ1 corpus are few, but they matter because they show
when communication stops supporting democratic engagement. Problems do not arise in
informational or diverse communication—those are consistently positive. They emerge
when communication is low information, closed within like-minded networks, emotionally
distorted, or strategically manipulative.

The first pattern involves non-informational communication. Studies on online news
and social networking sites show that only communication that delivers substantive public-
affairs information increases people’s willingness and ability to participate. In contrast,
general social use of the same platforms does nothing for participation and is sometimes
linked to weaker civic orientation [81]. Although this is not a direct negative effect, it clearly
shows the contrast: when communication lacks substantive public-affairs content, it does
not help democratic engagement and can even make digital exposure less meaningful.

A second group of negative findings concerns the emotional tone of political commu-
nication. Moderate anxiety can push people to seek information and think more carefully
about political issues. Anger-driven environments limit openness and reduce reflective rea-
soning, while anxiety promotes information seeking and deliberation [87]. These emotions
may still drive political activity, but they weaken reflective, public-oriented engagement
and therefore represent low-quality communication from a deliberative perspective.

A third limitation concerns homogeneous discussion networks. When people inter-
act mostly with “safe” like-minded contacts, political reasoning declines, and cognitive
development narrows [85]. Participation may continue, but it becomes less reflective and
more one-sided. Online platforms can further exacerbate this dynamic through filtering
algorithms and users’ own selective behaviors, reducing the likelihood of encountering
conflicting viewpoints; however, there is also empirical evidence that suggests that Internet-
based interactions can lead to increased incidental exposure to other perspectives [88].
These are not direct drops in participation, but they limit citizens’ capacity to make well-
informed, high-quality political decisions.

A final type of negative finding concerns strategic or manipulative political commu-
nication. Research into campaign messaging has demonstrated that exposure to negative
political advertising decreases information seeking from traditional news sources and
temporarily diminishes citizens’ motivation to engage with political content [89]. Online
discussion often mitigates this drop in motivation, but the immediate effect is clear: these
communication modes weaken informational readiness and undermine participation, even
if they stimulate expressive or reactive political behavior.

Overall, the negative findings show that communication weakens democratic capacity
not by reducing participation, but by distorting the conditions that make participation
meaningful. Low-information communication, hostile emotional climates, like-minded
networks, and manipulative messaging all limit citizens’ ability to process information,
think reflectively, and make informed political choices. These dynamics mark the lower
boundary of communication quality in the RQ1 corpus, specifying when communication
stops supporting democratic engagement and instead undermines it [81,85,87–89].

3.2.4. Neutral or Mixed Findings on Communication

Neutral and mixed findings appear when communication is present but does not
provide enough information, does not stimulate complex thinking, or pushes citizens
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toward forms of engagement that strengthen one aspect of participation while weakening
another. These patterns, without contradicting positive results, show the limits of commu-
nication quality and clarify when communication stops meaningfully improving citizens’
willingness or capacity to engage.

Several studies have shown that when communication lacks political or public-affairs
content, it does not increase the citizens’ ability or motivation to participate. General social
use of digital platforms, when limited to frequent interaction that lacks informational
depth, does not strengthen civic engagement or informed action. It is neutral in terms of
democratic readiness, even when overall media use is high [81]. This shows that volume
alone is meaningless: without essential information, communication neither equips citizens
nor encourages them to participate.

A second type of neutral finding concerns interpersonal discussion inside narrow,
like-minded networks. Even when people talk about politics often, the lack of diversity
in viewpoints stops them from developing skills and attitudes that enable participation.
These environments do not reduce engagement, but they also do not generate benefits that
appear in broader, more heterogeneous networks. In such networks, communication is
evident, but its effect on the quality of political reasoning is limited [85].

There have been mixed results in studies concerning how communication is affected
by emotion rather than information. Research into political emotions has found that anxiety
may encourage citizens to obtain additional information and think more critically about
political issues, whereas both anger and aversion primarily promote one-sided thinking
and slight improvement in an individual’s understanding of political issues [87]. These
different responses to emotions result in a split effect: one emotional pathway increases
the ability to engage reflectively in the political process; the other increases a person’s
propensity to act politically but does not improve their ability to reason politically. Within
the RQ1 framework, this is a mixed outcome, as communication supports some aspects of
participation while weakening others.

Works that examined institutional provisions regarding deliberation also showed
mixed effects. Well-designed deliberative settings that are inclusive, clearly structured
and supported by competent facilitation, can increase citizens’ sense of competence and
strengthen their willingness to participate. When design has failed, the benefits weaken as
participation becomes uneven, perceived fairness drops, and the value of deliberation is
limited. As a result, the impact of deliberative communication is conditional rather than
consistently positive, varying across institutional designs [83].

The neutral and mixed findings show clearly that communication fosters democratic
engagement only when it passes a basic threshold of informational depth, diversity of
viewpoints, or deliberative quality. When communication remains superficial, happens
only among like-minded contacts, or is driven mainly by emotional cues, its effects become
weak or inconsistent. In these cases, communication is present, but it does not meaningfully
improve citizens’ willingness or capacity to participate [81,83,85,87].

3.2.5. Integrated Answer to RQ1

Across the RQ1 corpus, most studies converged on the finding that communication
affects democratic participation only when it provides substantive information, diverse
interaction, or conditions that support reflection and reasoning. When these qualities are
present, communication reliably increases both citizens’ willingness to participate and
their capacity to do so. This is seen in studies on news-oriented media use which foster
efficacy, awareness and participatory behavior [81,86,89,91], as well as in work showing
that discussion within heterogeneous or weak-tie networks expands exposure to different
viewpoints and improves cognitive readiness for engagement [85,88,89,91].
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The corpus also shows clear limits. Communication confined to like-minded groups,
emotionally hostile environments or strategically manipulative messaging produces nar-
rower, more reactive forms of political activity and weakens the reflective dimension of
participation [85,87–89]. In these cases, participation may still occur, but it is less informed
or deliberate.

The examined literature indicates that communication matters for democratic engage-
ment, but its impact depends on quality rather than quantity. High-quality communication,
which is informational, diverse, and cognitively activating, supports democratic participa-
tion [81–83,85–91]. Low-quality communication either has no effect or pushes participation
toward less motivating forms. In this sense, the RQ1 corpus shows that the democratic
value of communication is conditional as it enables effective citizenship only when its
informational and relational foundations are strong. These conditional patterns illustrate
one dimension of digital fragility: when communication lacks informational depth or
heterogeneity, its supportive role weakens and participation becomes dependent on narrow,
unstable conditions.

3.3. RQ2—Interpersonal Relationships

The RQ2 studies show that interpersonal relationships support participation when
bonding and bridging ties co-exist, while relational environments that are closed, homoge-
neous, or weakly expressive provide only limited democratic benefits.

Within this literature, interpersonal relationships are examined as an enabler of demo-
cratic engagement. These studies treat relationships not as background social conditions
but as channels through which participation becomes possible. Bonding and bridging
social capital, interpersonal trust, mutuality, and the structure of social networks describe
how relational environments shape both the willingness and the capacity to participate.
Both in offline communities and social networking platforms, interpersonal ties provide
emotional support, exposure to diverse viewpoints, signals of encouragement from others,
and opportunities for civic interaction. This literature shows that relationships influence not
only citizen participation but also the depth and quality of engagement, because democratic
action depends on the relational, cognitive, and motivational resources generated through
social connection.

3.3.1. Relationship Indicators Examined in the Included Studies

The RQ2 studies measure interpersonal relationships through four main categories
of indicators. The first category concerns social capital, distinguishing between bonding
ties, which reflect emotional support, trust, and a sense of belonging, and bridging ties,
which provide access to diverse, outward-looking connections and new civic opportunities.
Both forms serve as pathways linking relational environments to civic and political engage-
ment [92,93]. Table 3 presents the indicators, with references to the papers that constitute
the literature for RQ2.

The second category captures relational social media use, including interaction with
friends, maintaining interpersonal ties, participation in online groups, and expressive
exchanges. These behaviors assess whether digital environments strengthen or extend
relationship-based processes that support civic and political participation [81,94,97].

A third category reflects network structure, measured through network size, closeness,
multiplexity, and the presence of supportive interpersonal settings. These structural fea-
tures influence exposure to civic cues, peer encouragement, and the emotional conditions
that make participation more likely [94,95,97].
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A fourth category includes community-level social capital, measured through neigh-
borhood trust, cohesion, and collective efficiency. These indicators represent how interper-
sonal relations at the community level affect opportunities for civic engagement [44].

These four categories of indicators demonstrate how interpersonal relationships
support democratic participation by providing citizens with social resources, relational
support, and structural contexts that will enable and encourage them to engage in
democratic processes.

Table 3. Consolidated indicators and associated studies across RQ2.

Indicator Papers (Author–Year)

Social capital (bonding & bridging)
Valenzuela (2009) [92]

Helliwell & Putnam (2004) [93]

Relational social media use

Gil de Zúñiga et al. (2012) [81]

Park, Kee & Valenzuela (2009) [97]

Vitak et al. (2011) [94]

Network structure

Park, Kee & Valenzuela (2009) [97]

Vitak et al. (2011) [94]

Skoric et al. (2016) [95]

Community-level social capital Chetty et al. (2022) [44]

3.3.2. Positive Findings on Interpersonal Relationships

In the RQ2 corpus, interpersonal relationships have a modest but typically positive
impact on democratic engagement. The trust and emotional support derived from bonding
relationships can increase motivation to participate, while bridging ties can expose indi-
viduals to a variety of information sources and civic opportunities, thereby increasing the
likelihood of participation [92,93].

These processes that enhance interpersonal relationships are also found in digital
environments. When users engage in relational uses of social media, for example, by
interacting with friends, maintaining ties, or participating in online groups, they build
both bonding and bridging forms of social capital, which in turn increases the probability
of the user being civically engaged and politically active [81,94,97]. Similarly, relational
communication on social media supports the expression of political views: discussing
politics with others, expressing opinions, and signaling to others a shared identity via
the Internet are all positively related to levels of political engagement, especially during
electoral periods when interpersonal influence is likely to be at its peak [94]. In addition,
using social media relationally (i.e., interacting with friends, maintaining ties, or partici-
pating in online groups) strengthens bridging social capital, thereby further enhancing the
individual’s propensity to engage in civic activity [97]. Large-scale evidence from several
studies shows that relational uses of social media are consistently associated with higher
levels of civic and political engagement [95].

Finally, in the context of interpersonal relationships beyond digital interaction, inter-
personal trust and social cohesion serve as catalysts for participatory behavior. Commu-
nities displaying higher levels of interpersonal trust and mutuality exhibit greater civic
commitment and cooperation [93]. Neighborhood-level social capital, formed through
supportive interpersonal networks, has been associated with greater social mobility and
more opportunity structures, which, in turn, are often associated with a more robust
civic life [44].
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Interpersonal relationships also facilitate mobilization. Relational networks transmit
perceptions of injustice, emotional reinforcement, signals of group identity, and a sense of
collective efficacy. These inputs reduce barriers to participation in collective action and
increase willingness to engage in political activities such as protests [96].

These findings show that interpersonal relationships function as direct enablers of
democratic engagement by providing trust, exposure, reinforcement, and structural support
that increase the likelihood and depth of participation.

3.3.3. Negative Findings on Interpersonal Relationships

Negative findings indicate the limits of when interpersonal relationships cease to sup-
port democratic engagement. Strong bonding ties can become too inward-looking: dense,
homogeneous networks reduce exposure to diverse viewpoints and limit opportunities for
bridging, creating environments that are socially supportive but politically narrow [92,93].
Participation may still occur, but with lower cognitive diversity and fewer opportunities
for deliberation.

Relational social media use shows similar limits. When interaction is focused only on
close friends, it does not necessarily lead to political engagement unless it also includes
bridging ties, expressive behaviors, or informational exposure [81,97]. This is consistent
with evidence that relational use alone yields small effects and is meaningful only when
paired with other forms of communication [95].

Supportive relationships also do not guarantee mobilization. Emotional support alone
is insufficient for collective action without shared identity, perceived injustice, and a sense
of collective efficacy. Ties lacking these elements lead to weak mobilization outcomes [96].
Other relational settings are more predictive of subjective well-being than of political
involvement. Interpersonal harmony is associated with subjective well-being more than
with political engagement, unless accompanied by trust and civic norms [93].

These findings show that interpersonal relationships contribute to democratic engage-
ment only when they extend beyond closed bonding contexts and encompass bridging,
expression, trust, and the motivational elements necessary for civic or political action.

3.3.4. Neutral or Mixed Findings on Interpersonal Relationships

Neutral and mixed findings reveal that not all interpersonal relationships exert uni-
form or unidirectional effects on democratic engagement. Bonding social capital, while
beneficial for emotional well-being and connectedness, does not consistently predict civic
or political participation unless accompanied by bridging capital, indicating that strong
ties alone are insufficient for broader democratic involvement [92].

Relational social media use shows similarly mixed effects. Passive interpersonal
interaction or communication confined to close ties is associated with lower participation,
whereas relational use that includes expressive exchange, political discussion, or diversified
interactions shows stronger predictive value [94]. Meta-analytic findings corroborate this
pattern, showing that relational use contributes to engagement, but less so than expressive
or informational uses of social media [95].

The impact of social capital also appears context-dependent. Community-level social
capital predicts positive social outcomes, but the strength of these associations varies across
socioeconomic environments, suggesting that relational resources may have contingent
effects on engagement [44].

Mobilization processes provide further evidence of mixed relational effects. Interper-
sonal networks facilitate coordination and emotional support, but mobilization requires
additional elements such as identity, motivation, and perceived collective efficacy to trans-
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late relational connectedness into political action. Without these elements, interpersonal
relationships may remain socially meaningful but politically neutral [96].

These neutral and mixed findings emphasize that interpersonal relationships con-
tribute to democratic engagement only when they generate bridging opportunities, ex-
pressive pathways, trust-based cooperation, or motivational alignment; in their absence,
relational ties may have little or no effect on participatory behavior.

3.3.5. Integrated Answer to RQ2

Interpersonal relationships form an important enabler to democratic engagement
because they provide trust, emotional stability, and access to diverse information that
participation requires. Bonding ties make people feel supported and provide a sense of
belonging; this increases their willingness to participate, while bridging ties allow people
to experience a wider variety of viewpoints and civic opportunities and thus increase the
resources available to individuals for democratic engagement [92,93].

The mechanisms associated with interpersonal relationships are evident in digital
environments as well. Relational social media use generates both bonding and bridging
capital and enables civic expression and participation through discussion, groups, and
meaningful interpersonal interaction [44,81,94,97]. Larger relational environments, such
as communities characterized by trust and interdependence, generate higher levels of
cooperation and civic involvement and demonstrate that interpersonal connections are
important in both digital and offline contexts [44,93].

Interpersonal networks also influence mobilization. When ties provide shared identity,
perceived injustice, and emotional support, they lower barriers to collective action and
foster deeper political involvement [96]. At the same time, not all relationships contribute
equally: bonding ties without bridging restrict exposure to diverse viewpoints, while
purely social interaction over social media has limited participatory value, and supportive
ties alone do not guarantee mobilization.

The RQ2 evidence indicates that interpersonal relationships are important because they
build the relational and emotional infrastructure that enables citizens to participate mean-
ingfully in democratic processes. Their influence is maximized when emotional support
is combined with opportunities to access diverse information and collective experiences,
enabling informed engagement.

Within the broader conceptual model, these relational dynamics function as the con-
nective layer that enables communication and socialization to translate into democratic
participation. When relational environments lack diversity or openness, the system be-
comes misaligned, and the participatory gains from communication and early civic learning
are diminished.

3.4. RQ3—Socialization

The RQ3 corpus comprises five studies, which is sufficient to identify dominant mech-
anisms within highly cited scholarship, but it limits the breadth of patterns that can be
identified. The findings presented in this section should be interpreted as indicating struc-
tural conditions of participation within influential research, rather than as a comprehensive
empirical inventory of how socialization currently operates across all digital platforms or
all youth populations. The RQ3 evidence indicates that socialization reliably fosters long-
term civic engagement, but only when environments provide opportunities for discussion,
identity formation, and civic learning; passive or low-structure settings generate weak or
inconsistent effects.

In the studies classified under RQ3, socialization is treated as the process by which
individuals acquire the skills, orientations, and motivations that subsequently shape civic
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and political participation. Most high-impact studies on political socialization focus on
adolescents and young adults, as socialization is defined as a formative process that
operates primarily during early life, and the mechanisms, such as interest, skills, identity,
and civic dispositions that are identified in youth settings, are those that later structure
adult political engagement. For this reason, the RQ3 evidence is youth-heavy by design
but analytically relevant across the life course. Across youth organizations, classroom
environments, peer groups, and digital settings, socialization provides early exposure to
political ideas, opportunities to practice civic behaviors, and contexts where identities and
norms are formed.

These studies treat socialization not as background context but as a mechanism that
builds both motivation in terms of political interest, prosocial orientation, and willingness
to engage, and capacity as defined by civic skills, efficiency, and knowledge. Whether these
experiences occur offline or through digitally mediated interaction, socialization shapes
long-term participation trajectories and helps explain why some individuals develop
sustained, meaningful engagement while others do not.

3.4.1. Socialization Indicators Examined in the Included Studies

Socialization is measured across four main categories of indicators. The first category
reflects civic socialization environments, including participation in youth voluntary associ-
ations and the opportunities these provide for civic skill-building, discussion, and early
participatory experience. This category also includes classroom climate, particularly the
extent to which students encounter an open environment for discussion, critical expression,
and voice—conditions shown to strengthen political interest, knowledge, and intentions
to participate [98,100]. Table 4 presents the indicators, with references to the papers that
constitute the literature for RQ3.

Table 4. Consolidated indicators and associated studies across RQ3.

Indicator Papers (Author–Year)

Civic socialization environments
McFarland & Thomas (2006) [98]

Campbell (2008) [100]

Digital civic socialization Xenos, Vromen & Loader (2014) [99]

Internal dispositions Fowler & Kam (2007) [101]

Identity & peer-based cues Park, Kee & Valenzuela (2009) [97]

A second category captures digital civic socialization, measured through patterns
of social media use such as communicative, expressive, informational, and, in contrast,
recreational or passive activities. These indicators assess the extent to which digital envi-
ronments promote civic awareness and participatory expression among adolescents and
young adults [99].

A third category involves internal dispositions, such as prosocial motivation, altruism,
and the internalization of civic norms. These psychological traits, shaped through social
contexts, increase individuals’ readiness to engage in civic and political activities [101].

Finally, a fourth category concerns identity and peer-based cues, including social
identity formation, group affiliation, and peer reinforcement in online networks. Exposure
to civic cues and group-based political discussion functions as a form of political learning
that shapes early civic trajectories [97].

Together, these categories capture how socialization environments—offline, digital,
psychological, and identity-based—contribute to the development of civic orientations,
skills, and motivations.
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3.4.2. Positive Findings on Socialization

Across the RQ3 corpus, socialization has a clear and consistent effect: early and
sustained exposure to civic contexts increases democratic engagement. Participation in
youth voluntary associations provides opportunities to develop civic skills, engage in
discussion, take responsibility, and practice decision-making. These early experiences form
habits that persist into adulthood and predict higher levels of political participation, even
after controlling for later-life factors [98].

Institutional settings contribute to the same direction. Open classroom climates in
which students can speak, discuss, and encounter diverse views strengthen political interest,
civic knowledge, and intentions to participate. The influence of such school environments
persists despite the effects of family background, suggesting that schools provide unique
socialization experiences that shape adolescents’ civic development [100].

Digital environments add new pathways. Communicative, expressive, and informa-
tional uses of social media increase young people’s political interest and engagement by
exposing them to civic information, peer-generated content, and opportunities for early
political expression. Through these mechanisms, adolescents rehearse political behavior
and build confidence in their ability to participate [99].

Socialization also operates through internal dispositions. Prosocial motivation, al-
truism, and social concern, traits that are shaped in childhood and adolescence, predict
higher levels of civic and political participation later in life and act as internalized drivers
of public-oriented behavior [101].

Finally, socialization within online groups reinforces a sense of group belonging and
civic identity. Exposure to civic cues, peer norms, and political discussion in networked en-
vironments contributes to political learning and mobilizes participation, especially among
younger cohorts who develop political awareness primarily online [97,99].

These findings show that socialization generates the skills, motivations, and behavioral
patterns that sustain democratic engagement throughout life.

3.4.3. Negative Findings on Socialization

Negative findings in the RQ3 corpus are few but show clearly when socialization stops
producing civic effects. First, not all youth organizations create politically relevant learning.
Associations that focus mainly on hierarchy, conformity, or recreation that do not offer
opportunities for discussion, shared decision-making, or civic skill-building, such as routine
sports practice or recreational activities where adults make all decisions and members
simply follow instructions, do not translate into higher adult participation. This indicates
that the structure and quality of early experiences matter more than membership itself [98].

Second, school environments that limit discussion or suppress student voice fail to
foster political interest or intentions to participate, even when other educational resources
are available. Without open debate and exposure to diverse viewpoints, the developmental
impact of classroom-based socialization is weakened [100].

Third, digital socialization has clear limits. Recreational or passive social media use
shows weak or inconsistent links to political engagement. Only forms of digital use that
involve civic content, expression, or information seeking show tangible positive effects on
democratic participation [99].

Finally, prosocial or altruistic dispositions alone do not lead to political participation.
These traits require social contexts that activate them—through opportunities, cues, or
collective goals. Without such triggers, their impact remains minimal [101].

These findings show that socialization promotes democratic engagement only when
environments offer chances for discussion, civic cues, participatory roles, and supportive
social reinforcement.
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3.4.4. Neutral or Mixed Findings on Socialization

Neutral and mixed findings show that socialization does not operate uniformly across
all contexts. Participation in youth associations produces variable long-term effects because
organizations differ in civic content, leadership opportunities, and exposure to political
discussion [98]. Digital patterns display similar variation, indicating that expressive and
informational social media use supports engagement, whereas general social media use
shows varying associations across country contexts, with weaker effects in some settings
and stronger in others [99].

Classroom-based socialization also shows uneven effects. Open classroom climates
generally increase political interest and intentions to participate, but the benefits are
stronger for students with initially low political interest, indicating a compensatory rather
than universal effect [100]. Prosocial dispositions likewise predict participation only when
activated by supportive environments, suggesting that personal traits alone are insufficient
to generate political engagement [101].

These mixed findings show that socialization contributes to civic and political involve-
ment only under certain structural, cultural, and developmental conditions. Not all forms
of socialization carry equal weight, and some require specific environments to translate
into participatory outcomes.

3.4.5. Integrated Answer to RQ3

The literature examined under RQ3 shows that socialization is a core mechanism
shaping both whether citizens participate and how deeply they engage. Experiences during
early civic development, such as participation in youth volunteer organizations, provide
opportunities for skills development, dialogue, and group decision-making, thereby fos-
tering long-term patterns of civic engagement [98]. School environments reinforce this
pattern: open classroom climates that allow discussion, student voice, and exposure to
differing viewpoints reliably increase political interest, civic knowledge, and intentions to
participate [100].

Digital environments add to the dynamic of socialization. Communicative, expressive,
and informational social media use among youth supports political learning, strengthens
civic identity, and encourages participatory expression across online and offline settings [99].
Socialization also operates through internal structures formed in social contexts such as
altruism, prosocial concern, and community orientation, which predict higher levels of
civic and political participation in later life [101]. Peer-driven prompts for engagement
and group affiliation in social media environments similarly contribute to early political
awareness and identity formation [97].

The effects of socialization are not automatic. Associations or classrooms that lack
civic content or opportunities for deliberation show weak or inconsistent outcomes, and
digital socialization generates participatory benefits only when combined with civic or
expressive use rather than general or passive engagement. These boundaries confirm that
the strength of socialization depends on the quality and structure of the environment in
which it occurs.

The selected RQ3 corpus shows that socialization provides the skills, motivations,
orientations, and behavioral habits that foster democratic participation. It forms the basis
of democratic citizenship, influencing not only whether individuals participate in public
life but also the depth and quality of their engagement. Within the interdependent model,
socialization provides the depth that sustains the meaningfulness of communication and
relationships over time. When civic learning environments weaken, the system loses its
ability to sustain participation across contexts, even when communication or relational
cues remain present. This conditionality reflects the broader fragility identified in the
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review: socialization supports participation only when environments provide structured
opportunities for civic learning, identity formation, and discussion—conditions that digital
settings often reproduce inconsistently.

3.5. Digital vs. Physical: Fragility Across Environments

Within the reviewed high-impact corpus, physical settings generally provide stable
structural conditions for the three mechanisms—diverse communication, durable relational
environments, and routine opportunities for civic learning. Digital environments, as char-
acterized by the dominant scholarship examined, exhibit greater variability: informational
exposure depends on platform design and user behavior; relational cues are often described
as thinner or more homogeneous; and opportunities for civic learning appear only under
specific forms of active use. While these patterns recur across influential scholarship, they
should be interpreted as dominant findings within the citation-based literature rather than
as universal characterizations of all digital participation or all digital environments.

3.6. Summary of Findings

To summarize the results, Table 5 presents the findings of the papers comprising the
RQ corpus, along with the corresponding indicator and the direction of influence captured.

Table 5. Unified findings across the corpus.

Finding Paper (Author–Year) RQ Indicator Direction

News-oriented social media use
increases social capital

Gil de Zúñiga et al.
(2012) [81]

RQ1 Informational media use Positive

News-oriented social media
use increases civic engagement RQ1 Informational media use Positive

News-oriented social media use
increases

political participation
RQ1 Informational media use Positive

General social media use does NOT
increase engagement RQ1 Non-informational

media use Neutral

Uncensored/peer information
increases mobilization

Tufekci & Wilson
(2012) [82] RQ1 Informational media use Positive

Well-designed deliberation
increases trust/willingness

Roberts (2004) [83]

RQ1 Deliberation
opportunities Positive

Poor deliberation design
weakens outcomes RQ1 Deliberation

opportunities Mixed

Social media message flows shape
political exposure Stieglitz &

Dang-Xuan
(2013) [84]

RQ1 Analytics Positive

Message volume/sentiment
influence engagement RQ1 Analytics Positive

Discussion frequency
increases reasoning

Eveland & Hively
(2009) [85]

RQ1 Discussion frequency Positive

Larger discussion networks
increase reasoning RQ1 Network size Positive

Heterogeneous networks
improve judgement RQ1 Network heterogeneity Positive

Like-minded networks
narrow reasoning RQ1 Homogeneous networks Negative
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Table 5. Cont.

Finding Paper (Author–Year) RQ Indicator Direction

SNS exposure increases
youth engagement

Zhang et al.
(2010) [86] RQ1 Informational media use Positive

Anxiety increases
information-seeking MacKuen et al.

(2010) [87]
RQ1 Emotional tone Positive

Anger increases partisan action RQ1 Emotional tone Negative

Exposure to heterogeneity online
increases engagement

Brundidge
(2010) [88]

RQ1 Network heterogeneity Positive

Echo chambers reduce
deliberative potential RQ1 Homogeneous networks Negative

Online info-seeking
mediates participation Shah et al.

(2007) [89]

RQ1 Campaign messaging Positive

Negative political ads
reduce info-seeking RQ1 Campaign messaging Negative

Weak-tie networks
strengthen citizenship

Gil de Zúñiga &
Valenzuela
(2011) [90]

RQ1 Weak-tie networks Positive

Blogs support expressive
participation Gil de Zúñiga et al.

(2009) [91]

RQ1 Expressive
communication Positive

Not all blogging behavior →
engagement RQ1 Expressive

communication Neutral

Bonding ties increase
trust/willingness

Valenzuela
(2009) [92]

RQ2 Bonding Positive

Bridging ties increase participation RQ2 Bridging Positive

Bonding alone does not
predict participation RQ2 Bonding Neutral

Community trust/cohesion
strengthen civic commitment

Helliwell & Putnam
(2004) [93] RQ2 Community

social capital Positive

Relational FB use predicts
expressive

political action Vitak et al.
(2011) [94]

RQ2 Relational social
media use Positive

Relational FB use → weak
unless expressive RQ2 Relational social

media use Neutral

Neighborhood cohesion aligns
with civic structures

Chetty et al.
(2022) [44] RQ2 Community social

capital Positive

Relational social media use yields
small–moderate effects

Skoric et al.
(2016) [95] RQ2 Relational social

media use Mixed

Peer cues & identity signals
facilitate protest Jost et al. (2018) [96] RQ2 Mobilization cues Positive

FB groups strengthen
relational capital

Park, Kee &
Valenzuela
(2009) [97]

RQ2 Relational social
media use Positive

FB groups support civic identity RQ2 Social identity Positive

Youth associations build long-term
civic habits Mcfarland & Thomas

(2006) [98]

RQ3 Youth associations Positive

Only participatory/skill-building
associations matter RQ3 Youth associations Mixed
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Table 5. Cont.

Finding Paper (Author–Year) RQ Indicator Direction

Social media expressive/info use
increases youth engagement Xenos et al.

(2014) [99]

RQ3 Digital socialization Positive

Recreational social media use →
weak civic outcomes RQ3 Digital socialization Neutral

Open classroom climate increases
interest & knowledge Campbell

(2008) [100]

RQ3 Classroom climate Positive

Stronger effects for low-interest
students RQ3 Classroom climate Mixed

Prosocial motivation
increases participation Fowler & Kam

(2007) [101]
RQ3 Prosocial dispositions Positive

Prosocial traits require activation RQ3 Prosocial dispositions Neutral

Peer cues/group discussion foster
civic learning

Park, Kee &
Valenzuela
(2009) [97]

RQ3 Peer civic cues Positive

3.7. Tensions and Contradictions Across the Corpus

While the reviewed studies converge on the importance of communication, rela-
tionships, and socialization as mechanisms underlying democratic participation, several
tensions and contradictions emerge that warrant acknowledgment.

Operationalization differences represent the first tension. Studies vary substantially in
how they measure core constructs. For example, “communication quality” is operational-
ized as news-oriented media use [81], deliberative forum design [83], message volume and
sentiment [84], and discussion heterogeneity [85]. These different operationalizations may
explain why effect sizes vary across studies.

Context-dependent effects represent a second area of tension. The RQ3 corpus reveals
that socialization effects vary substantially across country contexts. Xenos et al. [99] found
that expressive and informational social media use supports youth engagement, but with
weaker effects in some national settings than others.

The bonding versus bridging debate constitutes a third tension. The RQ2 literature
reveals an unresolved question regarding whether bonding or bridging social capital is
more consequential for democratic participation.

Temporal and technological heterogeneity present a fourth challenge. The corpus
spanned 2004–2025, a period during which digital platforms underwent substantial trans-
formation. Studies from the 2004–2010 period may not generalize fully to contemporary
platform architectures.

These tensions do not undermine the review’s central argument—that communication,
relationships, and socialization function as conditional mechanisms—but they qualify the
strength and generalizability of specific findings.

4. Discussion
4.1. Overview of the Review’s Contribution

This review examined three mechanisms commonly linked to democratic participation,
communication, interpersonal relationships, and socialization, and explored how they op-
erate in digital environments. According to the studies included, these mechanisms remain
conceptually strong. The central contribution of the review is to make the interdependence
of these mechanisms analytically explicit.
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It is important to clarify the evidentiary structure of this paper. The Conditional Model
and all substantive conclusions were derived from the synthesis of the 22 highly cited
studies comprising the analytical corpus. The authors’ prior empirical work [80] served as
motivation for the research questions and as contextual background, but did not function
as evidence within the review analysis. The consistency between the review findings and
our earlier empirical observations strengthens confidence in the identified mechanisms
but does not constitute circular reasoning: the mechanisms identified here emerge from
independent, high-impact scholarship rather than from our prior data.

While most studies examine communication, relationships, or socialization in isolation,
the synthesis shows that their democratic effects are conditional on their alignment within
the same environment. This interdependent perspective clarifies why similar levels of
activity or connectivity can yield quite different participatory outcomes across physical and
digital settings.

4.2. The Interdependence of Communication, Relationships, and Socialization

The interdependence of these mechanisms in physical spaces occurs naturally. Daily
engagement with diverse views, consistent social cues, and everyday opportunities to
discuss issues creates an environment in which mechanisms tend to support one another
without deliberate design. The environment itself provides the stability and layering
needed to maintain the system’s alignment.

However, digital settings create an environment that can more easily disrupt this
interdependence, while the mechanisms themselves remain unchanged. Digital fragility,
therefore, is less about the technology itself and more about structural misalignment: online
environments often fail to synchronize the communicative, relational, and socialization
conditions that need to operate together.

The mechanisms remain intact—but their stability becomes much more dependent on
the quality and consistency of the surrounding environment.

4.3. Explaining Digital Fragility: A Conditional Model of Participation

Combining findings across the corpus, we developed a Conditional Model of Digital
Democratic Participation that explains why digital democratic participation is fragile.
The operation of communication, interpersonal relationships, and socialization in digital
environments is conditional because each mechanism supports engagement only when the
corresponding indicators are met.

Positioning the Conditional Model

The Conditional Model differs from existing integrative approaches to digital partici-
pation in three key respects.

First, unlike mobilization-centered frameworks such as the Communication Mediation
Model [89] that treat communication as a linear pathway to participation, the Conditional
Model treats communication as one of three interdependent mechanisms whose democratic
effect is conditional on the simultaneous presence of relational and socialization conditions.

Second, whereas social capital approaches [38,92,93] focus primarily on relational
structures as predictors of engagement, the Conditional Model incorporates socialization
as a distinct mechanism that provides temporal depth—civic learning, identity formation,
and normative development—necessary for sustained engagement.

Third, platform-centric approaches often examine how specific design features affect
participation outcomes. The Conditional Model instead identifies the underlying structural
conditions—informational heterogeneity, relational openness, civic learning opportunities—
that platforms must reproduce regardless of specific features.
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What the Conditional Model explains that existing approaches do not is why iden-
tical levels of communicative activity, network connectivity, or platform use can yield
vastly different participatory outcomes across contexts. By specifying that democratic
participation strengthens only when all three mechanisms meet their qualitative conditions
simultaneously, the model provides a diagnostic framework for understanding variation in
digital civic life that single-mechanism or additive approaches cannot capture.

This conditional nature is responsible for the “fragility” of digital democratic engage-
ment. When the qualitative conditions are not met (for example, due to an echo chamber
or a low-trust network), the mechanisms cannot come together, and therefore, fragile
participation results. The system promotes robust democratic engagement only when the
indicators for each mechanism (e.g., heterogeneous information flows, high-trust networks,
and strong socialization environments) are met simultaneously. The Conditional Model
(Figure 4) shows that democratic participation strengthens only when all three mechanisms
simultaneously meet their qualitative conditions.

Figure 4. The Conditional Model of Digital Democratic Participation illustrates how democratic
participation depends on the simultaneous fulfillment of conditions for communication, relationships,
and socialization and that when any of these conditions fail, participation becomes fragile.

4.4. Implications for Digital Citizenship

These insights shape how we should think about democratic engagement today.
Firstly, they challenge current platform implementations that ignore this interdependence.
Attempts to improve civic participation by only optimizing moderation algorithms (com-
munication) or increasing user connections (relationships) are insufficient. Design must
focus on synchronizing these elements rather than optimizing them in isolation.

Secondly, the Internet can support meaningful democratic engagement, but only if
it replicates the conditions shown to be successful offline, such as diversity in available
information, relational openness, and opportunities for learning and political expression.
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If these components are absent, participation becomes unstable, not because citizens lack
interest, but because the system supporting participation is inconsistent.

Thirdly, to assess digital civic life, we cannot rely on simple quantitative metrics
of activity. Activity does not always equate to a well-functioning system. How many
messages, how many people are connecting with each other, or how many posts are public
on a platform mean little to whether communication, relationships, and socialization remain
interdependent so that participation is both durable and meaningful.

4.5. Future Work

Several avenues for future research have emerged from this synthesis that would
advance our understanding of the conditions under which digital environments support
or undermine democratic participation. Future research should embrace methodological
pluralism to capture the complexity of digital citizenship mechanisms, balancing quanti-
tative patterns with a qualitative understanding of context and meaning. The interplay
between trust and dialogic communication warrants sustained investigation, as online
trust develops through iterative communicative exchanges rather than static platform
characteristics—suggesting that trust is not merely a precondition for participation but an
emergent property of sustained interaction [102–104].

Understanding how cognitive engagement evolves through digital interaction repre-
sents a critical avenue. Learning analytics research reveals that deeper engagement emerges
from sustained, structured interaction rather than superficial exposure. Applied to civic
contexts, this suggests that digital citizenship may require the deliberate design of inter-
action scaffolds promoting progressively deeper cognitive engagement with democratic
content. The transition between face-to-face and online contexts offers natural experiments
for understanding how social mechanisms adapt to changing communicative environ-
ments; research demonstrates that social interaction and agency transform but do not
disappear during shifts to online settings, challenging deterministic accounts of digital
impoverishment [105–107].

Frameworks for hybrid education demonstrate that engagement patterns during
COVID-19 varied substantially based on institutional design choices and social support
structures, indicating that the fragility of digital engagement is conditional rather than in-
evitable. The importance of digital leadership competencies in navigating such transitions
is evident from research showing that leadership capacity in digital environments signifi-
cantly shapes the quality of mediated interactions—findings that generalize to civic contexts
where institutional actors must facilitate rather than impede digital participation [108–110].

The governance of digital trust has direct implications for democratic participation
beyond individual-level mechanisms. Research synthesizing evidence on trust, risk, pri-
vacy, and security in e-government adoption identifies privacy concerns and perceptions
of security as key determinants of citizen engagement with digital governance platforms.
These institutional trust architectures are elaborated in smart city and e-government re-
search, proposing flexible platforms for cross-border municipal services that prioritize both
openness and security, thereby addressing the architectural foundations on which digital cit-
izenship must rest. Multi-parameter optimization models for cybercrime and cyber-defense
provide frameworks for balancing citizen protection with service accessibility [111–113].

Research should also attend to how social-cognitive factors shape participation in
digital environments. Studies examining the factors underlying antisocial behavior demon-
strate that the same mechanisms that support positive socialization can, when disrupted,
produce negative outcomes—thereby illuminating the bidirectional nature of socialization
mechanisms central to the Conditional Model. The role of gamification and interactive
design in fostering cognitive and social function identifies design principles that maintain
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engagement and social connection even in fully mediated environments. Privacy and
trust considerations extend across domains; principles of transparency, user control, and
privacy-by-design apply equally to civic digital platforms where citizens must trust that
their participation data will not be exploited [113–116].

Finally, questions of digital equity and inclusion require sustained attention. Re-
search on digital education in marginalized contexts demonstrates that carefully designed
platforms can support socialization and self-development, even among populations tradi-
tionally excluded from civic participation. Encrypted educational platforms foster socio-
cognitive awareness, and restricted-access e-learning supports reform and equity objectives.
These findings suggest that the fragility of digital citizenship may be mitigated through
inclusive design that expands participation opportunities for marginalized populations—a
direction largely unexplored in the dominant scholarship reviewed here [117–123].

Taken together, these directions point toward a research agenda that moves beyond
simple assessments of whether digital environments help or harm participation, toward a
nuanced investigation of the conditions, designs, and institutional arrangements that deter-
mine when and how the three mechanisms—communication, interpersonal relationships,
and socialization—can function effectively in digitally mediated civic life.

4.6. Limitations

Despite focusing only on high-impact work, the literature still has gaps. Historically,
studies have examined communication, relationships, and socialization independently,
rather than as an integrated system. The evidence for each research area is uneven. Dif-
ferences in measurement make comparisons difficult, and cross-sectional data limit our
understanding of how these systems evolve over time.

The above limitations do not undermine the review’s contributions. Its value lies
in clearly outlining the dominant mechanisms present across influential work and in
highlighting the conditions that enable these mechanisms to function together.

Most of the high-impact scholarships included in this review examined established
democracies. This aligns with the aim of this review, which is to identify the core mech-
anisms underlying democratic institutions rather than to provide a global comparative
study. As a result, the scope of this review was limited to examining communication,
relationships, and socialization mechanisms within comparable democratic institutions.
Other political environments involve distinct theoretical assumptions and therefore fall
outside the boundaries of this study.

The relatively small number of studies per research question (11 for RQ1, 8 for RQ2,
5 for RQ3) reflects the deliberate focus on citation-established scholarship rather than
exhaustive coverage. While this limits the statistical robustness of any quantitative claims,
the review’s contribution is conceptual rather than statistical: it identifies mechanisms and
conditions rather than estimating effect sizes. Readers should interpret the summarization
claims as identifying dominant patterns within influential literature, and not as definitive
conclusions about all forms of digital democratic participation.

5. Conclusions
This review examined whether communication, interpersonal relationships, and so-

cialization function as core drivers of democratic participation, and how their operation
changes when civic life moves online. Across the twenty-two high-impact studies reviewed,
the findings consistently indicate that, although the three mechanisms remain conceptually
intact, the conditions that enable them to function as an integrated system vary across
environments. These conclusions apply to the dominant patterns identified within highly
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cited, citation-established scholarship and should be interpreted accordingly rather than as
definitive claims about all forms of digital participation.

Within the dominant scholarship examined, when communication provides a gen-
uine exchange of substantive information, when interpersonal relationships provide both
support and opportunities for citizens to encounter diverse perspectives, and when so-
cialization occurs within environments that foster discussion, learning, and civic identity
development, citizens are more likely to develop strong participatory habits.

Unlike physical settings where these social requirements often co-occur, digital spaces
do not provide this alignment by default. However, online spaces can also be environments
that reproduce some of these conditions—but not by default. Platform design, algorithmic
visibility, and patterns introduce variability that affects the alignment of these three mecha-
nisms. When the proper conditions hold in a digital environment, then digital participation
is meaningful. If these conditions are not met, engagement becomes shallow and thin.

The primary contribution of this review is the proposal of the Conditional Model
of Digital Democratic Participation. By describing social mechanisms not as automatic
processes but as conditional variables that depend on qualitative indicators that shape
the structural coherence surrounding them, this model provides a framework for under-
standing digital fragility. It also shifts the academic focus from debates over whether
the Internet is “good” or “bad” for democratic participation to identifying the specific
conditions required to support digital citizenship. Thus, understanding digital citizenship
requires seeing communication, relationships, and socialization as a system rather than as
independent factors.

Therefore, strengthening digital participation requires creating environments that
foster informational diversity, relational openness, and opportunities for civic learning.
When such environmental conditions exist, digital citizenship will thrive. When they do
not exist, the democratic potential of digital society will be weakened. Digital participation
is not weak, it is conditional.
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Appendix A. Descriptive and Correlational Indicators
This appendix presents descriptive statistics and correlation results from the empirical

dataset reported in [80]. These data serve only as contextual background and were not
used as analytical inputs in the present high-impact literature review.

Appendix A.1. Dataset Description

The descriptive indicators presented in this appendix derive from the empirical dataset
used in [80]. The dataset includes N = 1122 participants and captures user experiences with
ICT tools during the COVID-19 period of large-scale remote collaboration in work and
education. Participants completed a structured questionnaire that measured:
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• Communication effectiveness in digital settings,
• Quality of interpersonal relationships during remote interaction,
• Opportunities for socialization,
• Stress, productivity, and goal achievement,
• And demographic/contextual characteristics of their remote work or study environ-

ment.

Most parameters were measured using Likert-type scales, allowing both descriptive
and correlational analysis. Table A1 presents the descriptive indicators that were not
included in the published article [80]. Table A2 reports the previously published correlation
coefficients from [80].

Appendix A.2. Descriptive Indicators

Appendix A.2. provides the descriptive self-reported indicators from the dataset
underlying [80], summarizing participants’ experiences with communication, relationships,
socialization, stress, and goal achievement in digitally mediated settings.

Table A1. Self-reported descriptive indicators from dataset underlying Asimakopoulos et. al. [80].

Category Indicator (Self-Reported) Value

Communication
Decline in communication

quality during online
collaboration

71% report that
“communication pays a price”

Relationships
Perceived decline in

workplace or educational
relationships

≈70% report on weaker
relationships online

Stress Participants reporting stress
during telework/tele-learning

31.34% stressed/48.66%
not stressed

Goal
Achievement

Fully or mostly achieving
work/education goals 25.13%

Socialization Reported reduction in
opportunities for socialization

28% (primary/secondary)–31%
(tertiary)

Appendix A.3. Correlational Indicators

Appendix A.3. presents the correlation coefficients reported in [80], showing how
communication effectiveness and reduced socialization relate to relational quality, stress,
productivity, and goal achievement in digital environments.

Table A2. Correlational indicators published in Asimakopoulos et al. [80].

Predictor Outcome Correlation (ϱ) p-Value

Communication
effectiveness

Interpersonal
relationship quality ϱ = 0.387 p < 0.001

Reduced
socialization Stress ϱ = 0.229 p < 0.001

Reduced
socialization Productivity ϱ = 0.173 p < 0.001

Reduced
socialization Goal achievement ϱ = 0.167 p < 0.001
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Appendix B. Full Boolean Search Queries
The following Boolean expressions were used to retrieve studies for each research

question. All searches were executed in Scopus using the TITLE-ABS-KEY fields, limited to
English-language journal articles and conference papers published between 2004 and 2025,
and filtered by a minimum citation threshold of 300.

• For RQ1 (communication and democratic engagement), the search expression com-
bined terms relating to communication quality, political discussion, and deliberation
with terms referring to civic or political participation. The query was:
“(‘communication quality’ OR ‘interpersonal communication’ OR ‘political discussion’
OR ‘deliberation’ OR ‘dialogue quality’ OR ‘public discourse’) AND (‘civic engage-
ment’ OR ‘citizen participation’ OR ‘political participation’ OR ‘democratic processes’
OR ‘democratic engagement’).”

• For RQ2 (interpersonal relationships and participation), the expression linked concepts
of interpersonal relations, social ties, bonding, trust, and social capital with indicators
of civic or political engagement. The query was:
“(‘interpersonal relations’ OR ‘social ties’ OR ‘friendship’ OR ‘bonding’ OR ‘social
trust’ OR ‘social capital’) AND (‘civic engagement’ OR ‘political participation’ OR
‘citizen participation’ OR ‘democratic engagement’).”

• For RQ3 (socialization, belonging, and participation), the expression captured studies
examining socialization, belonging, community attachment, and identity as predictors
of civic or political involvement. The query was:
“(‘socialization’ OR ‘sense of belonging’ OR ‘community belonging’ OR ‘community
attachment’ OR ‘social identity’ OR ‘civic identity’ OR ‘collective identity’) AND (‘civic
participation’ OR ‘political participation’ OR ‘citizen participation’ OR ‘democratic
engagement’ OR ‘civic engagement’).”
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