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This article examines how digital platforms and new media are reshaping contemporary
politics through platform power, transformations in political communication, and evolving
forms of platform governance. The shift from traditional mass media to algorithmically driven
digital environments has fundamentally altered how public agendas are formed, political
visibility is distributed, and collective mobilization occurs. It uses a mechanism-based review
and connects classic agenda-setting and framing research with platform studies, specifying
indicators for empirical testing so. Recommendation systems, engagement metrics,
and moderation practices increasingly determine which political messages gain prominence
and which actors gain access to public attention. The analysis focuses on several core
mechanisms of this influence, including algorithmic visibility, hybrid agenda and framing
processes, networked mobilization, disinformation and synthetic media, and datafied forms
of regulation. Together, these dynamics demonstrate that platforms operate not merely as
communication channels but as infrastructures of power that reorganize access, control,
and political influence within digital societies and across institutional boundaries. The
platform-based political environment has a dual character: while it expands opportunities
for participation, accelerates collective action, and lowers barriers to entry into the public
sphere, it also intensifies risks of manipulation, polarization, declining trust, and weakened
democratic accountability. The article therefore emphasizes the need for transparency,
oversight, and public-interest-oriented governance of digital platforms as a condition for
sustaining balanced, pluralistic, and legitimate political communication in the digital age.
The thesis is substantiated that public opinion in modern societies is increasingly shaped not
through open public debate, but through technologically mediated processes of selection,
personalization, and dissemination of information.

Key words: political communication; platform power; hybrid media systems; algorithms;
disinformation; platform governance.

Introduction. Media influence politics not only by
transmitting messages but by shaping the infrastruc-
tures through which publics are formed, issues become
salient, and authority is recognized. In the classical
mass-media model, these processes were structured
by editorial routines and institutional gatekeepers. In
platform-based environments, however, visibility is
governed by algorithmic ranking, recommendation
systems, and moderation architectures that determine
what content is seen, by whom, and under what con-
ditions [11, c. 176-187; 7, c. 45-68].

The shift from broadcasting to digital platforms has
therefore transformed agenda-setting and framing.
Whereas earlier media systems relied on relatively sta-
ble professional norms, platform environments operate
through personalization, real-time engagement met-
rics, and computational gatekeeping, which continu-
ously reorganize the distribution of political attention
[6, c. 51-58; 7, c. 45-68]. These mechanisms influ-
ence not only which issues enter public debate but
also how they are interpreted and emotionally framed.

This article integrates scholarship on media
and political influence across three interlinked
domains: (a) platform power as control over the con-
ditions of public communication; (b) transformations
of political communication and mobilization within
hybrid media systems; and (c) platform govern-
ance as a de facto regulatory layer alongside states
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[4, c. 22—-49; 18, c. 34-61]. Rather than treating “tech-
nology” as an abstract force, the analysis focuses on
specific mechanisms through which platforms struc-
ture political interaction and redistribute communica-
tive power.

From Mass Media to Platforms: Key Shifts

Two shifts define the contemporary media—poli-
tics relationship. First, political communication is
hybrid: legacy media remain influential, but content is
increasingly produced, circulated, and reinterpreted
through platform infrastructures and networked pub-
lics [4, c. 22—-49]. Second, platforms operationalize
politics through data and computation: they measure
engagement continuously, personalize distribution,
and enforce rules through combined human and auto-
mated systems [7, c. 45-68].

Three concepts capture these changes. Plat-
formization describes how public communication is
reorganized around commercial platforms and their
economic logic [18, c. 34-61]. Datafication refers to
translating social action into data that can be ana-
lyzed and used to guide interventions [5, c. 17-39].
Algorithmic mediation denotes ranking, recommenda-
tion, and automated enforcement that shape visibility
and salience. Together, these shifts create new politi-
cal asymmetries: access to publics depends on infra-
structures that are privately governed, often opaque,
and monetized via advertising.
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Theoretical Foundations

Agenda-Setting and Framing

Agenda-setting explains how media shape issue
salience [11, c. 176-187]. Framing explains how
media shape interpretation by selecting problem defi-
nitions, causal attributions, and remedies [6, ¢. 51-58].
In platform environments, salience and framing are
co-produced by algorithms, users, and cross-platform
circulation. The analytical task is to trace how recom-
mender systems and network dynamics amplify some
frames while suppressing others.

Mediatization and Hybrid Media Systems

Mediatization theory argues that politics adapts to
media logic—formats and incentives favoring speed,
personalization, conflict, and spectacle [16, c. 228—
246]. Hybrid media systems research adds that older
and newer media interact rather than replace one
another; power is relational and depends on how
actors navigate multiple media logics [4, c. 22—-49].
Together, these approaches explain cross-platform
campaign strategies, feedback loops between plat-
form events and institutional politics, and the circu-
lation of narratives between social media and jour-
nalism.

Platform Power and Attention Economies

Platform studies conceptualize major platforms
as infrastructural actors shaping public communi-
cation through recommender systems, advertising
architectures, and moderation regimes [7, c. 45-68;
18, c. 34-61]. Critical political-economy accounts
emphasize asymmetries created through data extrac-
tion and behavioral prediction, which affect which
actors can reach publics and how rules are enforced
[19, c. 92-121; 5, c. 17-39].

Mechanisms of Political Influence in the Plat-
form Era

To connect technological conditions to political out-
comes without technological determinism, the review
highlights five mechanisms that recur across the litera-
ture. These mechanisms operate across levels of anal-
ysis (micro, meso, macro) and interact in practice.

Table 1 summarizes the core mechanisms dis-
cussed in the review and links each mechanism to

key platform functions, typical political effects, and rep-
resentative sources.

Algorithmic Visibility and Attention Allocation

Platforms govern political attention through ranking
and recommendation. This produces a computational
form of agenda-setting: issue salience is shaped not
only by editorial decisions but also by engagement
signals and recommender logics. Personalization can
fragment shared agendas and create partially overlap-
ping publics, while advertising systems allow political
reach to be purchased. These dynamics can widen
inequalities of voice and encourage strategic “optimi-
zation” by parties, candidates, and media organiza-
tions [7, c. 45-68; 18, c. 34—61].

Agenda and Frame Competition in Hybrid Envi-
ronments

In hybrid media systems, political meaning is con-
structed through rapid circulation of fragments—clips,
memes, screenshots, and short video. Frames are
designed for replication and travel across platforms
with different attention structures. Legacy media still
provide validation, but platforms shape discoverability
and interpretation. As a result, agendas and frames
are co-produced by newsrooms, algorithms, and net-
worked publics [4, c. 22-49; 6, c. 51-58].

Networked Mobilization and Connective Action

Digital platforms lower coordination costs and ena-
ble rapid mobilization, often via connective action—
collective action organized through personalized,
shareable content rather than stable membership
structures [2, c. 1-36]. However, visibility does not
guarantee institutional influence. Movements may face
deficits in organizational capacity and are vulnerable
to policy changes, harassment, and attention cycles
[17, c. 64-98].

Manipulation, Disinformation, and Synthetic
Media

New technologies expand manipulation capaci-
ties through automation, microtargeting, and disin-
formation strategies that aim to reshape information
environments by producing confusion and distrust.
While exposure does not automatically equal per-
suasion, high-volume circulation can overwhelm cor-

Table 1

Core mechanisms linking platforms to political outcomes

Mechanism

Platform function

Typical political effects

Key sources

Algorithmic visibility

Ranking, recommendations,
metrics

Issue salience; selective
exposure; unequal reach

[11, c. 176-187; 7, c. 45-68]

Hybrid agenda & framing

Cross-platform circulation
and remix

Frame competition; narrative
dominance

[6, c. 51-58; 4, C. 22—49]

Networked mobilization

Sharing, groups, hashtags,
messaging

Rapid coordination;
connective action

[2, c. 1-36; 17, c. 64-98]

Manipulation &
disinformation

Virality, automation, targeting

Erosion of trust; legitimacy
shocks

[Allcott & Gentzkow, 2017,
Lazer et al., 2018]

Datafied governance

Moderation, ads, rule
enforcement

Distributed regulation;
accountability gaps

[1, c. 211-236
9, c. 1094-1096]
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rection mechanisms and erode trust in institutions
[1, c. 211-236; 9, c. 1094-1096]. Computational prop-
aganda research documents coordinated campaigns
that exploit platform affordances to amplify narratives
and harass opponents [10, c. 1-32].

Generative Al intensifies these risks by lowering
the cost of producing persuasive, personalized content
and synthetic audio-visual materials. Even debunked
fabrications can generate a “liar’s dividend,” where
genuine evidence is dismissed as fake. This shifts pol-
icy debates toward provenance, labeling, and credible
signaling, but also raises censorship concerns.

Datafied Governance and Rule-Making

Platforms influence politics not only through
communication but through governance: rule-mak-
ing, enforcement, and the management of identity
and access. Code functions as regulation insofar as
it structures participation and constrains behavior
[10, c. 1-32]. Moderation systems, advertising infra-
structures, and automated enforcement raise risks
of opacity, bias, and accountability gaps, especially
when decisions are delegated to algorithmic systems
[14, c. 1-44; 12, c. 1-38; 13, c. 1-29].

Platform Governance and Democratic Account-
ability

Platforms operate as quasi-institutional spaces for
political participation, yet decision structures remain
largely corporate and transnational. This produces gov-
ernance problems that exceed the classic speech-ver-
sus-moderation debate. Three tensions recur. First,
transparency versus opacity: rules may be public, while
enforcement logic and moderation errors are difficult to
audit. Second, efficiency versus accountability: auto-
mation scales enforcement but often weakens due pro-
cess. Third, participation versus control: infrastructures
that expand participation can also facilitate surveillance
and behavioral prediction [19, c. 92—-121].

Policy debates cluster around three models:
self-regulation (fast but power-concentrating), co-regu-
lation (public obligations with platform implementation),
and stronger public oversight (audits, transparency
requirements, and appeal mechanisms). Comparative
research is needed to evaluate how these models
perform across political regimes and media systems,
and how state—platform bargaining shapes rights
and legitimacy.

Conclusion and Research Agenda. The analysis
shows that public opinion in platform-based socie-
ties is increasingly produced through infrastructures
that rank, filter, and predict political information. Polit-
ical influence is exercised less through speeches or
media coverage alone and more through the organ-
ization of visibility, engagement, and behavioral data
within platform ecosystems. This shifts power toward
actors who control data, algorithms, and interfaces
[7, c. 45-68; 18, c. 34-61].

For dissertation-ready research, priorities include:
(a) measuring algorithmic visibility and its distributive
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consequences; (b) mapping cross-platform agenda
flows and frame competition; (c) distinguishing online
visibility from organizational capacity and institutional
influence; (d) evaluating synthetic media and Al-me-
diated persuasion; and (e) comparing governance
models across regimes. Normatively, democratic
politics increasingly depends on infrastructures gov-
erned by private actors and algorithmic systems,
making accountability and oversight central top-
ics for contemporary political science [10, ¢. 1-32;
14, c. 1-44].
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Y yiti cmammi po3z/nisidaemscsl, K yughposi naamghopmu ma Hosi Media 3MIHIOMb CyqacHy
rnosimuky yepe3 gnady rniamghopmu, mpaHcehopmayii 8 MOAIMUYHILU KOMyHikayii ma po3su-
mok ¢hopm ynpasiHHsA naamepopmamu. lNepexio s8i0 mpaduyiliHux mac-media 0o aneopum-
MIYHO KepoBaHUX Yyughposux cepedosuly ghyHOaMeHmasbHO 3MIHUB me, siK (hopMyHMbCS
My6/1iYHi MoPsSIOKU OEHHiI, PO3MOOIIAEMBCS MOIMUYHa BUOUMICMB Ma BI06YBaEMBLCS KO/IEK-
musHa Mobinizayjis. Y Hili BUKOPUCMOBYEMbCS 027150 Ha OCHOBI MEXaHI3MIB ma MOEOHYOMbCS
KAacuyHi 00C/IIOXXEHHS1 BCMaHOoB/IeHHS ma ¢hopMy/IH0B8aHHs NOopPsioKy OEHHO20 3 AOC/IOKEH-
HAMU 1171amhopM, BU3HAYAIOHU MOKA3HUKU O/11 eMIIipUu4HO20 MecmyBaHHs, MmakuM YUHOM.
Cucmemu pexkomeHdayill, MoKasHUKU 3a/ly4eHocmi ma npakmuku mModepauii sce Yacmiwe
BU3Ha4Yaomeb, sIKi MO/IMUYHI MOBIOOM/IEHHS OMPUMYOMb MOMIMHE 3Ha4YeHHS, a ki akmopu
ompumytoms docmyr 00 2poMadckkoi ysaau. AHasli3 30CepeoXeHull Ha Ki/lbKoX OCHOBHUX
MexaHisMax Ub020 Br/IUBY, BK/IOYAKYU &120pUMMIYHY BUOUMICMb, 2i6pUOHUU MOpPsIO0K
deHHul ma npoyecu hpelimiHey, Mepexesy Mobinizayito, 0esiHghopmayito ma cuHmMemuYHi
Media, a makox chopmu peaysroBaHHs, U0 6asytomscsi Ha 0aHuX. Pa3om yi OuHaMiKu 0eMOH-
cmpyroms, Wo naamgopmu hyHKUIOHYIOMb He 1poCcmo sIK KaHasiu KOMYHikauil, a siKk iHgh-
pacmpykmypu gr1adu, wo peopaaHi3osyroms 00CMYyM, KOHMPO/Ab ma Mo/imuyHul Bnius
Y yughposux cycninibcmsax ma yepe3 iHemumyuyiliHi kopdoHu. MonimuyHe cepedosulye, Wo
6asyembCs Ha naamgopmax, Mae MoodsitiHUll xapakmep: Xxo4a BOHO PO3WUPHOE MOX/IUBOCMI
071 y4acmi, NPUCKOPIOe KO/IeKmUBHI Oif ma 3HUXYye 6ap’epu 07151 8X00y 8 ny6/iiuHy cehepy,
BOHO MAaKOX MOCU/IKE PU3UKU MaHIMy/isayid, noaspusayii, 3HWKeHHs1 0osipu ma nocna-
6/1eHHS1 0eMOoKpamuyHoI id3simHocmi. ToMy y cmammi Ha2o/10WyembCsi Ha HeobXiOHocmi
rpo3opocmi, Haensdy ma ynpas/iHHA YughposuMU ramgbopMamu, OpieHMOBAHO20 Ha
cycnifibHi iHMepecu, siKk yMosuU 07151 MIOMPUMKU 36a/1aHCoBaHoI, N/topalicmuyHoi ma seai-
MUMHOI" MoAIMUYHOI KoMyHikauii 8 yughposy enoxy. ObrpyHmosyemscsi mesa rnpo me, wo
epomadckbka dymKa B CydacHUX Cycrisibcmsax 8ce biiblue hopMyembCsi He Yepes Biokpumi
ny6siyHi 0ebamu, a Yepe3 MexHo/I02i4HO orocepedKoBaHi npoyecu Bidbopy, nepcoHasizayii
ma nowupeHHs1 iHgpopmayii.

Knroyosi cnosa: nosnimuyHa KoMyHikayisi; 8nada naamebopmu; 2i6pudHi Mediacucmemu;
aneopummu; de3iHghopmayis; yrnpassiHHs naamegpopmamu.
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