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We examined the impact of social media on political, civic, and online participation,
taking into account the discursive architecture and deliberative nature of each platform,
which was hypothesized to enhance these forms of engagement. Initially, we assessed
the deliberative aspects of the Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube platforms. Subsequently,
we investigated whether these aspects predicted participation through a national survey
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However, these effects do not align with their respective levels of deliberativeness.
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Investigamos el efecto de las redes sociodigitales en los tipos de participacion civica,
politica y en linea, tomando en cuenta la arquitectura discursiva y consecuente delibe-
ratividad de cada plataforma, que hipotéticamente incrementa la participacion. Primero
analizamos la deliberatividad de las plataformas Facebook, Twitter y YouTube, y segun-
do, la medida en que estas predicen la participacion, mediante una encuesta nacional
(N =1 750). Encontramos un efecto de las redes en su conjunto y efectos diferenciados
de cada una en aquellos tipos de participacion, pero sin vinculacion con su grado de
deliberatividad.
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participacion en linea, deliberacion, plataformas digitales.

Investigamos o efeito das redes sociodigitais nos tipos de participagdo civica, politica
e online, tendo em conta a arquitetura discursiva |e a consequente deliberatividade de
cada plataforma, o que hipoteticamente aumenta a participagdo. Primeiro, analisamos a
deliberatividade das plataformas Facebook, Twitter e YouTube e, segundo, até que ponto
prevéem a participagdo, utilizando um inquérito nacional (N = 1 750). Encontramos um
efeito das redes como um todo e efeitos diferenciados de cada uma nesses tipos de parti-
cipagdo, mas sem ligagdo ao seu grau de deliberatividade.
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pagado online, deliberagdo, plataformas digitais.
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INTRODUCTION

Literature demonstrates that, in certain circumstances, socio-
digital networks (SDNs, hereinafter) are capable of facilitating the
political participation of their users, overcoming both their effects of
depoliticization, when primarily used as spaces for entertainment, and
minimal engagement activism (Casteltrione, 2017; Gil de Ziiiga et al.,
2012; Halpern et al., 2017).

Due to the ease and speed that the Internet provides for collecting
information, SDNs can generate a sense of security on the people’s own
opinions and knowledge regarding topics of interest, which can translate
into participation in political discussions. This happens particularly
with users who have little political knowledge or are younger and tend
not to consume traditional media (Gil de Zuiiiga et al., 2016). Evidence
indicates that, as citizens spend more free time online, unintended
consequences arise regarding political participation and discussion.
Thus, everyday online conversations can eventually turn into a strategic
form of communication and action (Gil de Zudiga et al., 2016).

However, one of the less explored aspects is the type of platform
that has a greater effect in terms of its technological-communicative
affordances, and whose algorithms enable certain types and degrees of
depth in communicative exchanges.

A theoretically and normatively rich way to approach these problems
is through the concept of deliberation. Understood as an informed and
reasoned exchange of arguments among individuals about a topic that
concerns them, and as a process that inherently implies and enhances
participation (Gastil, 2008), theorists of online deliberation argue that
ecach digital platform contains certain structural characteristics
that either foster or inhibit it, depending on the algorithms that govern
them (Friess & Eilders, 2015). This so-called discursive architecture
enables a certain deliberative potential or degree of deliberativeness,
which in turn influences user participation.

In recent years, SDNs have become popular for political purposes
in Mexico, as they reduce campaign communication costs and allow
political proposals to reach disengaged audiences. However, their
relation to political participation is uncertain in the midst of a political
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environment that is resistant to it, which erects barriers through legal
loopholes from State institutions and through the indifference of elected
representatives towards their constituents in decision-making (Serrano,
2015). It is also an environment characterized by a passive political
culture; the majority of Mexicans do not participate in petitions,
demonstrations, or political parties (Temkin & Ivich, 2013). Voting
remains the primary and almost sole form of participation exercised
by citizens.

Nevertheless, the Internet boasts a significant political use:
information search is the third most time-consuming activity for
citizens (Instituto Nacional de Estadistica y Geografia [INEGI],
2020), while the most frequent forms of participation are reading or
sharing political information on SDNs (Somuano & Nieto, 2017). Case
studies, particularly those related to digital activism, confirm an
extraordinary political appropriation of SDNs by certain citizen groups,
both during elections, for monitoring or defending liberties (Zires,
2014) and in social movements (Slimovich & Lay Arellano, 2018),
although their conclusions are limited to specific populations.

In light of these promising glimpses and amidst the previously
mentioned political and structural limitations, the objective of this
article is to investigate the effect of social networks on political
participation, but from a specific consideration of the deliberative
potential of different platforms in this effect.

POLITICAL PARTICIPATION AND SOCIAL MEDIA

Extant empirical research on the possibility that SDNs’ raise levels
of political participation (see Boulianne, 2020, for an analysis of
320 studies on this matter) assumes that the latter is important for
democracy, while implicitly recognizing that pre-digital modes
of participation have limitations that online networks can compensate
for. Nevertheless, it is necessary to unravel these assumptions, as well
as to analyze the Mexican case, where this relationship takes on a
specific meaning in relation to the cultural and institutional obstacles
that limit participation.
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Participation is defined as the power and capacity of every
person to act upon the world in which they live in order to improve
the quality of public life (Valenzuela et al., 2009). In the political
realm, it can be developed both in the domain of institutional politics
(political participation) and in the citizen sphere of rights, through
non-institutional channels (citizen participation). The former implies
citizen intervention to designate their leaders and influence the
development or implementation of public policies. It is generally led
by formal State institutions and instruments and includes conventional
actions, such as voting, joining political parties, participating in
demonstrations and rallies, among other activities, as well as direct
democracy mechanisms that link citizens with public administration,
such as legislative initiatives, referendums, or citizen consultations
(Aguirre, 2013).

On the other hand, civic participation refers to citizens’ influence in
matters of public or political interest through methods that are external
to political institutions. Here, the occupation of public space is more
evident, with the aim of influencing the State to expand political spheres
of action, assert existing rights, or demand the recognition of new
rights. This sometimes involves unconventional, tougher, or coercive
actions, such as boycotts, protests, blockades, or marches. Social
movements represent the highest expression of this phenomenon
(Aguirre, 2013).

As for online political participation, it includes several of the
aforementioned aspects, so it can be considered both civic and political.
Defined as any political activity that distinguishes itself from offline
participation and takes place in the Internet or social media (Gil
de Zuiniga et al., 2016), it is characterized as a fundamentally discursive
activity. However, due to the connectivity characteristics of SDNs,
which connect users with other users or content (van Dijck & Poell,
2013), it can enable the organization of political action beyond the
Internet, with consequences in the real world.

Various activities are encompassed under this concept, in an
increasingly broad repertoire of both passive and active modes of use.
Passive activities include involuntarily receiving e-mails, propaganda,
and opinions. Active practices include searching for, forwarding, and
disseminating political content, whether obtained from written or
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visual journalistic sources (photos or videos) or from third parties;
commenting, expressing opinions, or discussing political issues
on personal platforms such as blogs, as well as on other contacts’
platforms or ideologically aligned closed groups; donating money to
groups or movements through digital means; writing e-mails to public
representatives; or organizing protests, boycotts, and votes around
various causes (Gil de Ztiiga et al., 2012).

As a relatively young democracy, political participation in
Mexico is contrasting. On one hand, the figures for voter turnout
in federal elections demonstrate relative stability: while voter turnout
was 58.2% in 2006, it was 63.1% in 2012, 63.4% in 2018 (Instituto
Nacional Electoral [INE], 2018), and 52.66% in 2021 (INE, 2021).
However, beyond voting, other forms of participation are rather weak
and declining, as highlighted by Nieto and Somuano (2020), who
examined various indicators from 1994 to 2014. These indicators
include petition signatures (31% to 18%, respectively), boycotts
(6% to 2.5%), demonstrations (10% to 2%), strikes (6.6% to 5.5%),
and occupation of public buildings (4.6% to 4.2%). These figures are
significantly lower compared to developed countries and even other
Latin American countries like Argentina, Brazil, and Chile. However,
indicators of community civic participation, such as helping to solve
community problems, attending school meetings, or participating in
women’s groups, show similar frequencies to those of Latin American
countries and even advanced democracies. This contrast suggests that
in Mexico, rather than apathy, there is a sense of alienated or excluded
civic participation from institutional channels and instances (Nieto &
Somuano, 2020).

In this context, citizen’s participation has activated in social media
over the past two decades. As previously stated, information search, in
general, ranks as the third most time-consuming activity for citizens
(INEGI, 2020). Additionally, other researchers found that the most
common forms of political participation in the country, regardless
of socioeconomic status, are reading or sharing political information
on social media and collaborating in political party activities (Somuano
& Nieto, 2017). These findings, along with interpretive studies or studies
focusing on specific populations (see below), provide indications of the
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potential of the Internet to foster citizen participation. The following
section provides empirical support for this assertion while discussing
preferred technological modalities to achieve it.

POLITICAL AND DELIBERATIVE USES OF SOCIAL MEDIA.
MAIN ASSUMPTIONS

As originally conceptualized, online participation encompasses all
Internet resources in service of political activity. However, a significant
aspect of online participation that has experienced exponential growth
in terms of information sharing and public engagement is Social
Digital Networks (SDNs). This technology was specifically designed
for participation after the era of Web 1.0, which was focused on the
unlimited availability of information. Regarding a specifically political
use of SDNs, literature highlights the broad availability and zero cost of
political information on these platforms, which in turn reduces the cost
for citizens to acquire, expand, and deepen their knowledge of public
affairs in terms of time and effort. Consequently, this affordance could
generate interest in political matters and provide the necessary self-
confidence for citizens to engage, either modestly by commenting or
expressing opinions, or in a more articulated manner, such as through
digital activism (Farrell, 2012).

Furthermore, it is more likely that this information will be
consumed since it is shared among previously known contacts and
trusted individuals. This may result in inadvertent consumption,
meaning that users may not actively search for or initially be interested
in the information, but it can become relevant under these circumstances
(Boulianne, 2015). This familiarity with network members, on the
one hand, encourages continuous commenting and opinion exchange
based on the information, while also gradually increasing the flow
of information for the user as its network expands (Gil de Zuiiiga et
al., 2012). In addition to these processes triggered by the widespread
distribution of information, SDNs can provide a platform for debate
and discussion, where the exchange of information, ideas, and
comments crystallizes in a public space for deliberation (see below)
(Lilleker & Vedel, 2013).
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In spite of those possibilities, SDNs are not exempt from politically
unfavorable uses. They are populated, to a large extent, by passive users
(lurkers) or those with low commitment who engage only peripherally
—certain research suggests that 90% of the content is produced by 1%
of users— (Jenkins et al., 2015). Other studies confirm that the
recreational uses of Facebook, which occupy a significant portion
of users’ exposure time —especially among apolitical users— show a
negative correlation with political and civic participation, effectively
distancing them from politically relevant topics (Casteltrione, 2017).
Above all, there is evidence of the low quality of dialogue that occurs
in these spaces, raising doubts about their real potential to stimulate
democratic participation (Strandberg, 2008). This phenomenon is
evident, for example, in the comment sections of Mexican digital
newspapers, which are often oriented towards falsehoods and invectives
(Frankenberg, 2015).

A cultural explanation of these findings would attribute polarization,
conflict, or incivility to the political culture of users, understanding how
culture or society shape the use of technology. In contrast, a perspective
of “technological shaping”, but not determinism, emphasizes how
a particular technology constrains but also enables certain actors
and social practices (Schroeder, 2018). This latter position has been
developed by scholars of online deliberation, who propose the concept
of discursive architecture. This is defined as a package of technological
features that offer opportunities for expression and interaction, as well
as possibilities and opportunities for online political action. These
affordances either enable or limit the performance of democratic
norms in the communicative realm and, consequently, the scope of
public deliberation in the digital environment (Chekunova et al., 2016;
Freelon, 2015; Halpern et al., 2017; Vaast et al., 2017).

It is argued that this is a promising position to explain the
technological antecedent conditions of online participation, not only
because it has been empirically demonstrated that the experience of
traditional deliberation in small groups steadily increases civic activities
(Gastil et al., 2002), but also because it allows postulating certain
properties in platforms, or affordances, that enable more or less frequent
and sophisticated participation. Defined as a collective practice that
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“carefully examines a problem and arrives at a well-reasoned solution
after a period of respectful and inclusive consideration of diverse points
of view” (Gastil, 2008, p. 9), deliberation could be strongly mediated
by the discursive architecture of socio-digital platforms, whose
algorithms introduce differences in communication possibilities among
participants.

For example, there are differences regarding the ability of each
network to distribute relevant and complex information and foster
deliberative interaction. Twitter, originally created as a “microblogging”
platform, only allows 280 characters, limiting the breadth of arguments,
while YouTube, on the other hand, favors audiovisual content, which
apparently hinders verbal reasoning. Both of these disadvantages
are absent in the Facebook network. Similarly, Facebook enhances
interaction among users and the expansion of contact networks, even
with non-close circles, as its algorithm favors the positioning of posts
that generate conversation among users and expand their contact
network. Conversely, this latter characteristic is absent in YouTube,
which emphasizes personal content preferences over the activity of the
contact network. In summary, due to the specificity of the technological-
discursive characteristics of social platforms, it can be considered that
each social media platform has a distinct deliberative potential and,
therefore, would generate differentiated effects on citizens’ political
participation.

On the other hand, the technological conditions for social
platforms to enhance deliberation in networks are summarized in five
attributes by Friess and Eilders (2015). Firstly, the distinction between
synchronous communication, which takes place simultaneously,
and asynchronous communication, occurring at different times,
is crucial. Synchronous communication, while attracting more
participation, can lead to interactions that are incoherent, frivolous,
or less inclusive. In contrast, asynchronous communication enables
individuals to reflect on and substantiate their arguments, fostering
more deliberate and justified exchanges. This approach prioritizes
participants’ convenience and broader interactions, rather than fixating
on a specific topic. Asynchronous communication more closely aligns
with deliberative dimensions of rationality, civility, and inclusivity.
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Secondly, there is anonymity versus user identification. The former
can allow participants to express their opinions freely and authentically
without fear of ridicule, although it could also encourage disrespectful
behavior and reduce the quality of the discussion.

Thirdly, the role of platform moderation is paramount. This
encompasses actions such as censorship, involving the removal of
inappropriate comments, as well as facilitating dialogue by offering
a synthesis of the discussion or spotlighting minority opinions.
These practices adhere to the principles of deliberation, emphasizing
rationality and inclusivity. However, the presence of a perceived censor
moderator could decrease users’ motivation to participate.

Fourthly, communication empowerment pertains to the provision
of tools that enhance dialogue, enabling users to acknowledge their
influence on the discourse. This is exemplified by means of group chats,
video conferences, direct responses to comments, and gaining insight
into users’ opinions through surveys or the selection of pre-determined
“emotion” buttons on social networks.

Fifthly, the division of labor holds significance, where the platform
enables intricate subjects to be subdivided into smaller groups as
chosen by users, thus facilitating discussions. Finally, mechanisms to
provide information and motivate users to share it are important, as they
increase knowledge and rationality in the discussion.

The theoretical assumptions and possible relationships previously
described still lack empirical evidence in the Mexican case. Studies
concerning the correlation between social media usage and participation
primarily center around digital activism, with a particular focus on
movements such as #YoSoyl32 or Ayotzinapa (Meneses, 2015;
Slimovich & Lay Arellano, 2018). However, it’s important to note that
broad conclusions should not be drawn exclusively from these cases.

Another set of quantitative studies focuses on university
populations, which show a low political appropriation of technology,
resulting in limited concrete actions and outcomes (Padilla, 2015;
Ruelas, 2016), as well as low levels of online participation (Torres
et al., 2020). Furthermore, the predominant forms of participation
among this population are passive and largely related to political
entertainment (de la Garza et al., 2019). However, other research does
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find positive relationships between digital media consumption and
online participation (de la Garza & Pineda, 2018).

While some national studies confirm a positive, albeit modest,
relationship between legacy media consumption and political
participation (Diaz, 2017; Muiiz & Echeverria, 2020; Temkin & Ivich,
2013), only the studies by Echeverria & Meyer (2017) and Moreno
& Mendizabal (2015) demonstrate the lack of association between
political participation and the use of social media, particularly among
young populations, with a very modest offline mobilizing effect.
Furthermore, we are not aware of a national-scale study that focuses on
the relationship between the use of social media platforms and political
participation, particularly considering the discursive architecture of
each platform.

In light of the latter, we address this research gap through two
research questions, which we empirically answer in the rest of the
article:

*  QI. What is the effect of social media use on political, civic, and
online participation in Mexico?

* Q2. Is there a relationship between the degree of deliberativeness
of Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube, and their effect on political,
civic, and online participation in Mexico?

METHOD

The initial phase of the research compared the social media platforms
Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube, which are the most investigated in
the literature, in order to identify the presence or absence of online
deliberation characteristics and demonstrate their deliberative potential.
Based on the criteria described earlier (Friess & Eilders, 2015), a
checklist was established to verify these attributes, and their presence
(1) or absence (0) was recorded, resulting in an index of deliberative
potential or deliberativeness for each platform (Table 1). This index
allows us to observe which platform would hypothetically have a
greater effect on participation, albeit only in an ordinal manner.
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Subsequently, a survey-based methodological design was used to
examine whether the utilization of these platforms influences citizens’
on and offline participation. For the survey implementation, the services
of the company QuestionPro were contracted, as they curated a panel of
participants at the national level. The fieldwork was conducted between
April 10t and 16t, 2021, during the campaign period for the federal
legislative elections.

TABLE 1
DIMENSIONS OF ONLINE DELIBERATION IN THE MAIN SOCIAL NETWORKS
USED IN CAMPAIGNS, AND DELIBERATIVENESS INDEX

Dimensiones Facebook Twitter YouTube
Synchronous communication 1 0 0
Asynchronous communication 1 1 1
Anonimity 0 1 1
Identification 1 0 0
Moderation 1 1 1
Empowerement of communication 1 0 0
Work division 1 0 1
Information 1 1 1
Deliberativeness index 0.88 0.50 0.63

Source: The authors based on Friess and Eilders (2015).

The sample (N = 1 750) consisted of participants who were adults
(> 18 years) and registered as voters in the Republic, across all of the
32 states. The sample consisted of 44.7% males (n = 782) and 55.3%
females (n = 986), with ages ranging from 18 to 80 years (M = 40.40,
SD = 14.36). Participants with different educational levels were
included in the sample, with the majority having a college degree (n =
919, 52.5%) or high school education (n = 551, 31.5%). In this survey,
socioeconomic levels were measured instead of income, using the
following distribution: AB (n = 26, 1.5%), C+ (n = 315, 18%), C (n =
346, 19.8%), C- (n =266, 15.2%), D+ (n =707, 40.4%), and D (n = 90,
5.1%). Regarding the variables and items, the instrument developed by
Rodriguez et al. (2014) was used. As independent variables, participants
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were requested to specify the frequency with which they utilized
Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube to acquire information about the
electoral campaign. This was measured on a scale ranging from “never”
(1) to “very frequently” (5). As dependent variables, the constructs of
offline political participation (6 items), offline civic participation (8
items), and online political participation (12 items) were measured, as
described in Table 2. Control variables included gender, age, income
level, education level, and consumption of traditional media (print,
digital, radio, and television).

To estimate the statistical effects, a multiple hierarchical regression
analysis was conducted to predict the effect of social media use
on users’ online and offline participation. Three models were run,
one for each type of participation, yielding satisfactory Durbin
Watson tests for no autocorrelation for each model (2.012 for online
participation, 1.961 for civic participation, and 1.972 for political
participation).

FINDINGS

First of all, it is noticeable that there is practically no difference in the
average, on a scale of five, between offline civic participation (2.56) and
online participation (2.36), while both differ considerably from offline
political participation (1.84). Conversely, the impact of aggregated
social media attention (SMA) on various forms of participation is
relatively robust. After controlling for sociodemographic variables
and traditional media attention, aggregated social media attention
(SMA) exhibits a substantial influence on online participation (§ = .259,
p = .000), a moderate influence on political participation (f =.209, p =
.000), and a modest influence on civic participation (B =.162, p=.000).
These effects contribute to a respective increase in variance of 5%, 3%,
and 2% across each model.

However, the breakdown of these elements by specific platform
yields differentiated results that do not correspond to the expected
order based on the degree of deliberativeness of each platform. We
ran a model for each platform and type of participation, integrating
sociodemographic and media control variables in each one (Table 3).



TABLE 2

EFFECT OF PLATFORMS ON SPECIFIC PARTICIPATION PRACTICES

Dimensions of political participation and items used to Facebook Twitter YouTube
construct their indices

Political Participation
Attending political party meetings 0.17 * 0.064 * 0.077 **
Working for a candidate or political party in political campaigns 0.083 ** 0.000 *** 0.07 **
Collaborating or working for a political cause 0.033 0.080 **  0.109 ***
Participating in demonstrations for a political cause 0.042 0.067 * 0.075 **
Engaging in pressure actions or boycotting public events when disagreeing with 0.101 0.0259 ** 0.067 **
a political decision
Mobilizing others to join a political cause 0.018 0.078  ** 0.100 ***
Civic Participation
Working on a community project 0.025 0.043 0.092 ***
Attending meetings of a club or social group 0.023 0.064 * 0.100 ***
Engaging in volunteer work 0.017 0.041 0.087 **
Attending neighborhood meetings -0.028 0.084 * 0.098 ***
Making requests (letters, phone calls, visits, petitions, etc.) to politicians or 0.003 0.065 ** 0.104 ***
public officials
Participating in protests, hanging banners, or blocking streets when disagreeing 0.004 * 0.073 * 0.086 *

with a political decision
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Dimensions of political participation and items used to Facebook Twitter YouTube
construct their indices

Attempting to solve neighborhood, community, or colony problems 0.023 0.053 * 0.093  ***
Working in support of a social cause or group 0.039 0.055 * 0.073  **
Online Participation
Consuming political information 0.018 0.113 *** (159 ***
Commenting on news and opinion columns about politics in the media 0.087 ***  (.159 #**  (.147 ***
Expressing personal opinions about social or community issues 0.052 * 0.189 *** 0.06 **
Expressing personal opinions about political matters 0.082 ** 0.181 *** (. 111 ***
Mobilizing contacts around a social or community cause 0.029 0.109 *** 0.126 ***
Mobilizing contacts around political causes 0.065 ** 0.115 *x* 0.09 kx*
Attempting to solve neighborhood, community, or colony problems using social 0.049 0.122 ***  (.118 ***
networks
Initiating or being part of a political group on a social network 0.027 0.129 ***  (0.093 ***
Initiating or being part of a social or community group on a social network 0.014 0.134 *** (0.101 ***
Supporting political protests or mobilizations 0.027 0.12 *** 0.084 **
Creating petitions through platforms like change.org 0.005 0.166 *** (0.087 **
Signing petitions created by others on platforms like change.org 0.023 0.212 *** (0.048

Source: The authors.
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Regarding the effects of platform use on online participation, the model
reveals an important influence of Twitter initially (B = .151, p =.000),
followed by YouTube (f = .102, p < .000), while Facebook’s effect
(B=.180, p=.842) is not statistically significant. It is worth mentioning
that these results are somewhat lower than the effects of legacy media,
as the variables of attention to news through print media (f = .204, p =
.000) and digital media ( =.145, p =.000) were significant. The model
as a whole account for a 4% increase in variance from the social media
variables.

The relationships are similar in the model of civic participation.
The effect of YouTube remains the most relevant ( = .082, p <.001),
followed by Twitter (B = .037, p =.000), and Facebook, whose impact
was not statistically significant. Again, these results are similar to those
of legacy media, with print media at the forefront (§ = .189, p = .000),
followed by digital newspapers ( =.153, p=.000) and radio ( = .085,
p < .001). In this case, the block of social media variables contributes
0.8% to the variance.

Regarding political participation, the results are, from an ordinal
perspective, similar to the previous ones. YouTube has the highest
impact (B =.083, p <.001), although this time it is less relevant than in
other types of participation, and is even close to the impact of Facebook
on online participation. Twitter follows in terms of impact (f = .046,
p = .265), and Facebook comes next (B = .036, p = .173), although
neither of them is statistically significant. With respect to traditional
media, only print newspapers are significant (B = .287, p = .000).
Social media variables account for 1% of the variance in the model.

On the other hand, there are participation practices that are more
strongly influenced by social media platforms. In terms of political
participation, the practice of “collaborating in a political cause” exhibits
the highest increase, with significant effects attributed to both YouTube
(B=10.109, p=.000) and Twitter (3 = 0.08, p <.001). The next practice,
“mobilizing others to join a political cause”, is more notably influenced
by YouTube (B = 0.100, p = .000) compared to Twitter (§ = 0.078, p <
.001).

On the other hand, there are participation practices that are more
strongly influenced by social media platforms. When considering



TABLE 3

EFFECTS OF LEGACY AND DIGITAL MEDIA ON TYPES OF PARTICIPATION. AGGREGATE MODEL

Online participation

Civic participation

Political participation

Independent table Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
b B b b b b b b b

Age -.101 **  -101 ** -0.088 ** -0.070 * -0.078 ** -0.72 * =129 ** 120 ** - 110 **
Gender -102 **  -084 ** -0.066 * -0.048 -0.034 -0.027 -.058 -.044 -.037 *
Income -0.004 -0.010 0.006 0.031 -0.038 -0.036 0.021 0.022 0.020
Education 232 ¥ -0.157 *¥* 0.142 ** 215 ** 145 *¥* 0142 ** 0.103 ** 0.052 *  0.049 *
News
Print 243 ** - 0.204 ** 203 ** 189 ** 305 ** 287 **
Digital outlets 212 **0.145 ** 180 ** 153 ** 0.081 *  0.044
Radio .087 * 0.065 .093 * .085 * 056 ** .046
Television -.003 -0.012 0.052 *  0.048 -0.036 -0.047
Social media
Facebook 0.038 -0.005 0.036
Twitter 151 ** .037 * 0.046
YouTube 102 ** .082 * .083 *
R2 0.78 ** 0.264 ** 0302 ** 0.058 ** 0224 ** 0232 *  0.030 ** 0.160 ** 0.173 **
Change in R2 .078 ** 186 ** 0.038 **  (0.058 ** 166 ** .008 * .030 ** 130 ** .013 **

Source: own elaboration.
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political participation, the practice that experiences the most substantial
increase is “collaborating in a political cause”, with notable effects
observed on both YouTube (B =0.109, p =.000) and Twitter (§ = 0.08,
p <.001). Following this, the activity of “mobilizing others to join a
political cause” is significantly influenced, with YouTube playing
a more relevant role (B = 0.100, p = .000) than Twitter (f = 0.078, p <
.001). Additionally, “participating in pressure or boycott actions due to
disagreement in a political decision” demonstrates noteworthy effects
on both YouTube (8 =0.086, p <.001) and Twitter (B =0.073, p <.001).
Facebook does not show significant effects in these three practices.
However, the use of Facebook for political purposes is associated with
“working for a candidate during campaigns” (f = 0.083, p<.001) and,
above all, “attending political party meetings” (B = 0.17, p<.05).

At this level of impact, according to the coefficient size, only one
civic participation practice stands out, which is “attending neighborhood
meetings”, related to political engagement on YouTube (B = 0.098,
p<.001) and Twitter ( = 0.084, p<.001). Two others show a moderate
increase, specifically “making requests to authorities” (YouTube, § =
0.104, <.05; Twitter, B = 0.065, p<.000), and “attending meetings of a
social group” (YouTube, = 0.100, p =.000; Twitter, B = 0.064, p<.05).
In the other six forms of civic participation, statistically significant but
almost negligible effects are observed. It is worth noting that Facebook
has no impact on these types of participation.

In the case of online participation, the practices influenced by social
media platforms are widely differentiated among platforms. Of the
effects of Facebook, only those related to “commenting on news or
columns” (f = 0.087, p = .000) and “expressing a personal opinion on
political matters” (B = 0.082, p<.05) are noteworthy. The rest of the
expressions exhibit marginal effects. On the other hand, YouTube has
a greater impact on other practices. The most relevant are “consulting
political information” (B = 0.159, p< = .000) and “commenting
on political news” (B = 0.147, p =.000). Other practices are smaller but
still relevant: “mobilizing contacts around a social cause” (f = 0.126,
p = .000), “attempting to solve neighborhood or community problems”
(B =0.118, p = .000), “expressing opinions on political matters” (p =
0.111, p = .000), and “being part of a social or community group”
(B=0.111, p =.000).
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Twitter, on the other hand, has a more significant impact on certain
practices, such as “signing (f = 0.212, p = .000) or creating (§ = 0.166,
p=.000) online petitions”, “expressing personal opinions on community
issues (= 0.189, p = .000) and political issues” (f = 0.181, p = .000),
and “commenting on news about politics” ( = 0.159, p =.000). At the
next level of impact, there are practices like “initiating or being part
of a social (f = 0.134, p = .000) or political (B = 0.129, p p = .000)
group”, “attempting to solve community problems” (f = 0.122, p =
.000), “mobilizing contacts around political causes” (3 =0.115, p<.001),
“consulting political information” (f = 0.113, p = .000), “supporting
protests or mobilizations” (§ = 0.12, p=.000), and “mobilizing contacts

around a social cause” (f = 0.109 p =.000).
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The aim of this study was to investigate the potential connection
between the utilization of social media platforms and various forms
of political participation within the Mexican electoral context. The
research sought to differentiate the impact of different platforms,
operating under the assumption that each platform possesses a distinct
discursive architecture that influences deliberation and, subsequently,
political participation.

Firstly, it is possible to observe that social media platforms as
a whole, as well as each individual platform, have a positive but
modest impact on different types of participation, particularly online
participation, followed by political participation, and finally
civic participation. This contradicts findings at the national level
(Moreno & Mendizabal, 2015) regarding the lack of association
between social media use and participation, as well as the almost
negligible offline mobilizing effect, as found in studies conducted
among university populations (Padilla, 2015; Ruelas, 2016; Torres et
al., 2020). However, our results align with those of Garza and Pineda
(2018) and Rodriguez-Estrada et al. (2019).

Nevertheless, it is necessary to acknowledge that participation
remains a lagging practice in Mexico. On the one hand, its frequency
is moderate across the three measured types of participation, and



Does platform’s discursive architecture influence political participation?... 19

on the other hand, online participation does not surpass traditional
civic participation, which represents the latent type of community
participation described earlier, despite being more accessible (Nieto
& Somuano, 2020). This may imply that the political appropriation of
this technology remains constrained, in line with the passive cultural
legacies and legal obstacles previously described. Furthermore, it’s
important to emphasize that the impacts of social media platforms often
mirror, and at times fall short of, those of traditional media, particularly
print media, digital media, and radio. Despite the increasing usage and
expansive interactive potential of social media, these relatively novel
platforms appear to be somewhat less adept than “traditional” media in
fostering participation.

On the other hand, there are substantial differences regarding the
effects of each platform on the types of participation and specific
practices. Facebook does not show significant effects on the three
types of participation at an aggregate level and only has very small
effects on two partisan political participation practices and two
commenting practices. It appears, as we mentioned, to be a platform
primarily used by passive users for entertainment purposes or by users
managing party-related groups. On the one hand, Twitter has minimal
influence on civic participation in the aggregate and weakly influences
three specific practices of this type of participation (see Table 2).
Its influence on political participation is non-existent at the aggregate
level, and only in three practices does it have a barely marginal
influence. However, the platform significantly stimulates practices such
as expression, affiliation with causes or groups, and online commenting.
In the aggregate, it has the greatest overall effect on online participation
by a significant margin. Twitter appears to stimulate broad political
activity within its own environment but very little outside of it.

Likewise, in the aggregate, YouTube demonstrates a moderate
impact on civic participation and stands as the sole platform with
an effect on political participation. This observation hints that the
credibility of the latter, conducted via institutional avenues, might
be compromised to an extent where these technologies are unable to
enhance its level. (see Table 3). Political information consumption on
YouTube also influences practices of association among neighbors and
groups. The platform’s impact on online participation practices is also
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noteworthy, as two of them —political information consumption and
commenting— show a strong effect, while four show a moderate effect.

In this regard, the data run counter to our assumption that platforms
with more deliberative attributes would result in a more substantial
impact on participation. Although Facebook is by far the platform with
the greatest deliberative potential, its use does not increase participation.
Unexpectedly, it is YouTube, with lower capacities for interaction
and deliberation, that has the greatest effect on civic, political, and
particularly online participation

In fact, the hierarchy of deliberative potential differs from its
impact on real participation. Contrary to our categorization, the order
of influence on participation is as follows: YouTube, Twitter (with half
the coefficient value), and Facebook.

The most parsimonious explanation for these findings is that users
do not utilize the platforms for deliberation purposes, so the potential
of their discursive architecture is not exploited. If this is the case,
the attribute that seems most relevant in the detected effects is the
platforms’ capacity for abundant, free, and networked distribution of
political information, rather than the features that enable interactions,
discussions, and mobilization among users, which would translate into
participation (Lilleker & Vedel, 2013). For example, YouTube is a
platform capable of distributing copious political information with high
levels of engagement, thanks to its audiovisual nature, unlike Twitter,
which is primarily text-based.

Thus, we could be facing a phenomenon of media effects on
political participation that is very similar to what occurs in traditional
media such as the press, radio, and television, according to international
literature and previous national studies (Diaz, 2017, Muiiz &
Echeverria, 2020; Temkin & Ivich, 2013). Platform attributes such
as active communication, synchronous communication, or thematic
compartmentalization do not seem to be more relevant features than
traditional media information when it comes to stimulating different
forms of participation, at least in the cultural and institutional conditions
of the country. However, we should not dismiss the effects of certain
platforms on certain participation practices, where their public utility
may lie.
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This research has some limitations. As evident, it does not measure
the deliberative activity of social media users, and in that sense, it
cannot link usage data with effects but can only approximate the
former. Secondly, the sample is somewhat skewed towards users with
higher educational and socioeconomic levels, which somewhat nuances
the preferred use of social media. Nevertheless, we believe that the
findings can be relevant for an agenda focused, at a structural level,
on how social media platforms can accelerate historical backlogs in
political participation processes and, at a micro level, on the specific
characteristics of the discursive architecture of the platforms that
increase such participation. In a country like Mexico, with high levels
of political disaffection and distrust, that agenda is both relevant and
timely.
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