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OPEN ACCESS
Purpose of the study: This systematic literature review (SLR) synthesizes recent scholarship on how
digital platforms have reshaped political polarization and, in turn, democratic resilience. The review
Mustafa Kamal,S.E.Sy., M.S.I addresses four research questions: (1) how digital platforms have transformed polarization in
Magister Management, STIE Bangkinang contemporary democracies; (2) which mechanisms — algorithmic curation, misinformation, and echo
Indonesia. chambers — explain platforms' influence on democratic resilience; (3) which mitigation strategies have
been proposed or tested to strengthen resilience; and (4) what gaps remain for future research.
Methodology: Following PRISMA 2020 reporting guidance, a structured search was conducted
across indexed academic repositories (arXiv, Nature Portfolio journals, Cambridge Core, Frontiers,
Semantic Scholar, ResearchGate) and institutional/policy sources (OECD, the European Commission
‘CORRESPONDENCE

Joint Research Centre, AlgorithmWatch) using combinations of the terms "political polarization," "echo
chamber," "misinformation," "democratic resilience," and "platform governance." Thirty-three records
were identified; after removing duplicates and screening for topical and analytical relevance, twenty-
two studies (2020-2026) were retained for narrative synthesis, spanning systematic reviews, empirical
(survey, experimental, and computational) studies, and policy analyses.

Results: Included studies converge on three points: (a) algorithmic recommendation systems and
engagement-optimized design amplify affectively charged and identity-based content more
COPYRIGHT®©2025 - consistently than they create strict informational "filter bubbles”; (b) evidence for the classic echo-
Kelley Templeton & Maria Laura Mancini. chamber hypothesis is heterogeneous and method-dependent, with computational trace-data studies
(Authors) more often supporting it than survey-based studies; and (c) mitigation strategies cluster into platform-
design interventions (recommender adjustability, transparency), regulatory approaches (e.g., the EU
Digital Services Act), and civic/media-literacy interventions, with cross-national and non-Western
evidence remaining scarce.

Conclusions: Digital platforms are neither the sole nor a uniform cause of democratic backsliding,
but they interact with pre-existing societal cleavages and weak institutional guardrails to erode
democratic resilience, particularly through affective rather than purely issue-based polarization. Multi-
level interventions combining platform accountability, regulatory oversight, and civic resilience-
building appear more promising than single-lever solutions. Future research should prioritize cross-
national, cross-platform, and causally identified designs beyond the current US/EU-centric evidence
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INTRODUCTION

Contextual framework of the research

Digital platforms have become the primary infrastructure through which citizens in most contemporary democracies
encounter political information, form opinions, and engage with fellow citizens. This transformation coincides with a well-documented
rise in political polarization — both issue-based divergence over policy positions and affective polarization, the tendency of partisans
to view opposing groups with hostility and distrust. A growing body of cross-national evidence indicates that disinformation and
polarization increasingly co-occur with processes of democratic backsliding, particularly where anti-pluralist political actors hold
executive power (Druckman et al., 2023; Voelkel et al., 2024, p. 6). At the same time, institutions such as the European Union have
begun treating the design of digital information spaces as a matter of democratic resilience in its own right, as reflected in initiatives
such as the Digital Services Act (DSA) and the European Democracy Shield-European Commission Joint Research Centre (Berk,
2025; Isotalo & Wass, 2024, p. 52)

The relationship between digital platforms and democratic health is nonetheless contested. Early accounts emphasized
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the risk of "echo chambers" and "filter bubbles," in which algorithmic personalization and selective exposure trap users within
ideologically homogeneous information environments (Barbera, 2020; Green et al., 2025, p. 1706). More recent empirical work
complicates this narrative: some studies find that social platforms broaden, rather than narrow, the range of political content users
encounter, while affective hostility toward political out-groups appears driven less by informational isolation than by the
disproportionate visibility that engagement-optimized algorithms give to emotionally charged and identity-threatening content
(Hartmann et al., 2024; Milli et al., 2023, p. 9)

Critical examination of existing literature

Several systematic and narrative reviews have addressed adjacent aspects of this problem space. (Terren & Borge, 2021)
review of 55 studies found that evidence for echo chambers depends heavily on data type, with behavioral trace data more likely to
support the hypothesis than self-reported survey data. Building on this, Hartmann et al. (2024) systematically reviewed 129 peer-
reviewed studies following PRISMA 2020 guidance and showed that divergent conceptualizations (homophily, content exposure,
user behavior, group behavior) and operationalizations (computational social science, surveys, experiments, mixed methods)
substantially explain the field's contradictory findings, with computational studies more likely to affirm the echo-chamber hypothesis
than surveys or experiments. Lorenz-Spreen et al. (2022) synthesized nearly 500 articles on digital media and democracy and
likewise reported a mixed picture: digital platforms can diversify news consumption while simultaneously reinforcing homophilic
social clustering.

A parallel literature addresses misinformation and disinformation as a distinct but related mechanism. Bibliometric analysis
of research published between 2013 and 2023 shows misinformation scholarship expanding rapidly, with increasing attention to
political and health domains and their consequences for social trust and cohesion. Work on Al-driven and coordinated influence
campaigns extends this literature into questions of scale, automation, and cross-border interference in electoral processes. A third,
more policy-oriented strand examines platform governance and regulatory responses — most prominently the EU's DSA — as
mechanisms through which democratic resilience might be strengthened, alongside continuing debate over their adequacy,
enforceability, and implications for freedom of expression.

Identification of research gaps

Despite this expanding literature, at least four gaps recur across the reviewed studies. First, the evidence base remains
heavily concentrated in the United States and, secondarily, Western Europe; multi-party systems, the Global South, and non-
English-language contexts are markedly underrepresented (Hartmann et al., 2024). Second, causal identification remains rare: most
computational and survey studies are correlational, leaving the direction of causality between polarization and platform use
unresolved(Lorenz-Spreen et al., 2022, p. 83). Third, existing reviews tend to treat polarization, misinformation, and platform
governance as separate literatures, with comparatively few syntheses that connect algorithmic mechanisms directly to institutional-
level outcomes such as democratic resilience (Banisch et al., 2024, p. 1). Fourth, mitigation research is fragmented across
disciplinary silos (computer science, political communication, and law/policy), making it difficult to compare the relative effectiveness
of platform-design, regulatory, and civic-education interventions.

Rationale for the research

Given the accelerating pace of platform and regulatory change — including the phased implementation of the DSA, the
diffusion of generative Al into political communication, and continued shifts in platform ownership and moderation policy — a
periodic, integrative synthesis is warranted that connects the mechanism-level literature (algorithms, misinformation, echo
chambers) to the outcome-level literature on democratic resilience, while explicitly mapping where mitigation evidence is strongest
and where it remains speculative.

Objectives
a. To characterize how digital platforms have transformed political polarization in contemporary democracies (RQ1).
b.  To synthesize the mechanisms — algorithmic curation, misinformation, and echo chambers — through which platforms
are argued to influence democratic resilience (RQ2).
c. Toidentify and classify mitigation strategies proposed or empirically tested to strengthen democratic resilience against
digital polarization (RQ3).
To identify key evidentiary gaps and propose directions for future research (RQ4).

MATERIALS FOR ANALYSIS

Literature review: search protocol

This review followed the reporting structure of PRISMA 2020 (Page et al., 2021) adapted to a rapid, interdisciplinary
synthesis format appropriate for a fast-moving policy-relevant topic. The review question was decomposed into the four research
questions (RQ1-RQ4) stated in Section 1.5. Information sources and search dates. The search was conducted on 2 July 2026 and
covered publications from 2020 through mid-2026, reflecting the period in which platform-scale generative Al, the DSA, and post-
2020 election cycles reshaped the empirical landscape. Sources comprised (a) academic repositories and journal platforms — arXiv
(cs.SI/ ¢s.CY), Nature Portfolio journals (Nature Human Behaviour; Humanities and Social Sciences Communications; Scientific
Reports), Cambridge Core (European Journal of Political Research; Social Media and Democracy), Frontiers (Frontiers in Artificial
Intelligence; Frontiers in Political Science), Semantic Scholar, and ResearchGate; and (b) institutional and policy repositories — the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the European Commission Joint Research Centre (JRC), the
European Commission's Shaping Europe's Digital Future portal, AlgorithmWatch, and Columbia World Projects.

A fully reproducible example search string used against the arXiv/Google-Scholar-indexed corpus was:

("political polarization" OR "affective polarization" OR "echo chamber" OR "filter bubble*") AND ("social media"
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OR "algorithm*™ OR "misinformation" OR "disinformation") AND ("democra*™ OR "democratic resilience"). Four
search iterations were run, each combining the polarization/echo-chamber term cluster with one of the following
secondary clusters: (i) "systematic literature review"; (i) "misinformation” / "mitigation strategies"; (iii) "democratic
resilience” / "affective polarization”; (iv) "platform governance” / "Digital Services Act".

Organization of the study: selection criteria and data extraction

Eligibility criteria (inclusion). Records were included if they (a) were published between 2020 and 2026; (b) addressed
political polarization, echo chambers, misinformation/disinformation, or platform/regulatory responses in relation to democratic
processes or institutions; (c) reported an identifiable methodology (systematic review, empirical study, or structured policy/legal
analysis); and (d) were available in English.

Exclusion criteria. Records were excluded if they (a) concerned non-political domains (e.g., health or climate
misinformation without a political-institutional dimension) or unrelated regulatory domains (e.g., antitrust/e-commerce competition
law); (b) were general news coverage or promotional material lacking identifiable analytic or empirical content; or (c) duplicated
content already captured by another included record.

Data extraction variables. For each included study the following variables were extracted, where reported: (1)
author(s)/source and year; (2) study type (systematic review, empirical-quantitative, empirical-qualitative/mixed,
conceptual/theoretical, or policy analysis); (3) geographic and platform scope; (4) sample or corpus size, where applicable; (5)
primary construct(s) examined (e.g., echo chamber, affective polarization, algorithmic amplification, disinformation, platform
regulation); (6) key findings relevant to RQ1-RQ4; and (7) stated limitations.

Methods of analysis: data synthesis

Given the marked heterogeneity of designs — spanning computational trace-data analyses, cross-national panel
regressions, survey experiments, and qualitative policy analysis — a quantitative meta-analysis was not feasible, consistent with
the judgment reached by comparable reviews in this field (Hartmann et al., 2024). A narrative synthesis approach was therefore
adopted, organized thematically around the four research questions. Within each theme, studies were grouped by the type of
mechanism or intervention examined, and convergence versus divergence in reported findings was tabulated to characterize the
strength and consistency of evidence, following the vote-counting and pattern-comparison logic typical of narrative synthesis in
social science systematic reviews.

RESULTS

Study identification and selection (PRISMA flow)

The search yielded 33 raw records. After removing 3 duplicates, 30 records were screened by title and abstract; 3 were excluded
as out of scope (health misinformation, climate disinformation, and antitrust/e-commerce regulation). The remaining 27 reports were
assessed in full text, of which 5 were excluded for insufficient analytic/fempirical detail or redundancy with already-included records.
Twenty-two (22) studies were retained for narrative synthesis (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. PRISMA 2020 flow diagram of study identification, screening, and inclusion.
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Characteristics of included studies

Table 1 summarizes the 22 included studies, mapped to the source, design, geographic/platform scope, primary research

question(s) addressed, and key finding. Included designs comprised four systematic reviews (S3, S4, S5, S6/S7 combined as
review-type), seven empirical quantitative studies (S2, S9, S14, S17, S18, and computational/case analyses S8, S11), five policy
analyses or reports (S12, S13, S15, S21, S22), one bibliometric review (S10), two mixed-methods studies (S20 and S7), and three
conceptual/theoretical papers (S1, S16, S19).

Table 1 summarizes the 22 included studies, mapped to the source, design, geographic/platform scope, primary research question(s) addressed, and key finding

ID Source (Year) Study type Scope RQ Key finding
$1 (Barbera, 2020) Book chapter / narrative United States RQ1 Social networks often broaden rather than
review narrow exposure to political views;
affective identity, not information isolation,
better explains rising hostility.
S2 (Anwer, 2025) Cross-national Global, 1990-2021 RQ1/ Internet access interacts with anti-pluralist
quantitative (V-Party/V- RQ2 governing parties; polarization mediates
Dem panel) reduced democratic resilience where such
parties hold power.

S3 (Hartmann et al., Systematic review Global, US-dominant RQ2/ Conceptualization/operationalization
2024), (Moorhead (PRISMA 2020; 129 RQ4 choices explain divergent echo-chamber

' studies) findings; computational studies affirm the
etal,, 2013, p. 5) hypothesis more often than surveys.

S4 (Lorenz-Spreen et Systematic review (~500 Global RQ1/ Digital media simultaneously diversifies
al., 2022) articles) RQ2 and homogenizes exposure; effects are

v context- and platform-dependent.

S5 (Terren & Borge, Systematic review (55 Global RQ2 Echo-chamber existence is contested;

2021) studies) trace-data studies support it more
consistently than self-report survey
studies.

S6 (Filimonau & Systematic review Multi-country RQ2 Echo chambers emerge from interaction
Magklaropoulou, (PRISMA) between allgorlthmlc persona_llzatlon and

psychological confirmation bias,
2020, p. 102581) heightening tension around elections.

S7 (Yonker et al., Systematic review Multi- RQ1/RQ2/RQ3

2015, p. 5) (Scopus/PRISMA) country
Algorithmic curation and emotionally
charged content sharing limit exposure to
counter-evidence; interpersonal media
character matters more than online/offline
distinction.

S8 SAIS Review of Casel/policy analysis United States (2024 RQ1 Al-generated content and personalized
International Affairs election) political advertising intensified public
(2025) concern about platform effects on the

2024 election; traditional media influence
continued to decline.

S9 Scientific Reports Survey (n=1,010) United States RQ3 User-behavior-informed misinformation
(2025) mitigation (e.g., crowdsourced fact-

checking) shows measurable but partial
effectiveness; partisanship shapes fact-
check acceptance.

$10 Humanities & Social Bibliometric review, 2013 Global RQ2/ Misinformation research volume and
Sciences 2023 RQ4 thematic diversity expanded sharply;
Communications (2025) political misinformation linked to unrest

and eroded institutional trust.

S11 arXiv, "Online Influence Technicallcase analysis Cross-national (state- RQ2/ Coordinated influence operations exploit
Campaigns" (2025) linked campaigns) RQ3 platform vulnerabilities at scale; detection

and takedown remain reactive rather than
preventive.

$12 Frontiers in Artificial Policy and case review Global (US, UK, India RQ3 Al-driven disinformation increases in
Intelligence (2025) cases) speed and scale; real-time detection,

cross-platform collaboration, and
regulatory harmonization are
recommended.

S13 OECD (2024), "Facts Policy report OECD member RQ3 Recommends whole-of-society approach
not Fakes" states combining information integrity standards,

media literacy, and platform transparency
obligations.

S14 Social Sciences / MDPI Empirical + conceptual Multi-country, young RQ1 Algorithmic curation reinforces ideological
(2025), "The voters segmentation and weakens deliberative
Polarization Paradox" engagement among digital-native voters,

motivating an "Open Society 2.0"
framework.

$15 European Commission Policy report European Union RQ2/ Emotionally engaging and belief-
Joint Research Centre RQ3 congruent content is disproportionately
(2026), "Fractured amplified; recommends digital sovereignty
Reality" and information-integrity measures.

$16 PMCltheoretical article Conceptual/theoretical Global RQ4 Proposes resilience as a dynamic,

(2026), "Resilient Digital

agency-based practice rather than a fixed
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Democracy"

system property; links disinformation,
polarization, and autocratization as
mutually reinforcing.

$17 European Journal of Survey experiment Nine democracies RQ2 Brief similarity-priming interventions shift
Political Research interpersonal affect but show little
(2026) consistent effect on broader democratic-

norm support, challenging assumed
depolarization-to-resilience pathway.

S18 Frontiers in Political Survey (n = 4,006) + field Tiirkiye RQ2 Affective polarization operates as
Science (2025), experiment "othering," undermining political philia
"Othering in Politics" through stereotyping and denial of rights

to out-groups.

S$19 arXiv (2024), "How Will Conceptual/forward- Global RQ2/ Personalized LLMs could exacerbate or, if
Advanced Al Systems looking analysis RQ4 tuned for balance, potentially counteract
Impact Democracy?" algorithmic polarization; distorted

perceptions of out-group attributes drive
partisanship.

S20 Taylor & Francis journal Mixed-methods (27 European Union RQ3 Content-moderation obligations under the
article (2025), "Platform platforms' policies) DSA create transparency but leave
Governance under the definitional ambiguity around
DSA" disinformation, risking both under- and

over-enforcement.

$21 Columbia World Policy network report United States / RQ3 Transatlantic expert dialogue identifies
Projects & Hertie School European Union platform accountability, market
(2023-2024) competition, and journalism-sustaining

payment mechanisms as complementary
resilience levers.

S22 AlgorithmWatch (2025), Policy explainer European Union RQ3/ DSA researcher-data-access provisions
DSA guide RQ4 (Art. 40) offer a potential mechanism for

independent auditing of algorithmic
systemic risk, though enforcement
remains delayed.

Note. RQ column indicates the research question(s) in the present review to which each study primarily contributes; several studies contribute to more than one.

Findings by research question

RQ1 — Transformation of polarization by digital platforms

Six included studies (S1, S2, S4, S7, S8, S14) speak most directly to RQ1. Convergent evidence indicates that digital platforms
have not simply replicated offline political discourse but have altered its structure in at least three ways: (a) they compress the cost
of reaching ideologically aligned audiences, enabling rapid mobilization around emotionally resonant content (S8, S14); (b) they
interact with governing parties' anti-pluralist tendencies to weaken democratic resilience at the macro level, an effect that is
measurable across decades of cross-national panel data (S2); and (c) contrary to the simplest "filter bubble" narrative, several
studies find that platforms can broaden exposure to political content relative to offline media diets, even as they simultaneously
deepen affective — rather than strictly issue-based — polarization (S1, S4, S7). The "Polarization Paradox" identified in young,
digital-native voters (S14) illustrates that structural exposure to diverse content does not preclude deliberative erosion, since
algorithmic curation still privileges sensational and identity-confirming material over cross-cutting deliberation (Ahmmad et al., 2025;
Hameed et al., 2026).

RQ2 — Mechanisms: algorithms, misinformation, and echo chambers

Ten studies (S2, S3, S5, S6, S7, S10, S11, S15, S17, $18, S19) address the mechanisms linking platforms to democratic resilience.
Three mechanism clusters emerge:

Algorithmic amplification: Engagement-optimized ranking systems disproportionately surface emotionally charged, belief-congruent,
and outrage-inducing content (S15), a pattern more robustly supported by computational trace-data studies than by self-report
surveys (S3, S5).

Misinformation and coordinated influence: Bibliometric evidence shows a marked expansion of misinformation scholarship since
2013, with political misinformation linked to social unrest and institutional distrust (S10); coordinated, sometimes state-linked
influence campaigns and Al-generated content exploit these dynamics at scale, often outpacing detection capacity (S11).

Echo chambers and affective polarization: The existence and strength of echo chambers remain empirically contested and highly
sensitive to conceptualization and method: homophily-based computational studies tend to confirm the hypothesis, while content-
exposure surveys more often do not (S3, S5, S6). Regardless of whether informational isolation occurs, affective polarization —
animosity toward political out-groups, including "othering" that denies opponents' legitimacy — is consistently documented across
national contexts (S17, S18), and personalized Al systems may extend rather than resolve this dynamic if optimized for user
affirmation (S19).

RQ3 — Mitigation strategies for democratic resilience

Nine studies (S7, S9, S11, S12, $13, S15, S20, S21, S22) identify mitigation approaches, which cluster into three types:
Platform-design interventions: adjustable recommender systems, algorithmic transparency, and labeling of Al-generated or synthetic
political content (S12, S15).

Regulatory and governance interventions: the EU's Digital Services Act, including systemic-risk assessments, researcher data-
access provisions (Article 40), and content-moderation transparency obligations, represent the most developed regulatory model
identified, though enforcement lags and definitional ambiguity around "disinformation" persist (S20, S22); OECD guidance
emphasizes a whole-of-society information-integrity framework rather than platform-only obligations (S13); transatlantic policy
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dialogue highlights complementary levers such as market competition and sustainable journalism funding (S21).
Civic and behavioral interventions: crowdsourced fact-checking and user-behavior-informed nudges show measurable but partial
and partisanship-moderated effectiveness (S9); cross-partisan dialogue and media-literacy approaches are recommended but less
consistently evaluated empirically (S7, S11).
Across these clusters, no single intervention type was reported as sufficient in isolation; studies that evaluate combined or layered
interventions (e.g., S12, S13, S21) report more consistently positive assessments than single-lever studies.
RQ4 — Gaps and future directions

Four studies explicitly discuss research gaps as a primary contribution (S3, S10, S16, S19), and gap statements recur
across nearly all included reviews. The most frequently cited gaps are: (a) geographic concentration in the United States and,
secondarily, the European Union, with multi-party systems and the Global South underrepresented (S3); (b) a predominance of
correlational over causal designs, limiting claims about whether platforms drive polarization or reflect pre-existing societal
fragmentation (S2, S3); (c) fragmented treatment of algorithms, misinformation, and governance as separate literatures rather than
an integrated resilience framework (S16); and (d) rapid technological change — particularly generative Al — that outpaces the
evidence base evaluating its net effect on democratic discourse (S19).

DISCUSSION

Interpretation of findings

Taken together, the synthesized evidence suggests that digital platforms are best understood not as a single causal engine
of polarization but as an amplification layer that interacts with pre-existing societal, institutional, and psychological conditions. The
strongest and most consistent finding across included studies is the primacy of affective over strictly informational mechanisms:
even where echo chambers in the strict sense (bounded, homogeneous information environments) are weak or contested, hostility
toward political out-groups is robustly documented and appears driven substantially by what content is amplified — emotionally
charged, identity-relevant material — rather than by what content is withheld (Nyhan et al., 2023, p. 137; Wang et al., 2020, p. 1).
Comparison with antecedent studies

This pattern is consistent with, and extends, Hartmann et al. (2024) finding that methodological choice strongly predicts
whether a given study affirms the echo-chamber hypothesis, and with Lorenz-Spreen et al. (2022) conclusion that digital media's
effects on democracy are genuinely mixed rather than uniformly negative. It also aligns with Barberéa (2020) earlier observation that
social networks often increase exposure diversity relative to offline media diets. Where the present synthesis extends this literature
is in connecting these mechanism-level findings explicitly to macro-level democratic-resilience outcomes, drawing on cross-national
evidence (S2) showing that platform effects are conditional on the pluralism commitments of governing political actors — a linkage
that mechanism-focused reviews (S3, S5) do not themselves test(Conceigéo, 2024, p. 585; Lopes et al., 2025, p. 6).
Implications of the findings

For researchers, the results reinforce the need to treat "echo chamber," "filter bubble," and "affective polarization" as
distinct constructs requiring distinct measurement strategies rather than interchangeable proxies for platform harm. For platform
designers and regulators, the concentration of positive mitigation assessments among layered interventions (S12, S13, S21)
suggests that single-lever policies — whether purely technical (recommender tweaks) or purely regulatory (disclosure mandates) —
are unlikely to be sufficient; resilience appears to depend on combining transparency, accountability, and civic capacity-building.
For democratic institutions specifically, the demonstrated interaction between internet access and anti-pluralist governance (S2)
implies that digital-media policy cannot be separated from broader questions of political-party regulation and institutional
guardrails(Gray et al., 2023; Rad & Weidmann, 2015, p. 339).
Limitations of the research

Several limitations qualify these conclusions. First, the search protocol, while structured and reproducible, was not a full
multi-database systematic search (e.g., it did not directly query Scopus or Web of Science APIs) and therefore may not achieve the
near-exhaustive coverage of larger-scale reviews such as Hartmann et al. (2024), who screened 1,706 initial records; the present
review should accordingly be read as a rapid, integrative synthesis rather than an exhaustive systematic review. Second, the
English-language restriction reproduces a bias already noted in the primary literature (S3), likely underrepresenting non-Western
and non-English scholarship(Brooks et al., 2013, p. 29; Filimonau & Magklaropoulou, 2020, p. 102575). Third, the inclusion of policy
reports alongside peer-reviewed studies, while valuable for capturing fast-moving regulatory developments, introduces
heterogeneity in methodological rigor that complicates direct comparison(Filimonau & Magklaropoulou, 2020, p. 102575). Fourth,
because no meta-analysis was performed, conclusions about the relative strength of evidence rely on narrative and vote-counting
synthesis, which is inherently more susceptible to interpretive judgment than quantitative pooling(Pointon-Haas et al., 2023, p. 12;
Younas & Gutman, 2022, p. 3708).

CONCLUSION

This systematic literature review examined how digital platforms have transformed political polarization and what this
transformation implies for democratic resilience. Consistent with the introduction's framing, the evidence does not support a simple
narrative in which algorithmic "filter bubbles" mechanically produce informational isolation and polarization; instead, the reviewed
studies converge on a more nuanced account in which engagement-optimized amplification of emotionally charged and identity-
relevant content drives affective polarization, with effects contingent on national institutional context and the pluralism commitments
of governing actors.

The review's synthesis across RQ1-RQ3 shows that mitigation evidence is most encouraging where platform-design,
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regulatory, and civic interventions are combined rather than pursued in isolation, and that the EU's Digital Services Act currently
represents the most developed — though still incompletely enforced — regulatory model for platform accountability. The RQ4
synthesis underscores that the evidence base remains geographically narrow, largely correlational, and fragmented across
disciplinary silos, leaving substantial room for cross-national, causally identified, and integrative future research, particularly as
generative Al further reshapes political information ecosystems.

In closing, this review is offered as a structured entry point rather than a final word on the topic. Readers, reviewers, and
researchers working on political polarization, platform governance, or democratic resilience are warmly invited to submit corrections,
additional relevant studies (particularly from underrepresented regions), and suggestions for extending this synthesis to the
corresponding author, so that future revisions can keep pace with this fast-evolving field.
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