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Introduction

Suddenly, representation has become a major political issue at 
least in Brazil. To the point that it was possible to see a “crisis of re-
presentation” (Ituassu, 2013) after the popular manifestations of June 
2013, when more than one million people went out to the streets to 
protest against the most varied causes all over the major Brazilian ci-
ties. Since the protests happened mainly in the outside and in the so-
cial media, against politicians, political parties and the Brazilian ma-
instream media, it became evident that important elements of political 
representation were under attack.

Not by chance, the interpretation was shared by top political figu-
res. President Dilma Rousseff, for example, said that: “The manifes-
tations have shown non-conformism with our forms of representa-
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tion” (Bergamo, 2013, July 28). In a more radical way, the then 
president of Brazil’s Supreme Court, Joaquim Barbosa, suggested 
that the country was experiencing a “grave crisis of representation” 
(Brígido, 2013, June 25). In fact, it was not difficult to see people in 
the protests carrying signs saying: “Ninguém me representa” or “No 
one represents me”, a statement that became widely popular in the 
Brazilian Facebook at the time.

Produced after the remains of the popular demonstrations of June 
2013 in Brazil, when millions of Brazilians went to the streets to pro-
test against the country’s socio, political and economic situation, this 
paper rests itself in the space reserved for the debate about the poten-
tialities of the Web for democratic representation. In this sense, it is 
part of a tradition based on questions about in which ways the resour-
ces of the Internet could enrich democracy by making the authorities 
more responsive during the representative practice (Coleman & 
Blumler, 2010; Hale et al., 1999; Ituassu & Azevedo, 2013; Karlsson, 
2013; Maia, 2008; Richard, 1999). In this context, its aim is to deve-
lop a theoretical discussion about the contributions of digital political 
communication to democratic representation.

For doing this, this work will, in section 1, contextualize represen-
tation within the current democratic regimes, and debate the place of 
representation in the political and democratic theories. After, in sec-
tion 2, it will discuss the intersections of representation and commu-
nication, to analyze, in section 3, some potentialities of the Web for 
representative practices. In the end, it is suggested here that digital 
initiatives for democratic representation should worry less about esta-
blishing interactive or direct communication between representatives 
and represented, and more about promoting participation and delibe-
ration in representation, on the Internet.

Democracy and Representation

Of course, the idea of a “crisis of representation” is not exclusive 
of the Brazilian context. Contemporary theory of democracy debates 
nowadays symptoms as the relative indifference of most of the citi-
zens in relation to politics, the detachment between representatives 
and represented, and between political institutions, politicians and the 
society, the low quality of political information, excessively depen-
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dent on the traditional capitalist mass media organizations, the low 
political capital of civil society, the relative weakness of popular so-
vereignty, and the generalized distrust concerning politics, political 
parties and the politicians (Gomes, 2008, p. 295).

Within this context, a “crisis of representation” can be “represen-
ted” by three different phenomena: the decline of voter turnout, the 
distrust in political institutions and politicians, and the detachment 
between the social context and the political parties (Miguel, 2003). A 
lot of numbers, for example, are available concerning the first point, 
but in the Brazilian and South American context the matter must be 
taken carefully, due to the compulsory vote common in the region. 

In this case, some studies suggest that countries that oblige the 
electorate to vote elevate the turnout level in 25 to 50 points. An 
example commonly mentioned is Venezuela, where a change in the 
electoral law almost eliminated, in 1993, the penalties for the absen-
tees. After that, the average of 90% in voter turnout felt to levels close 
to 60% (Barreto, 2008; Vitullo, 2002).

In Argentina, as in Brazil, the vote is compulsory and the levels of 
voter turnout had been very high during most of the 20th Century, re-
aching more than 90% in the peak of 1958. However, in the 1980s, af-
ter the re-democratization process, participation in the presidential 
contest felt to 85,6% in 1983, in the election of Raúl Alfonsín; to 
85,6% in 1989, in the first election of Carlos Menem; 81,2%, in 1995, 
in the reelection of Menem; and 80,4% in 1999, in the election of Fer-
nando De la Rúa (Vitullo, 2002).

Concerning the Brazilian situation, one has to deal with some 
other particularities besides the compulsory vote. If all those between 
18 and 70 years old are obliged by law to register, those between 16 
and 18 years old and the illiterates, which together counts as 20% of 
the population, are not, and they constituted 4% of the total electorate 
in Brazil in 1989, when for the first time someone below 18 years old 
could vote in the country. In 1998, they were just 1,78%. In 2008, af-
ter an intense federal campaign, the ones between 16 and 18 years old 
summed only 2,51% of the Brazilian electorate. Besides that, there 
are those older than 70 years old, who are registered, since they have 
been registered before, but not obliged to vote.

With the presence of so many variables, an useful measure is the 
level of “electoral alienation”, or the various ways a citizen can refuse 
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to vote: being an absentee, casting a blank vote, spoiling or even not 
registering when allowed to (Miguel, 2003). In 1998, for example, 
only 78% of the electorate actually voted, 8% casted a blank vote, 
10% spoiled and 10% of the population allowed to register have not. 
In the end, almost 50% of the “potential electorate”, or all those 
allowed to register and vote, decided not to participate in that election.

Another way to analyze the situation is to distinguish between the 
“real absentees” and the “technical absentees” (Barreto, 2008). While 
the last indicates the number of absentees in the registered electorate, 
the former is related to the potential electorate, referring to the whole 
group of people who are allowed to register and vote. Not by chance, 
the “real” measure of absentees is always higher than the “technical”.

However, even by the technical index, which is published after 
every election by the Brazilian electoral authority, one can clearly see 
a decline in participation. Turnout was 85,6% in the presidential elec-
tion of 1989 (or 14,4% of technical absentees); 82,3% in 1994 (17,7% 
of technical absentees); and 78,5% in 1998 (21,5% of technical ab-
sentees).

After that, the numbers have been very similar. In the second 
round of the presidential election of 2002, technical absence was 
more than 20%, blank votes were 2%, and 4% were spoiled. In 2006, 
the technical absence was again around 20%, and spoiled votes sum-
med 5%. In the second round of 2010, the Brazilian electoral authori-
ty registered a technical absence around 21% (vote turnout of 78,5%), 
2,3% of blank votes and 4,4% spoiled.1

Besides the “absent voter”, another evidence of the crisis of politi-
cal representation is usually supported by polls made in various Wes-
tern democratic regimes, concerning politics, politicians and the poli-
tical institutions (Miguel, 2003). A 1996 report from Eurobarometer, 
for example, registered only 42% of the people in the European Union 
trusting their respective parliaments and only 39%, their federal go-
vernments. Asked about the influence of the citizen in the political de-
cisions, 36% answered “not much” and 38% said “none”.2

Similarly, in the United States, opinion polls show an expressive 
decline in the trust of the people on the White House and the Ameri-

1  Retrieved from http://www.tse.jus.br/eleicoes/eleicoes-anteriores/
2  Retrieved from http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/eb44/eb44_en.htm 
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can Congress between 1973 and 1993, from 29% to 12% (Capella & 
Jamieson, 1997). Pew Research has also suggested that a favorable 
view of the Capitol reached in 2013 its lowest level in 20 years 
(23%).3 In Brazil, the situation seems to be the same, with a generali-
zed crisis based on the feeling that people are not really represented in 
the government or in the parliament, with negative repercussions for 
the legitimacy of the political institutions (Miguel, 2003).

Latinobarómetro 2010 Report, for example, suggests that only 
43% of the Brazilian people would agree with the notion that “without 
Congress there is no democracy”, the second worst result among all 
Latin American countries with the exception of Ecuador (40%). In a 
similar manner, the same study claims that only 44% of the Brazilians 
would agree with the idea that “without political parties there is no 
democracy”, the third worst result in Latin America, two points better 
than in Ecuador and Panama.4 In this sense, the report argues that: 
“The two countries [in Latin America] in which the largest percentage 
of population sees democracy as having low legitimacy are Brazil 
(32%) and Mexico (31%)” (Latinobarómetro, 2010, p. 30).

Besides that, other problems currently mentioned are: the weake-
ning of the political parties by excessive bureaucratization, the perso-
nification of politics, and the excessive convergence of the political 
positions (Miguel, 2003); a shared widespread public feeling that go-
vernment is remote, insensitive and untouchable, and a clear crisis of 
disengagement between representatives and represented (Coleman & 
Blumler, 2010). Some authors point to a set of structural transforma-
tions related to the term “crisis”, “crisis of the political parties, of po-
litics, democracy and representation” (Lavalle et al, 2006). 

At the same time, a large literature calls the attention nowadays 
for a series of recent historical and social phenomena that have modi-
fied the conditions of political representation in contemporary demo-
cracies (Castiglione & Warren, 2006; Mansbridge, 2003, 2004; 
Näsström, 2011; Rehfeld, 2009; Saward, 2010; Shapiro et al., 2009; 
Urbinati, 2008; Vieira & Runciman, 2008). Within this context, Cas-
tiglione and Warren (2006) point to a crisis of the “standard” thought 

3  Retrieved from http://www.people-press.org/2013/01/17/section-2-views-of-con-
gress-and-the-parties/

4  Available at: http://www.latinobarometro.org/latino/LATDatos.jsp
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concerning political representation that reduces the practice to electo-
ral forms and a territorial basis. They highlight the emerging of trans-
national decision-making arenas that escape from the reach of a re-
presentation based on the vote, and confined to the nation-state. 
Besides that, they also call the attention to the fact that many of these 
transnational decision-making arenas are under the control of experts, 
“with loose connections to the traditional institutions” (Castiglione & 
Warren, 2006, p. 2).

At the same time, the equalitarian character of representative de-
mocracy is being questioned by demands of recognition, equalization 
or compensation from groups based on characteristics, identities or 
conditions. These demands are producing a representational discour-
se disconnected from the equalitarianism and universalism of the 
electoral and territorial framework (Young, 1990). Besides that, 
added to this are the diffusion of new structures and opportunities for 
political influence and representation, and a growing diversification 
of the ways in which people associate themselves and speak in the pu-
blic realm (Castiglione & Warren, 2006). Not by chance, some alert 
for the weakening of the certainties about who speaks, for whom and 
with what authority (Näsström, 2011). In this debate, Lavalle et al. 
(2006), for example, developed a research in Mexico City and São 
Paulo and highlighted the need for some skepticism in the face of the 
growing trend concerning civic organizations as agents of political 
mediation.

Even recognizing the relevance of this discussion, however, this 
work is not concerned with the legitimacy of non-electoral and/or 
non-territorial representations, or even if there is or not a “crisis of re-
presentation”, but on how theory of representation has become more 
diversified, tensioned by this supposed “crisis of representation” or 
“crisis of representative democracy” (Lavalle & Araujo, 2006; Lava-
lle et al., 2006; Miguel, 2003), or by the necessity to reconfigure re-
presentation to new conditions and contexts (Castiglione & Warren, 
2006; Mansbridge, 2003, 2004; Saward, 2010). In this debate, new 
perspectives and theoretical issues are developed with the aim to re-
affirm the position of representation in the democratic theory, what 
has been called the “representative turn” (Näsström, 2011; Saward, 
2010; Vieira & Runciman, 2008).
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This “representative turn”, following Näsström (2011, p. 502), has 
at least three major characteristics: 1) to think representation as not 
only a matter of will, but also of judgment; 2) to perceive representa-
tion not only as constitutional, but also constitutive; and 3) to view re-
presentation as an electoral as non-electoral practice. Besides that, the 
“representative turn” recovers the relational character of representa-
tion (Castiglione and Warren, 2006; Petit, 2009; Saward, 2010; Urbi-
nati, 2008), usually through the canonical work of Hannah Pitkin 
(1967). After all, as Pitkin suggested, political representation is a so-
cial relation where subsists the relative autonomy of the representati-
ve and the sovereign rights of the represented, an ambiguous situation 
which is called by some the “paradox of representation”, or the simul-
taneous presence and absence in the representative practice (Vieira & 
Runciman, 2008). For Pitkin, the core of representative democracy 
would be the notion that political institutions, through its representa-
tives, should contemplate the wishes of the citizens or, at least, be res-
ponsive to them (Pitkin, 1967).

As Castiglione and Warren (2006, p. 5) emphasize, a great virtue 
of Hannah Pitkin’s approach to political representation is its clear on-
tology: a social relationship, constituted by shared meanings. This, to 
the understanding of this work, is less a matter of legitimacy and 
more about the position of representation in relation to the democratic 
and political theories, in a place as extensive as, or even more exten-
sive then, the proper democracy. After all, it was democracy that 
brought issues to representation (Runciman, 2009; Vieira & Runci-
man, 2008), not the opposite. If political representation is seen as a 
social relation constituted by shared meanings, democratic represen-
tation is a specification, in such a way that one can think, a lá Dewey, 
“democracy in representation”, as Figure 1 illustrates.
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Figure 1. Democracy in Representation

From this (re)positioning, a possibility presents itself: to think the 
normative perspectives of the democratic theory in representation, 
i.e., liberalism in representation, participationism/republicanism in 
representation, and deliberationism in representation. Concerning the 
fi rst, it is important to notice that liberalism, among the three major 
frameworks of the democratic theory, does not present great challen-
ges to representation. On the contrary, from a liberal point of view, re-
presentation guarantees the division of power necessary to weaken 
the possibility of tyranny of a majority or minority (Held, 2006; Ma-
dison, 1961). Hence, the notion of “liberalism in representation” 
would not be necessary, and “liberalism”, enough. However, the op-
tion to keep the notion of “liberalism in representation” justifi es itself 
in a way to place the liberal perspective side by side with participatio-
nism/republicanism and deliberationism as normative views of the 
democratic theory, i.e., in an inferior degree to democracy and, conse-
quently, to representation itself.

Concerning participation and deliberation, both cases are different 
since the two perspectives can be, ultimately, substitutive forms to re-
presentation. In this sense, while participative initiatives per se would 
aim for a citizen’s more effective input in the decision-making pro-
cess, “participation in representation” would keep the relative auto-
nomy of the representative, presenting itself discursively in a way to 
strengthen the demands for a more responsive behavior from repre-
sentatives. In a similar way, while deliberationism per se could bring 
up the “second agenda” (Dahlgren, 2001), i.e., the one related to the 
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effect of deliberation in the political decision-making process, “deli-
beration in representation” would not emphasize the notion of a “in-
termediate sphere” between public debate and political decision (pre-
serving the relative autonomy of the representative), but the potential 
role of discursive contexts in strengthening demands for responsive-
ness. In such a way, the relative position of political representation in 
relation to the normative perspectives of the democratic theory would 
be represented as Figure 2.

Figure 2. Normative Perspectives in Representation

Before ending this section, though, it is still important to have in 
mind the fact that, if one thinks about representation as a social rela-
tion, one may also perceive it, at least in its major part in the contem-
porary societies, as a mediated social relation, where the intersections 
of representation and communication emerge. After all, the social re-
lations of political representation, which constitute the day by day of 
politics in a representative democracy, are in general mediated, i.e., 
intermediated by political parties, civil or non-governmental organi-
zations, social movements, firms, companies, media organizations 
and technological devices, in a way that representation would not 
only aggregate the preferences of the represented but also form and 
transform them (Castiglione & Warren, 2006). 
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Communication and Representation

After the last debate, the aim of this section is to discuss the inter-
sections of communication and representation. In this way, it will: 1) 
debate a theory of communication for representation; and 2) consider 
the intersections of communication and representation as communi-
cation and democracy in representation. In the end, it suggests that 
the intersections of communication and representation should be 
thought not only through a transmission view of the first but also in its 
ritual character (Carey, 1989).

Following Carey, a transmission notion of communication 
highlights the movements of signs, symbols, messages or information 
in the space-time and their impacts in a certain collective or indivi-
dual reception. On the other hand, the ritual perspective is more 
linked to terms as “sharing”, “common”, “community”, or “commu-
nion” – “communication as culture”. While the first is seen as a series 
of processes, permeated by technological devices, that make possible 
the dissemination and the transmission of messages, knowledge, 
ideas and information, where one could analyze the “media effects” 
on society, politics, and, ultimately, on reality (Bryant & Oliver, 
1994), the ritual notion, which does not exclude the transmission, is 
directed to the cultures and languages that are constituted through 
communication and perpetuate society in time, to the representation 
and reproduction of shared knowledge and meanings, what in a way 
connects the American Pragmatism with the British Cultural Studies 
and the constructivist perspectives of social theory (Berger & Luck-
mann, 1967; Carey, 1989; Hall, 1997).

In this context, the ritual notion brings the benefit of adding a cer-
tain epistemological relativism to the debate (in the same way that the 
new perspectives of representation). After all, following Dewey’s su-
ggestion that society does not exist only by transmission or by com-
munication, but also in transmission and in communication (Dewey, 
1916), it is suggested here that political representation does not mate-
rialize itself only by communication, but also in communication, as a 
speech that cannot escape its language or culture. With that in mind, it 
seems possible to think about the intersections of communication and 
(democratic) representation as in the Figure 3: democracy in repre-
sentation, representation in communication.
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Figure 3. Representation in Communication

Or, in a more detailed manner, as Figure 4:

Figure 4. Democratic representation in communication

In this sense, with the two notions of communication in hands, this 
work suggests the notion of “communication and democratic repre-
sentation as communication and democracy in representation”, which 
means to analyze the relationship of communication and representa-
tion through the intersections of the transmission and ritual views of 
communication with the notions of liberalism, participationism and 
deliberationism in representation, as Figure 5 and 6 illustrate.
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Figure 5. Communication as transmission and democracy in repre-
sentation

Figure 6. Communication as ritual and democracy in representation

Concerning liberalism, for example, centered in the private auto-
nomy of the citizen, in the freedoms and rights against tyranny and 
state or social authoritarianism, it can be highlighted, in the context of 
communication and democracy, the rights and freedoms of expres-
sion and the plurality of opinions that could force governments to 
obey minimum standards of transparency, accountability, responsive-
ness and the protection of the individual. This could be developed 
through the public visibility mediated by the mass media against pu-
blic or private abuses and in favor of the political freedoms and equa-
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lity (Gomes & Maia, 2008). Hence, the intersections of a transmis-
sion notion of communication with the idea of liberalism in 
representation could point, besides other things, to problems as the 
centralization of the media environment, the dependence of the citi-
zen from commercial media in the provision of political information, 
the lack of transparency and publicity in the decision-making process, 
an exaggerated autonomy of the representatives etc. 

In the republican/participationism terrain, the intersections of par-
ticipation and communication would deal with the incentives or the 
impediments to political participation generated by media culture and 
languages (Gomes & Maia, 2008). Besides that, it would raise ques-
tions to culture and institutions, as entities that would favor or not 
citizen’s engagement in the formulation and resolution of common is-
sues (Maia et al., 2011). In this context, while per se initiatives would 
aim for a more effective citizen’s input in the decision-making pro-
cess, the participation in representation would preserve the relative 
autonomy of the representative, having its role limited to a discursive 
practice that could strengthen the social demands for responsiveness.

Concerning deliberationism, the intersections of deliberation and 
communication could consider the fluxes of communication present 
in the public arenas, where common issues are formulated, debated, 
enunciated and examined, i.e., the “political public sphere” that cons-
titutes a “political public opinion” that would represent the interests 
and preferences of the represented (Gomes & Maia, 2008). As in the 
case of participationism, deliberation in representation would diffe-
rentiate itself from deliberationism per se by not highlighting the no-
tion of an “intermediate sphere” between the public debate and the 
political decision – keeping intact the relative autonomy of the repre-
sentative –, but the potential role to constitute discursive contexts that 
could strengthen the social demands for responsiveness.

In the intersections of the three normative perspectives of the de-
mocratic theory with a ritual notion of communication come a new 
agenda. The object of analysis now is not the effect of communication 
in democratic representation, but the constitution of a (political) cul-
ture from which the representative act is dependent – representation 
in communication. Hence, the intersections of representation and 
communication as a rite should deal at least with: 1) the plurality of 
the communication environment, and the transparency and publicity 
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of representative activities and processes; 2) the citizen’s discursive 
participation in the constitution of the political culture from which re-
presentation would be dependent; and 3) the quality or the character 
of the public debates and the social construction of representation. 

The first point is born from the intersections of the liberal perspec-
tive in representation with a ritual view of communication. Coming 
from this, the plurality of the communicative environment, and the 
publicity and transparency of the processes and practices of represen-
tation gain relevance in a way to guarantee an atomized authority in 
the social and discursive construction of the political culture that will 
inform representation. The second point comes from the intersections 
of participation in representation with a ritual view of communica-
tion, highlighting the need to strengthen the voice of the citizen or the 
represented, again, in the social construction of the political culture 
that will inform the representative practice. Finally, the third point is 
a product of the intersections of deliberation in representation with a 
ritual view of communication, and calls the attention to a notion of re-
presentation in public discussion, i.e., the idea that, paraphrasing Ja-
mes Carey, “politics is a conversation”.5

From this point on, theorization gets closer to the existential quali-
ty of the public debates in the various discursive spheres of society 
and the social construction of representation. In this context, it is 
emphasized the multiple arenas in which the public discourse takes 
place and the different conversations developed in the discursive 
spheres of society. At the same time, the object of analysis is turned 
from the decision or the product of the representative act to the deba-
te developed in its process of social construction: “How does political 
will come into being?” (Näsström, 2011, p. 503).

Communication, the Internet and political representation

Following the two debates developed before, the aim of this sec-
tion is to finally suggest a theory about the potentialities of the Inter-
net for democratic representation. This will be done through the inter-

5  The original sentence –Life is a conversation– was mentioned by James Carey at the 
conclusion of an interview recorded in 1991 at the Poynter Institute (www.piynter.org).
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sections of the normative perspectives of the democratic theory in 
representation (liberalism in representation, participationism in repre-
sentation, and deliberationism in representation) with the transmis-
sion and ritual views of the Web, as Figures 7 and 8 illustrate.

Figure 7. The Web as transmission and democracy in representation

Figure 8. The Web as ritual and democracy in representation

Before that, however, it is worth noting that the intersections of 
political representation and the Internet have already been thought. 
Coleman and Blumler (2010), for example, highlight the possibility 
of institution innovations in the digital world that could generate a 
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more critical citizenship, taking the representative regime to new 
forms of respect to the public speech and deliberation. For them, the 
current state of democracy asks for the creation of new spaces for ci-
tizenship, and the Internet presents the potential to renew political 
communication, injecting new elements in the relationship between 
representatives and represented. 

In a similar manner, Karlsson (2013) emphasizes a trend toward 
convergence that actualizes the theme of interactivity in political re-
presentation. The author points to some changes in the citizen’s attitu-
de concerning parties and the institutions of representative democra-
cy, a general perception that the new technologies could bring a new 
political communication in the contemporary societies, and the deve-
lopment of new participative forms of government and social interac-
tive spheres.

In this context, he conceives a “representation as interactive com-
munication”, capable of providing strategic compensations to politi-
cal agents. Concerning accountability, it would strengthen the legiti-
macy of the decisions. As an instrument of prospection, it would 
make it easy to generate knowledge for decisions and campaigns. As 
an element of linkage, it could create a stronger relationship between 
representatives and represented.

Dialoguing with these views, this work would like to present a di-
fferent argument, that digital initiatives for democratic representation 
should worry less about establishing interactive or direct communica-
tion between representatives and represented, and more about promo-
ting participation and deliberation in representation on the Internet, 
that could strengthen the demands for responsiveness and multiply 
the opportunities for citizen’s participation and deliberation in the so-
cial construction of representation. This suggestion would materialize 
itself not much through a transmission perspective of the online com-
munication, but fundamentally through its ritual character.

Ultimately, if the intersections of the notion of liberalism in repre-
sentation and a transmission view of communication would point for 
problems such as the centralization of media organizations, the 
citizen’s dependence from commercial media in the provision of poli-
tical information, and the lack of transparency and publicity of the de-
cision-making sphere, contributions from the Internet could concern 
information, transparency, visibility and publicity of the representati-
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ve processes (Gomes & Maia, 2008; Naurin et al., 2007; Welch, 
2012).

In the republican arena, the intersections of participation in repre-
sentation and a transmission view of communication in the digital 
world would highlight the debate about the political use of the new 
media in a way to promote citizen’s discursive participation. Hence, 
the online mission of participation in representation would be to en-
hance the pluralism of political speech, the freedoms of expression, 
opinion and argumentation, the discursive opportunities for participa-
tion, the visibility, transparency, and the discursive control of the de-
cision-making processes, promoting stronger demands for responsi-
veness.

Finally, in the deliberative terrain, the intersections of deliberation 
in representation and a transmission view of communication would 
emphasize the possible role of digital communication as a multiplier 
of public spheres and the public debate, with the creation and media-
tion of new spaces, fluxes and spheres of communication, also contri-
buting to empower the demands for responsiveness (to the public opi-
nion) in the representative processes. 

On the other hand, i.e., within the intersections of the democratic 
theory in representation with a ritual notion of the communication on 
the Web, at least three points can be highlighted: 1) the plurality of the 
digital environment, and the publicity and transparency of the activi-
ties and processes of representation; 2) citizen’s discursive participa-
tion in the constitution of the political culture that will inform repre-
sentation; and 3) the online public debates and the processes of social 
construction of representation.

The first one is a product of the intersections of liberalism with a 
notion of digital communication as a rite. In this environment, it be-
comes important following the plurality, visibility, transparency and 
publicity of the positions and issues around the representative practi-
ce, in a way to guarantee an atomized authority concerning the social 
construction of the political culture that will inform representation. 
The second point is raised through the intersections of participation in 
representation with a ritual view of the Internet that could highlight 
the necessity to give opportunity and visibility to the citizen’s voice in 
the constitution of the political culture from where the representative 
act comes from. Finally, the intersections of deliberation in represen-
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tation and a ritual perspective of the Web would have the attention 
turned to the existential quality of the online public debates and the 
discursive processes in the social construction of representation.

Hence, it is from the inclusion of the ritual perspective in the deba-
te that comes the notion that the contribution of digital political com-
munication for democratic representation would be less about esta-
blishing interactive or direct communication between representatives 
and represented, and more about promoting participation and delibe-
ration in representation on the Internet, that could strengthen the de-
mands for responsiveness and multiply the opportunities for citizen’s 
participation and deliberation in the social construction of representa-
tion.

Conclusions

This paper was divided in at least three steps. In the first moment, 
it debated the place of representation in the democratic and political 
theories. Afterwards, it discussed the intersections of communication 
and representation, and, in the end, it tried to make a reflection about 
the potentialities of digital political communication for democratic 
representation.

It was suggested, in the first place, a notion of political representa-
tion as a social relation constituted of shared political meanings, what 
would place representation, in respect to the democratic and political 
theories, in a way that citizen’s rights and freedoms, participation and 
deliberation could be conceived in representation (liberalism in repre-
sentation, participationism in representation, deliberationism in re-
presentation). After that, the intersections of communication and re-
presentation were discussed through the crossings of the normative 
perspectives of the democratic theory in representation, and the trans-
mission and ritual views of communication.

In the end, the aim was to cross the ideas of liberalism, participa-
tionism and deliberationism in representation with the two views of 
communication in the digital environment. Concerning the intersec-
tions of liberalism in representation and a transmission view of the 
Web, it was highlighted, for example, the quality of the political in-
formation available, the decentralization of the speech and the ope-
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ning of opportunities and different logics of production. Besides that, 
one contribution could be to bring more transparency and publicity to 
representative activities and decisions.

Through the intersections of participation and deliberation in re-
presentation and a transmission view of the Internet, it was highlighted 
the potential to increase citizen’s discursive participation, the plura-
lism of the political talk, freedoms of expression, opinion and argu-
mentation, opportunities for discursive control over representative 
processes, the multiplication of the public debate and the creation and 
mediation of new spaces, fluxes and spheres of communication. In 
this context, it was suggested that, while participation and delibera-
tion per se aim for a more effective input from the citizen or the public 
debate in the decision-making processes, participation and delibera-
tion in representation keep the relative autonomy of the representati-
ve, assuming roles connected to the promotion of responsiveness. 

Finally, from the intersections of the three normative perspectives 
of democracy in representation with a ritual view of digital communi-
cation, it was emphasized: 1) the plurality of the online communica-
tion constitutive of the social representation; 2) the citizen’s online 
discursive participation in the social construction of representation; 
and 3) the existential quality of the public debate in the Web and the 
social construction of representation. After all these debates, the main 
suggestion left was that digital political communication can help less 
democratic representation through the establishment of interactive or 
direct communication between representatives and represented, and 
more by promoting participation and deliberation in representation on 
the Internet.
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