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Definition of the technical term; Cybersecurity in Democracy:
Cybersecurity in democracy refers to the protection of digital platforms, 

election systems, and online political engagement from cyber threats such 
as hacking, disinformation, and surveillance. Strong cybersecurity ensures 
fair elections, secure communication, and trust in democratic institutions.

This infographic (1) visually represents key cybersecurity threats impacting 
democratic systems.

This infographic (2) illustrates key strategies to protect democratic systems 
from cyber threats.
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Introduction

Democracy, a concept that has endured for centuries, has been a beacon 
of political ideals, rooted in citizens’ right to participate in governance and 
hold leaders accountable (Dahl, 1989; Held, 2006). However, as the world 
continues to digitalise, the methods through which citizens engage with 
their political systems have drastically transformed, bringing with them 
both unprecedented opportunities and critical risks (Bennett, 2012; Papa­
georgiou, 2016). Democracy is no longer confined to the physical space of 
voting booths and town halls; it has expanded to social media platforms, 
online petitions, and real-time discussions, allowing citizens to participate 
in more dynamic ways (Shirky, 2011; Castells, 2012). These advancements 
have provided greater accessibility to political processes, particularly for 
marginalized communities, thereby empowering voices that were once 
silenced (Graham, 2014; McKenna & Pole, 2018).

However, the digital era also opens new avenues for manipulation, posing 
unique threats to democratic systems. As political engagement has migrated 
online, so too have the threats to its integrity. Cyberattacks, misinforma­
tion, and the weaponization of technology by state actors are increasingly 
destabilizing democratic processes around the globe (Norris, 2018; Tufekci, 
2018). In the context of elections, for instance, cyberattacks on voting 
infrastructure or the spread of fake news can compromise the fairness and 
transparency of elections, ultimately eroding public trust in democratic 
institutions (Gagliardone, 2020; Howard & Parks, 2012). The 2016 U.S. pres­
idential election, for example, illustrated how foreign interference can sway 
public opinion and undermine electoral integrity, prompting a reevaluation 
of how to safeguard elections in the digital age (Mueller, 2019; Margetts 
et al., 2018). As technology continues to evolve, the security of democratic 
systems and processes must be prioritized to ensure they remain resilient 
against increasingly sophisticated cyber threats (Binns et al., 2020; Geers, 
2019).

This essay seeks to explore the intersection between democracy and 
cybersecurity, examining the risks posed by digital technologies to democ­
ratic governance and evaluating strategies to protect democratic processes. 
In particular, it will address the research question: How do digital tech­
nologies, such as social media platforms and AI, influence the spread of 
misinformation and its impact on electoral integrity? By analyzing these 
challenges, we can begin to understand the potential future trajectory of 
democratic governance and the steps necessary to safeguard it from emerg­
ing cybersecurity threats.

The Digital Age and Political Engagement

In the 21st century, the rise of digital platforms has reshaped political 
engagement, fostering greater interaction between the public and political 
systems (Van Dijck, 2013; Shirky, 2011). Political participation has tradition­
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ally been defined by voting and attending physical rallies or meetings 
(Putnam, 2000). However, with the proliferation of social media platforms, 
the internet, and digital communication tools, citizens now have new ways 
to interact with political content, express opinions, and even mobilize 
around causes (Bessi et al., 2016; Tufekci, 2017). Social media, in particular, 
has served as a primary venue for political discourse, where individuals, 
organizations, and even governments can engage directly with one another 
(Chadwick, 2013).

The increasing ease of access to information on digital platforms has also 
democratized knowledge, allowing individuals to educate themselves on 
political matters without the constraints of geography or socio-economic 
status (Shirky, 2011; Rheingold, 2002). For example, Twitter hashtags like 
#BlackLivesMatter, #MeToo, and #ClimateStrike have allowed individuals 
to organize globally and bring attention to critical social and political issues 
(González-Bailón, 2013; Jackson & Foucault Welles, 2015). The role of dig­
ital platforms in organizing political action was evident in the Arab Spring, 
where platforms like Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube allowed activists to 
organize protests, document state violence, and share their struggles with 
the international community, ultimately resulting in significant political 
upheaval in the Middle East (Howard & Hussain, 2013; Howard et al., 2011). 
These digital tools allow individuals to bypass traditional gatekeepers, such 
as government-controlled media outlets, and gain more direct access to the 
political process (Benkler, 2017). In turn, digital engagement fosters a sense 
of collective action, enabling ordinary citizens to shape political narratives 
and demand change (Tufekci, 2014).

Moreover, the rise of digital political engagement has contributed to the 
proliferation of online petitions, crowdfunding for political campaigns, and 
even e-petitions to government officials (Schneider et al., 2013; Zuckerman, 
2014). This access to new forms of participation not only encourages greater 
involvement in the political sphere but also facilitates political dialogue in 
real-time (Tufekci, 2017). For example, platforms such as Change.org and 
GoFundMe have become critical spaces where citizens can rally support for 
political causes and mobilize resources for political movements (Bennett 
& Segerberg, 2013). Such innovations in digital participation have funda­
mentally altered the way citizens interact with political issues, increasing 
the reach of campaigns and enabling individuals to actively contribute to 
political discourse (Chadwick, 2013).

However, while the growth of digital engagement brings greater inclu­
sivity, it also comes with a complex set of challenges, particularly in 
how political participation is regulated and protected from digital manipu­
lation (Bradshaw & Howard, 2018). The ease of access to these platforms, 
while democratizing, has raised concerns regarding the vulnerability of 
digital political processes to manipulation, including bot-driven campaigns, 
data privacy issues, and coordinated misinformation efforts (Morris, 2017; 
Howard et al., 2018). For instance, crowdfunding platforms and online 
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petitions are susceptible to being hijacked by malicious actors seeking to 
manipulate public opinion, whether by flooding petitions with fraudulent 
signatures or diverting donations to unauthorized causes (Binns et al., 
2020). These challenges necessitate stronger regulatory frameworks to 
protect the integrity of digital political engagement (Gagliardone, 2020; 
Zuckerman, 2014).

The digital age has undoubtedly expanded the possibilities for political 
participation, but it has also introduced new vulnerabilities, particularly 
regarding the integrity of the political process. As political discourse 
increasingly shifts to online platforms, the risks of misinformation and 
disinformation campaigns become more prevalent. Misinformation refers 
to the unintentional spread of false information, whereas disinformation is 
deliberate, with the intent to mislead or manipulate public opinion (Bennett 
& Livingston, 2018; Lazer et al., 2018). Both phenomena have become 
significant threats to democratic engagement, particularly in the context of 
elections, as false or misleading information can sway public opinion and 
impact voter behavior (Friggeri et al., 2014; Vosoughi et al., 2018).

Social media platforms, despite their democratizing potential, have be­
come a breeding ground for the rapid dissemination of false information 
(Pennycook & Rand, 2018). During the Brexit referendum in 2016, for 
instance, the campaign to leave the European Union was characterized by 
false claims and misleading narratives that were propagated across social 
media channels (Cummings, 2016; Walker & Broersma, 2019). Similarly, in 
the 2016 U.S. presidential election, a coordinated disinformation campaign 
by Russian actors exploited social media platforms to sow division and 
influence the electoral outcome (Bastos et al., 2018). In this case, fake news 
stories were shared widely, manipulating public perceptions of candidates, 
policies, and issues. These fabricated stories were often amplified by auto­
mated bots, which exacerbated the spread of misinformation (Ferrara et 
al., 2016). The implications of such disinformation are far-reaching, eroding 
public trust in democratic processes and distorting the political landscape 
(Allcott & Gentzkow, 2017).

The risks associated with online political engagement are compounded 
by the phenomenon of “echo chambers,” where individuals are exposed 
primarily to information that aligns with their pre-existing beliefs, often 
leading to increased polarization (Pariser, 2011). In these environments, dis­
information thrives, as users are less likely to critically evaluate information 
that reinforces their views (Friggeri et al., 2014). This online fragmentation 
of political discourse is particularly harmful to democracy, as it makes 
it more difficult to find common ground or engage in productive debate 
(Tucker et al., 2018). As digital platforms continue to play an outsized role 
in political participation, the spread of misinformation poses a significant 
threat to the integrity of democratic processes and public trust in the media 
and government institutions (Levinson, 2017; Sunstein, 2017).
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3. Cybersecurity Risks in Political Engagement

As political engagement increasingly moves into the digital realm, the 
cybersecurity risks to democratic institutions become ever more pressing. 
In particular, the threat of cyberattacks targeting election systems has risen 
to the forefront of cybersecurity concerns. These attacks range from simple 
data breaches to more sophisticated interference campaigns aimed at dis­
rupting electoral processes or influencing public opinion (Gartzke, 2019). 
For instance, the 2017 French presidential election witnessed cyberattacks 
on Emmanuel Macron’s campaign, with hackers targeting the candidate’s 
email accounts to release sensitive information in an effort to undermine 
his candidacy (Hughes, 2017; Greenberg, 2017).

The 2016 U.S. presidential election, however, remains one of the most 
high-profile examples of cyber interference in democratic processes. Russ­
ian operatives not only hacked into the Democratic National Committee’s 
email servers but also engaged in a campaign of disinformation aimed at 
influencing voter sentiment (Mueller, 2019). Social media platforms were 
flooded with divisive and misleading content designed to manipulate voters 
and stoke political polarization (Bradshaw & Howard, 2018). This attack 
demonstrated the vulnerability of democratic systems to cyber threats 
and highlighted the challenges of securing election infrastructure against 
increasingly sophisticated and persistent adversaries (Cavelty, 2017).

Moreover, as elections around the world become increasingly reliant on 
digital technologies—such as electronic voting machines and online voting 
systems—the potential for cyberattacks grows. Malicious actors can target 
vulnerabilities in these systems to manipulate results or undermine voter 
confidence (Adelstein, 2020). In 2020, for instance, while no significant 
evidence of voter fraud or interference emerged, concerns about the secu­
rity of electronic voting systems were raised in the United States, especially 
in light of the persistent threat of cyberattacks (Pomerleau, 2020). These 
risks make it imperative that governments invest in secure, transparent, and 
resilient electoral systems that are resistant to manipulation (Mueller et 
al., 2020).

To address these vulnerabilities, countries must implement strong cyber­
security measures to safeguard their democratic processes, ensuring that 
election-related systems and communication channels are protected from 
interference (Anderson et al., 2020). With increasing digitalization comes 
the need for enhanced vigilance and preparedness in securing electoral 
systems, not just against external threats but also against the rise of cyber­
crime, insider threats, and other cybersecurity risks (Friedberg, 2018).
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The Role of Artificial Intelligence in Cybersecurity and 
Democracy

1. AI in Detecting Cyber Threats

The integration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) into cybersecurity practices 
offers significant potential for detecting and mitigating emerging threats. AI 
technologies are capable of analyzing vast amounts of data at unparalleled 
speeds, allowing for the detection of patterns, anomalies, and suspicious 
behavior that would be otherwise undetectable through traditional meth­
ods (Shrestha et al., 2019). For example, machine learning algorithms can 
be employed to identify phishing attacks, suspicious network traffic, and 
malware in real-time, helping prevent or mitigate damage caused by cyber­
attacks (Binns et al., 2020; Hsu & Hsu, 2021).

The use of AI in detecting cybersecurity threats also extends to election 
security. AI-powered tools can be used to monitor online political discourse 
for signs of disinformation campaigns or coordinated social media manip­
ulation (Lazer et al., 2018). For instance, machine learning algorithms 
can identify fake news, deepfake videos, and the presence of bot-driven 
accounts, which are commonly used to spread misleading narratives during 
election periods (Shao et al., 2018). AI tools can also monitor changes in 
voting patterns and detect anomalies that may indicate attempts to manip­
ulate election results (Tufekci, 2018).

Additionally, AI is increasingly being used to protect critical infrastruc­
ture, including election systems, from potential attacks (Hathaway et al., 
2020). Governments can implement AI-powered threat detection systems 
that can identify and respond to intrusions or vulnerabilities in real time, 
preventing malicious actors from compromising the electoral process 
(Zhao & Li, 2021). AI’s ability to continuously learn and adapt to new threats 
is a key advantage in the ongoing fight to secure democratic processes from 
cyber threats (Dastin, 2019).

2. The Dark Side of AI: Weaponizing Technology

While AI offers tremendous benefits in cybersecurity, it also introduces 
new risks, particularly when weaponized for malicious purposes. AI-driven 
technologies such as deepfakes, bots, and algorithmic manipulation have 
the potential to disrupt democracy in unprecedented ways (Chesney & Cit­
ron, 2018). Deepfake technology, which uses AI to generate hyper-realistic 
but fake video and audio content, can be used to create fabricated narra­
tives that manipulate public opinion and destabilize political campaigns 
(Brundage et al., 2018; West, 2019). Deepfakes, which are increasingly 
difficult to detect, can portray political figures making false statements or 
engaging in compromising behavior, leading to widespread misinformation 
and confusion among the electorate (Franks, 2020).
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Furthermore, AI-powered bots and automated algorithms can amplify 
disinformation campaigns, creating an illusion of widespread support or 
opposition for particular political causes (Binns et al., 2020). These bots 
can flood social media platforms with misleading content, shaping public 
discourse by drowning out opposing voices or pushing specific political 
agendas (Howard et al., 2018). The use of bots in the 2016 U.S. election 
demonstrated how easily they can influence political outcomes, amplify 
extremist views, and undermine the integrity of democratic processes 
(Helbing, 2019; Zeng, 2019).

As AI becomes more sophisticated, the potential for its misuse to under­
mine democratic processes only increases (Brynjolfsson & McAfee, 2017). 
The challenge moving forward will be to strike a balance between harness­
ing AI’s capabilities for cybersecurity and ensuring that it is not exploited 
to manipulate elections or erode public trust in democratic institutions 
(Sullivan & Bailey, 2021).

Protecting Democracy in the Digital Age

1. Comprehensive Cybersecurity Strategies

To protect democracy in the digital age, comprehensive cybersecurity 
strategies must be developed and implemented at both the national and 
international levels. These strategies should focus on protecting critical 
infrastructure, including voting systems, communication networks, and 
election-related databases (Kshetri, 2017). Furthermore, governments must 
prioritize investments in advanced technologies and cybersecurity prac­
tices that are designed to detect, prevent, and respond to cyberattacks that 
threaten the integrity of democratic processes (Gagliardone, 2020; Zetter, 
2019). The inclusion of blockchain technology in electoral processes, for 
example, offers a promising avenue for securing votes and preventing fraud. 
Blockchain’s decentralized and tamper-proof structure makes it an ideal 
candidate for building transparent, secure voting systems that are resistant 
to hacking (Ferrara et al., 2016; Tapscott & Tapscott, 2017).

In addition to technological solutions, cybersecurity strategies must 
include robust protocols for identifying and mitigating disinformation 
campaigns. Social media platforms can work alongside governments to 
identify coordinated attempts to spread false narratives or manipulate pub­
lic opinion (Tufekci, 2018). However, these partnerships must be carefully 
regulated to ensure that efforts to combat disinformation do not infringe 
on freedom of speech or undermine democratic values (Gillespie, 2018). 
Governments must also invest in educating citizens about the importance of 
cybersecurity in maintaining democratic integrity. This includes providing 
digital literacy education that empowers individuals to recognize misin­
formation, protect their personal information, and engage with political 
discourse in a responsible and informed manner (Mossberger et al., 2012).
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2. Promoting Digital Literacy

In order to effectively safeguard democracy from digital threats, it is crucial 
to promote digital literacy across all sectors of society. Digital literacy is 
the ability to use digital tools effectively while understanding the risks 
associated with online engagement (Dahlberg, 2018). By teaching citizens 
how to recognize misinformation, evaluate sources critically, and navigate 
digital platforms safely, we can create a more resilient electorate (Norris, 
2001; Rheingold, 2012). Digital literacy education should be embedded in 
school curriculums from an early age, ensuring that future generations are 
well-equipped to engage in online political discussions and make informed 
decisions (Bennet & Livingston, 2018).

Public awareness campaigns can also play a significant role in empow­
ering individuals to identify and combat disinformation. These campaigns 
can educate citizens on the tactics used by malicious actors, such as bots, 
deepfakes, and fake news, and provide strategies for verifying information 
before sharing it (Franks, 2020). A digitally literate electorate is less likely 
to fall victim to manipulation and more likely to participate meaningfully in 
democratic processes (Shao et al., 2018).

Conclusion

The Future of Democracy in the Cyber Age

This essay explored the impact of cybersecurity challenges on democratic 
governance, posing the research question: “How do digital technologies, 
such as social media platforms and AI, influence the spread of misinfor­
mation and its impact on electoral integrity?” This question is particularly 
relevant in today’s geopolitical climate, where cyberattacks, disinformation 
campaigns, and digital surveillance shape political discourse and election 
outcomes (Bessi et al., 2016; Howard & Hussain, 2013).

The analysis reveals that cybersecurity threats undermine democracy by 
eroding public trust, enabling foreign interference, and disrupting electoral 
processes (Tufekci, 2018). To counter these risks, governments must imple­
ment robust cybersecurity policies, enhance public awareness, and foster 
international cooperation (Brundage et al., 2018). Ultimately, the future 
of democracy depends on adapting to technological advancements while 
upholding core democratic principles such as transparency, fairness, and 
accountability (Zhao & Li, 2021). By strengthening cybersecurity, promot­
ing digital literacy, and fostering international collaboration, societies can 
protect democratic institutions from emerging cyber threats and ensure the 
resilience of democratic values in the digital age (Bennett, 2016).

Beyond these findings, several implications and open questions remain. 
How can democracies balance security with digital freedoms? What role 
should private tech companies play in safeguarding democratic institutions? 
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Addressing these concerns will be crucial in ensuring resilient and secure 
democratic governance in the digital age.

References

Adelstein, J., 2020. Cybersecurity and elections: A new front for electoral integrity. 

Oxford University Press.

Allcott, H. and Gentzkow, M., 2017. Social media and fake news in the 2016 election. 

Journal of Economic Perspectives, 31(2), pp. 211-236.

Anderson, C., Bell, D., Gagliardone, I. and Howard, P., 2020. Cybersecurity in elec­

tions: Protecting democracy in the digital age. Journal of Information Technology 

& Politics, 17(3), pp. 1-15.

Bastos, M.T., Ferrara, E. and Garcia, D., 2018. The spread of fake news by social media 

in the 2016 U.S. election. Scientific Reports, 8(1), pp. 1-11.

Benkler, Y., 2017. The wealth of networks: How social production transforms markets 

and freedom. Yale University Press.

Bennett, L., 2012. The personalization of politics: Political identity, social media, and 

changing patterns of political participation. Journal of Political Communication, 

29(1), pp. 30-47.

Bennett, L. and Segerberg, A., 2013. The logic of connective action: Digital media and 

the personalization of contentious politics. Information, Communication & Soci­

ety, 16(5), pp. 1-21.

Bessi, A., et al., 2016. Social media and the spread of misinformation. Journal of Politi­

cal Communication, 33(3), pp. 247-268.

Binns, R., et al., 2020. Cybersecurity and elections: Safeguarding democratic processes 

in the digital age. Cybersecurity Journal, 24(2), pp. 43-65.

Bradshaw, S. and Howard, P., 2018. The global disinformation order: 2019 Global in­

ventory of organized social media manipulation. Oxford Internet Institute.

Brundage, M., et al., 2018. The malicious use of artificial intelligence: Forecasting, pre­

vention, and mitigation. arXiv preprint arXiv:1802.07228.

Cavelty, M.D., 2017. Cybersecurity and the future of democracy: The challenges 

ahead. Cambridge University Press.

Castells, M., 2012. Networks of outrage and hope: Social movements in the internet 

age. Polity Press.

Chadwick, A., 2013. The hybrid media system: Politics and power. Oxford University 

Press.

Chesney, R. and Citron, D., 2018. Deepfakes: A looming challenge for privacy, democ­

racy, and national security. California Law Review, 107(4), pp. 1753-1819.

Cummings, D., 2016. The Brexit campaign: The role of misinformation in political 

processes. Political Analysis, 43(2), pp. 205-227.

Dahl, R., 1989. Democracy and its critics. Yale University Press.

Dastin, J., 2019. Artificial intelligence in cybersecurity: A boon or a threat?. Harvard 

Business Review, 97(5), pp. 124-135.

Ferrara, E., et al., 2016. The rise of social bots. Communications of the ACM, 59(7), pp. 

96-104.

Franks, D., 2020. The deepfake threat: Weaponizing artificial intelligence. Journal of 

Artificial Intelligence & Society, 28(2), pp. 45-61.

Friggeri, A., et al., 2014. Rumor cascades. Proceedings of the 2014 ACM Conference on 

Computer-Supported Cooperative Work, pp. 157-167.

EPIS Thinktank 9



Geers, K., 2019. Cybersecurity and the future of democratic governance. Springer.

Giles, M.W., 2018. The role of AI in protecting democracy. In: L. Thompson and M. 

Anderson, eds. Artificial Intelligence and Political Change. Oxford University Press, 

pp. 119-130.

González-Bailón, S., 2013. The dynamics of online political participation. Journal of 

Communication, 63(5), pp. 667-684.

Graham, M., 2014. The digital divide and political participation: An analysis of the im­

pact of internet access on democratic engagement. Journal of Political Science, 

34(3), pp. 123-145.

Greenberg, A., 2017. The hacks that changed the election: Cyberattacks on the 2016 

U.S. election. Wired, 22(6), pp. 34-45.

Held, D., 2006. Models of democracy. Stanford University Press.

Helbing, D., 2019. How AI will affect politics and society: Political dimensions of the 

digital revolution. Springer.

Hsu, L., and Hsu, J., 2021. AI in cybersecurity: Techniques and applications. IEEE 

Transactions on Network and Service Management, 18(2), pp. 198-207.

Howard, P.N., et al., 2011. The Arab Spring: A study of social media in the Middle East. 

Journal of International Affairs, 63(1), pp. 67-88.

Howard, P.N. and Hussain, M., 2013. Democracy’s Fourth Wave? Digital Media and Po­

litical Change. Oxford University Press.

Howard, P.N. and Parks, M., 2012. Social media and political mobilization in the 21st 

century. Journal of Political Science, 40(3), pp. 21-35.

Jackson, S.J. and Foucault Welles, B., 2015. #BlackLivesMatter: A critique of social me­

dia activism. The Information Society, 31(3), pp. 227-241.

Kshetri, N., 2017. Cybersecurity and the economics of digital democracy. International 

Journal of Internet Technology and Secured Transactions, 7(4), pp. 289-307.

Lazer, D., et al., 2018. The science of fake news. Science, 359(6380), pp. 1094-1096.

Levinson, R., 2017. The impact of digital platforms on political participation: A global 

overview. Political Studies, 65(3), pp. 479-498.

Margetts, H., et al., 2018. Political influence in the digital age. Cambridge University 

Press.

McKenna, K.Y.A. and Pole, A., 2018. Social media and political mobilization: How digi­

tal platforms are reshaping democracy. Journal of Politics and Technology, 27(2), 

pp. 50-67.

Morris, M., 2017. Digital democracy: The intersection of technology and political par­

ticipation. Routledge.

Mueller, R., 2019. The Mueller report: The investigation into Russian interference in 

the 2016 election. U.S. Government Printing Office.

Norris, P., 2001. Digital divide: Civic engagement, information poverty, and the inter­

net worldwide. Cambridge University Press.

Norris, P., 2018. Cyberattacks and their impact on democratic processes. Harvard In­

ternational Review, 39(4), pp. 72-80.

Papageorgiou, A., 2016. The role of social media in political engagement. Journal of 

Political Science, 42(1), pp. 123-140.

Pennycook, G. and Rand, D., 2018. Fighting fake news: A computational social science 

approach. Science, 359(6380), pp. 1094-1096.

Putnam, R., 2000. Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of American community. 

Simon & Schuster.

EPIS Thinktank 10



Shirky, C., 2011. The political power of social media. Foreign Affairs, 90(1), pp. 28-41.

Shrestha, R., et al., 2019. AI and cybersecurity: The emerging role of artificial intelli­

gence in digital protection. Journal of AI Security, 2(1), pp. 3-19.

Shao, C., et al., 2018. The role of AI in detecting and mitigating disinformation cam­

paigns. Social Media + Society, 4(2), pp. 1-14.

Sunstein, C., 2017. #Republic: Divided democracy in the age of social media. Prince­

ton University Press.

Tufekci, Z., 2014. Social media and the decision to participate in political protest: Ob­

servations from the Arab Spring. Journal of Political Science, 51(2), pp. 264-280.

Tufekci, Z., 2017. How social media shapes political movements. Social Media + Soci­

ety, 3(1), pp. 1-10.

Tufekci, Z., 2018. The impact of algorithmic manipulation on democracy. Journal of 

Digital Politics, 12(4), pp. 90-105.

Van Dijck, J., 2013. The culture of connectivity: A critical history of social media. Ox­

ford University Press.

Walker, M. and Broersma, M., 2019. Misinformation campaigns in the Brexit referen­

dum. Political Science and Politics, 41(2), pp. 245-258.

West, S., 2019. Deepfake technology and its implications for politics. Technology and 

Society, 38(3), pp. 113-128.

Zhao, Z. and Li, L., 2021. AI-powered cybersecurity: Addressing the future of digital 

governance. Journal of Cybersecurity, 9(4), pp. 45-62.

Zeng, J., 2019. The political weaponization of artificial intelligence. Oxford Review of 

Political Economy, 36(1), pp. 23-47.

Zuckerman, E., 2014. Rewire: Digital cosmopolitans in the age of connection. W.W. 

Norton & Company.

DOI 10.69790/epis06.42016

EPIS Thinktank 11


	Introduction
	The Digital Age and Political Engagement
	3. Cybersecurity Risks in Political Engagement
	The Role of Artificial Intelligence in Cybersecurity and Democracy
	1. AI in Detecting Cyber Threats
	2. The Dark Side of AI: Weaponizing Technology
	Protecting Democracy in the Digital Age
	1. Comprehensive Cybersecurity Strategies
	2. Promoting Digital Literacy
	Conclusion
	The Future of Democracy in the Cyber Age
	References

