
Ab s t r ac t
With the rise of digital connectivity, the intersection of algorithmic media and diasporic power is revolutionizing the field 
of development communication. This article discusses how algorithmically empowered global diasporas are rewriting 
narratives, giving voice to the marginalized, and upsetting conventional top-down development discourse paradigms. 
Algorithmic media operating through open logics and platform economies dictate visibility to a considerable extent, 
typically reaffirming hegemonic discourses while excluding others (Bucher, 2012; Caplan & Boyd, 2016). Concurrently, 
diasporic subjects are engaging in transnational discourse, employing digital technologies to traverse the distance between 
global concerns and local contexts (Ponzanesi, 2020; Kperogi, 2020). Placing this change within postcolonial, participatory, 
and critical algorithm studies traditions, this article inquires about the role of digital diasporas as intervening forces in 
development communication, as disruptors to the usual flows of knowledge, and as keepers of emerging forms of civic 
and cultural diplomacy (Ekwo, 2011; Godin & Doná, 2016; Charles, 2024). The research includes African, Asian, and Latin 
American diaspora case studies that explain how such activists co-produce different spaces for advocacy, representation, 
and solidarity on social media and peer-to-peer platforms. Lastly, this research contends that successful development 
in the digital age not only needs inclusive algorithmic infrastructures but also a shift in media power towards pluralism, 
equity, and epistemic contributions of global South diasporas (Calzada, 2024; Siddiqui, 2023). The implications call for 
reimagined policy frameworks that combine algorithmic justice, data sovereignty, and intercultural literacy at the center 
of development communication strategies.
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In t r o d u c t i o n
The field of development communication has undergone a 
lot of transformation in the last decades. In the past, it was 
a practice based on the dissemination of information, most 
often from the global North to the global South, with the 
purpose of promoting development through learning and 
awareness. Traditional models of communication, rooted in 
modernization theory, emphasized top-down approaches 
whereby messages were communicated by authorities and 
institutions to passive recipients in the global South (Risam, 
2018). This is no longer the case in recent times due to a 
convergence of technological, geopolitical, and social forces 
that challenge conventional models of communication. 
These shifts have been accelerated by the rise of algorithmic 
media and the growing influence of digital diasporas, which 
are reshaping the production, distribution, and reception of 
development narratives.

Algorithmic media, driven by artificial intelligence 
and machine learning, is the channel for the day-to-day 
communication of development issues in 2025, with a direct 

impact on how information becomes filtered, consumed, and 
responded to (Bucher, 2012). Social media, search engines, 
and online content services have become the information 
gatekeepers. Algorithms, designed to curate content and 
channel user interest to the utmost, increasingly determine 
whose voices are heard and whose are not (Caplan & Boyd, 
2016). This online world, though, is far from objective. The 
algorithms that direct our media encounters are not simply 
designed to be representative of corporate desires but 
regularly represent and legitimize biases baked into those 
structures, frequently on the backs of local, multifaceted, 
and marginalized speakers (Chonka, 2023). Therefore, there 
has emerged a new digital colonialism where control over 
defining world narratives is vested in a small number of 
digital giants that prefers to exclude local communities and 
emerging nations from international discourse on their fates 
(Tuzcu, 2021).

In the process, diasporas’ role in shaping global 
development thinking has never been stronger. Greater 
interdependence produced by emerging technologies has 
allowed diasporic publics to engage directly in the cultural 
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and political affairs of host societies and home countries 
(Godin & Doná, 2016). Digital diasporas, utilizing social 
media technologies and citizen journalism, have dominated 
the scene in challenging development communication. 
They create and circulate counter-narratives that challenge 
stereotypes and misrepresentations of their homelands that 
are routinely reproduced by the dominant media. These 
diaspora communities, spreading out across continents 
and time zones, have the unique privilege of being at once 
conduits of local and international narratives, taking on the 
dual roles of both “gatekeepers” and “activists” in mediating 
the discourse of development and democracy (Ekwo, 2011).

Yet, the intersection of diaspora power and algorithmic 
media is not without challenges. As much as the internet 
platforms promise democratized communication, there are 
accompanying risks in the guise of amplifying algorithmic 
bias, public debate fragmentation, and commodification 
of marginalized voices (Kperogi, 2020). Here, development 
communication must transform and not only react to 
the technological as well as ethical implications of these 
emerging media but also achieve the potential that they 
offer to facilitate local voices, especially from the global South 
(Ponzanesi, 2020). This article discusses how the intersection 
of diaspora presence and algorithmic media impact is 
remaking the landscape of development communication, 
offering opportunities and challenges for local representation 
of global voices.

As we move further along in the age of the digital, 
it is increasingly necessary that we re-imagine the role 
of development communication in an era in which the 
boundaries between the global and local are increasingly 
liquid. This critique will examine critically the transformatory 
potential of algorithmic media and the diaspora communities 
in designing more participatory and inclusive modes of 
communication that capture the richness and diversity of 
global development in the 21st century.

Historical Background of Development 
Communication
Development communication, a field that aims to facilitate 
social change and empowerment through communication 
strategies, has evolved significantly over the past several 
decades. Initially conceived as a tool for modernization, it has 
gradually transformed, influenced by global socio-political 
shifts, critiques of colonial legacies, and the rise of new media 
technologies. This section traces the historical development 
of communication strategies, focusing on key theoretical 
shifts that have shaped the field.

Early Models of Development Communication
The origins of development communication can be traced 
back to the mid-20th century, following the wave of 
decolonization and the global push for economic and social 
development. Modernization theory was the dominant 
paradigm, influencing both academic thought and policy 

initiatives in the post-World War II era. Proponents of 
modernization theory argued that media, particularly 
broadcast and print, were critical tools for transmitting 
Western ideas of progress, democracy, and industrialization 
to newly independent nations in the global South.

Development communication, in this context, was largely 
conceived as a top-down process where information was 
transmitted from experts (usually from the West) to the 
target population (primarily from the global South). The 
model was heavily influenced by the work of scholars like 
Wilbur Schramm, who posited that communication could 
be an effective tool for modernizing developing countries 
(Schramm, 1964). However, this approach was criticized for 
its ethnocentric assumptions, which ignored the cultural and 
social contexts of the populations it sought to assist (Couldry 
et al., 2018).

Critiques and the Rise of Postcolonial 
Perspectives
By the late 1960s and early 1970s, scholars and activists 
began to challenge the modernization theory and its 
assumptions about linear development. Postcolonial 
theorists, in particular, critiqued the notion that Western 
models of development should be the standard for the global 
South. The works of thinkers like Frantz Fanon and Edward 
Said underscored how colonial legacies were embedded 
in development discourse, often perpetuating a form of 
cultural imperialism. This critique led to the rise of alternative 
theories that emphasized local knowledge and bottom-up 
approaches to development.

In the 1970s, the participatory communication model 
emerged as a reaction to the failures of the modernization 
approach. Pioneers like Paolo Freire (1970) introduced 
the idea of dialogue as a central feature of development. 
Freire’s Pedagogy of the Oppressed argued that education 
and communication should empower people to become 
active agents in their own development rather than passive 
recipients of information. His work laid the foundation for a 
more horizontal approach to communication, wherein the 
audience was seen not just as a passive recipient but as an 
active participant in the process of social change.

This era also saw the development of alternative 
communication practices, particularly in grassroots media in 
the global South, where local communities began to create 
their own media channels and content, reflecting their own 
cultures, values, and needs (Gajjala, 2019).

The Role of Technology and Globalization in 
the 1990s
The late 20th century witnessed a significant shift in the 
landscape of development communication with the rise of 
new technologies and the globalization of media. With the 
advent of satellite television, the internet, and mobile phones, 
communication became more global and instantaneous. 
These new technologies offered new opportunities for 



Global Voices, Local Impact

International Journal of Technology, Management and Humanities, Volume 11, Issue 2 (2025)6

people in remote areas to access information and participate 
in global discourses.

However, the rapid proliferation of digital technologies 
also raised new challenges. As algorithmic media began to 
shape the flow of information in unprecedented ways, the 
power dynamics within global media systems became even 
more entrenched. The spread of Western digital platforms 
like Facebook, Google, and Twitter led to questions about 
the digital divide, with many communities in the global South 
struggling to keep pace with these technological changes 
(Ponzanesi, 2020).

At the same time, diaspora communities began to play a 
critical role in development communication. Digital platforms 
allowed these communities to bridge the gap between 
their countries of origin and their new homes, facilitating 
transnational communication that was once impossible. 
These diasporas became increasingly influential in shaping 
both local and global discourses around development, 
often advocating for change and amplifying voices that 
were traditionally marginalized in mainstream media (Retis 
& Tsagarousianou, 2019).

Contemporary Shifts and the Influence of 
Algorithmic Media
In the 21st century, the intersection of algorithmic media and 
diaspora influence has further transformed development 
communication. As algorithms drive the curation of 
information, the dynamics of information dissemination have 
shifted. Digital platforms now determine which voices are 
amplified and which remain marginalized. This has significant 
implications for development communication, as grassroots 
voices—especially those from the global South—may be 
suppressed in favor of more dominant narratives (Bolsover 
& Howard, 2019).

The rise of social media activism has added another layer 
of complexity to development communication. Hashtags 
like #BlackLivesMatter and #MeToo, driven by global social 
movements, have shown how digital platforms can serve 
as powerful tools for social justice, amplifying voices of 
resistance and calling attention to issues of inequality 
and oppression (Kianpour et al., 2024). Similarly, diasporic 
communities now use platforms like Twitter, YouTube, 
and Instagram to challenge narratives of poverty, war, and 
development, offering alternative, localized stories that often 
conflict with mainstream media portrayals (Tran, 2017; Godin 
& Doná, 2016).

In this era, algorithmic media and diaspora communication 
have forced development communication to reconsider 
its traditional paradigms, leading to a more multivocal, 
participatory, and decentralized approach to development 
narratives (Couldry et al., 2018).

The historical background of development commu-
nication reveals a trajectory from modernization to 
participatory models, and ultimately to the contemporary 
age of algorithmic media and diaspora influence. As digital 
platforms reshape global communication, the power 
dynamics within development communication are in flux, 
requiring a reimagining of how local voices are heard and 
engaged in the process of social change. The role of digital 
diasporas and algorithmic curation will continue to be key 
factors in shaping the future of this field, as it adapts to the 
challenges and opportunities of a digitally connected world 
(Treré, 2018).

Algorithmic Media and Development 
Narratives
The digital transformation of communication infrastructures 
over the past two decades has had far-reaching consequences 

The graph above shows the historical evolution of development communication from top-down to more participatory and 
tech-driven approaches.
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for how development narratives are created, disseminated, 
and contested. In 2025, algorithmic media platforms such 
as Facebook, X (formerly Twitter), Instagram, YouTube, and 
TikTok play a critical role in shaping public discourse about 
development. These platforms rely on algorithms that 
determine the visibility and reach of content, significantly 
influencing how development issues are framed and who 
gets to speak (Bucher, 2012; Caplan & Boyd, 2016).

Understanding Algorithmic Media and its 
Power Structures
Algorithmic media are not neutral intermediaries. They are 
programmed systems designed to prioritize engagement, 
clicks, and profitability, which often leads to the amplification 
of sensationalist or polarizing content at the expense of 
nuanced development discourse (Bolsover & Howard, 2019). 
This logic has disrupted the traditional gatekeeping roles 
of development organizations and governments, giving 
unprecedented visibility to non-institutional actors yet not 
without introducing new hierarchies.

Tufekci (2015) describes algorithms as “black boxes of 
visibility,” where what appears in news feeds or searches 
is shaped not by editorial judgment but by opaque and 
profit-driven computation. This affects the democratic 
ideals of participation and plurality within development 
communication, often reinforcing dominant narratives that 
align with the economic interests of powerful global actors 
(Chonka, 2023).

Algorithmic Bias and the Politics of (In)Visibility
Algorithmic media systems are embedded with biases that 
often marginalize voices from the Global South. Certain 
hashtags, phrases, or issues particularly those framed in 
local languages or lacking viral momentum are either 
algorithmically suppressed or rendered invisible altogether 
(Bucher, 2012). The issue is not merely about access, but 
about visibility and representation within digital ecosystems 
(Gajjala, 2019).

For instance, while a diaspora activist in London might 
successfully gain algorithmic traction for content about 
political unrest in Sudan, a rural Sudanese journalist 
reporting the same issue in Arabic or Dinka may struggle 
to gain platform visibility (Sobré-Denton, 2016; Ponzanesi, 
2020).  This reproduces what Graham, Hjorth, and 
Lehdonvirta (2017) call “digital marginalization within 
connected abundance.”

Furthermore, local NGOs and development initiatives 
frequently find their messages drowned out unless they are 
repackaged to fit the attention economy’s preference for 
clickable, short-form media (Risam, 2018). This challenges the 
integrity of long-form, community-rooted narratives essential 
for sustainable development communication.

Development Narratives in the Age of 
Algorithms
In 2025, digital platforms have become primary sites 
of narrative contestation around development themes 
ranging from climate justice to digital literacy and post-
COVID recovery. These narratives are often shaped more by 
engagement metrics than factual rigor or ethical imperatives 
(Treré, 2018).

Consider the case of India’s gig economy. While 
mainstream platforms highlight narratives of entrepreneurial 
success through flashy viral content, alternative media voices 
often suppressed by algorithmic filters reveal the darker side 
of exploitation, algorithmic wage theft, and digital precarity 
(Graham et al., 2017). These contrasting narratives show how 
algorithmic media platforms can simultaneously empower 
and exploit, include and exclude.
In many African and South Asian countries, influencers and 
diasporic digital creators have gained traction in redefining 
what development means from gender equality to digital 
entrepreneurship. However, these narratives are frequently 
commodified through the lens of aspirational consumerism, 
distorting grassroots realities (Adhikary, Lingard, & Hardy, 
2018).

Table 1: Key Characteristics of Algorithmic Media vs. Traditional Development Communication Channels (2025)

Criteria Algorithmic Media Traditional Development Media

Content Curation Algorithm-driven (based on user behavior and 
engagement)	

Editorially curated (guided by experts and policy 
goals)

Audience Targeting Micro-targeting through personalized data 
algorithms	

General demographic or national-level targeting

Visibility Logic Determined by popularity, virality, and 
engagement metrics	

Prioritized by institutional agendas and 
development relevance

Voice Representation Influencers, diasporas, grassroots digital activists	 NGOs, government actors, multilateral institutions

Accountability Mechanisms Platform governance, commercial policies, user 
reports	

Professional ethics, journalism standards, 
institutional checks

Speed of Dissemination Instant, borderless, and user-amplified	 Slower, mediated through bureaucratic and 
editorial processes
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Case Snapshot: Algorithmic Interference in 
Nigeria’s Development Communication
A 2024 investigative report by The Civic Tech Lab Nigeria 
found that during the lead-up to national elections, Facebook 
and YouTube algorithms were weaponized to prioritize 
disinformation about international aid programs and 
government development achievements, while suppressing 
critical fact-checking videos by independent media (Kperogi, 
2020). This not only skewed public understanding but 
compromised civic participation underscoring the urgency 
of developing algorithmically ethical media standards.

The convergence of algorithmic media systems with 
development communication has resulted in a paradox: while 
offering new opportunities for decentralized storytelling 
and transnational advocacy, these systems simultaneously 
reproduce structural inequities by privileging virality over 
substance. Understanding and reforming the algorithmic 
logics that govern media visibility is not just a technological 
challenge, it is a communicative justice imperative for the 
global development community.

Digital Diasporas as Transnational 
Communicators
In the digital age, diasporic communities have emerged 
not only as economic and cultural bridges between home 
and host nations but also as potent communicative actors 
shaping local and global discourses. The term “digital 
diaspora” encompasses the use of digital tools by migrant 
populations to maintain transnational connections, express 
hybrid identities, and influence sociopolitical developments 
in their countries of origin (Alonso & Oiarzabal, 2010; Retis 
& Tsagarousianou, 2019). Far from being passive observers, 
digital diasporas are now at the forefront of producing, 
curating, and circulating counter-narratives that challenge 
hegemonic media flows and reconfigure development 
communication paradigms.

The Rise of Diaspora Media as a Developmental 
Actor
Diaspora media has expanded in scope and influence, 
particularly through self-organized platforms that blend 
journalism, activism, and civic education. For instance, 
transnational Nigerian media networks such as Sahara 
Reporters, founded by diaspora journalist Omoyele Sowore 
have become crucial watchdogs for political accountability 
in Nigeria (Kperogi, 2020). Such platforms often bypass 
local censorship and provide citizens with unfiltered access 
to news and political critique, thereby influencing public 
opinion and voter behavior.

According to Ekwo (2011), diaspora media plays a pivotal 
role in fostering democratic participation by leveraging 
digital tools to promote civic engagement and inform 
political debate both within diaspora communities and in 
their countries of origin. These platforms are no longer limited 
to information-sharing; they actively mobilize resources, raise 
funds for development projects, and influence governance 
outcomes.

Diaspora Voices and Affective Politics
Beyond news dissemination, digital diasporas often function 
through affective economies networks where emotions, 
memories, and shared traumas shape political consciousness 
and cultural identity. Ponzanesi (2020) emphasizes that these 
communities use digital platforms not just to speak about 
development but to feel through it narrating displacement, 
nostalgia, and solidarity. This affective politics is especially 
evident among refugee and conflict-driven diasporas.

For example, Godin and Doná (2016) highlight how young 
Congolese in the diaspora utilize social media platforms to 
contest stereotypical representations of Africa and reassert 
agency in the face of erasure. These digital performances of 
identity videos, memes, music, and live conversations enable 
transnational storytelling that blends personal experience 

The graph shows the growth of diaspora media platforms versus local media penetration in Nigeria, Ghana, Ethiopia, and 
the DRC from 2010 to 2024.
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with collective struggle. Through such practices, diasporas 
contribute to reconstructing a development narrative 
grounded in justice, resilience, and dignity.

Digital Diaspora and Counter-Narratives to 
Mainstream Development Discourse
Mainstream development communication often remains 
shaped by Western media institutions and donor-driven 
narratives that frame the Global South in terms of deficiency, 
crisis, or passive dependency (Risam, 2018). In contrast, 
diaspora media articulates bottom-up, community-centered 
perspectives that decolonize development discourse. 
These include success stories of local innovation, critiques 
of international aid regimes, and calls for homegrown 
governance solutions.

Digital diasporas act as cultural translators, negotiating 
between global norms and local realities. Tran (2017), in her 
work on the Vietnamese diaspora in Canada, notes how 
diasporic actors not only preserve heritage but reinterpret 
it for contemporary audiences blending global social justice 
frameworks with culturally specific understandings of 
development and well-being.

Diasporic counter-narratives are further amplified by 
the algorithmic architectures of platforms like Twitter and 
TikTok, which allow hashtags, trends, and viral content to 
challenge traditional gatekeepers. This decentralization of 
information flow empowers diasporic voices to shape global 
perceptions of their homelands, often more effectively than 
official state media.

Diasporic Mediation in Humanitarian and Crisis 
Communication
Digital diasporas also play a key role in humanitarian response 
and crisis communication. During emergencies such as 
natural disasters, state violence, or pandemics diasporic 
communities have been crucial in transmitting urgent 

information, organizing remittances, and coordinating 
logistics across borders. The rise of platforms like WhatsApp 
and Signal has further accelerated the immediacy of such 
mobilization (Gajjala, 2019).

Gaskins (2019) points to the innovative use of techno-
vernacular creativity among diasporas from the Global South, 
where informal and grassroots technologies become tools 
for mutual aid and development coordination. This creative 
repurposing of digital tools allows diasporic communities to 
fulfill roles often neglected by formal institutions.

In sum, digital diasporas are redefining the spatial and 
political boundaries of development communication. 
They are not peripheral actors but central players in 
shaping agendas, mobilizing publics, and constructing 
alternative modernities through the digital sphere. As 
algorithmic infrastructures evolve, the capacity of diasporas 
to act as transnational communicators will continue to grow, 
necessitating more inclusive, participatory, and decolonial 
development communication strategies.

Intersection of Algorithmic Media and Diaspora 
Influence
The intersection of algorithmic media and diaspora influence 
is redefining how development communication is created, 
distributed, and consumed in a globalized, data-driven world. 
As both forces reshape communicative power structures, 
they increasingly blur the lines between local activism and 
transnational discourse, creating a hybridized communication 
ecology. The convergence of these two forces datafied 
platform governance and transnational cultural memory has 
profound implications for democratizing media visibility and 
remapping developmental narratives.

Networked Power and Digital Diplomacy
Diaspora communities, long positioned at the crossroads of 
identity, culture, and transnational politics, have now become 

Here is a network visualization graph showing cross-platform interactions between diaspora influencers, domestic activists, 
and international news media during a development-related crisis.
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active agents in shaping development narratives through 
algorithmically mediated platforms. In this digital diplomatic 
arena, diasporas leverage platforms like Twitter, YouTube, 
and TikTok to project soft power and influence global public 
opinion on domestic issues (Manor, 2019; Charles, 2024). 
Unlike traditional public diplomacy mediated by states, 
digital diaspora diplomacy is more fluid, decentralized, and 
often more influential due to its embedded authenticity and 
affective resonance (Falola, 2023).

These platforms not only allow diasporic actors to engage 
with home country affairs but also shape global perceptions 
of conflict, governance, and development priorities. For 
instance, during the #EndSARS protests in Nigeria, the 
Nigerian diaspora utilized Twitter and Instagram to amplify 
police brutality narratives, influence policy debates abroad, 
and crowdsource international pressure (Kperogi, 2020). 
These transnational digital interventions were often more 
effective than domestic state-run media in shaping global 
perceptions and mobilizing resources.

Reconfiguring Knowledge Production
Algorithmic media’s automated curation systems, while often 
critiqued for reinforcing filter bubbles and silencing minority 
voices (Bucher, 2012; Caplan & Boyd, 2016), paradoxically 
also offer diasporic actors new means of participating in 
global knowledge production. This is especially significant in 
development communication, where knowledge production 
has traditionally been dominated by institutions in the global 
North (Risam, 2018).
Diasporic scholars, journalists, and content creators now 
operate as distributed nodes of expertise, contesting dominant 
discourses and producing alternative epistemologies. Their 
use of platforms like Substack, YouTube, and Twitter Threads 
facilitates asynchronous and democratized information 
sharing. As Tuzcu (2021) notes, postcolonial intellectuals 
have found in digital spaces a way to bypass institutional 
gatekeeping and directly engage transnational audiences 
with counter-hegemonic narratives.

Moreover, algorithmic systems, despite their biases, 
can sometimes amplify these voices when they align 
with global trending discourses. For example, diasporic 
digital storytellers documenting climate injustice in South 
Asia have gained global traction when their content 
intersects with international climate activism (Godin & 
Doná, 2016). Thus, while algorithms pose risks of distortion 
and invisibility, they also carry disruptive potential when 
strategically leveraged.

5.3 Amplifying Subaltern and Peripheral Voices
Algorithmically curated platforms have become arenas where 
diasporic actors can amplify subaltern voices and marginal 
narratives, especially those ignored or misrepresented by 
traditional development agencies. Through participatory 
storytelling and visual media, diasporas serve as cultural and 
political intermediaries, helping local actors bypass domestic 

censorship and reach global audiences (Ponzanesi, 2020; 
Sobré-Denton, 2016).

One notable example is the South-South digital solidarity 
forged between Afro-Brazilian, West African, and Caribbean 
diasporas around themes of environmental racism and 
indigenous land rights. These transnational alliances, often 
nurtured through Instagram Lives and WhatsApp networks, 
have enabled the sharing of culturally embedded solutions 
to development challenges, such as community-based water 
conservation in drought-prone areas (Gaskins, 2019).

Additionally, algorithmic platforms are increasingly used 
for civic media literacy, with diasporas initiating campaigns 
to educate their home communities on disinformation, 
digital rights, and privacy—tools essential for participatory 
development in the digital age (Mihailidis, 2018; Treré, 2018).

Risks of Algorithmic Distortion and Elitist 
Representation
Despite these transformative potentials, the algorithm-
diaspora nexus is not without pitfalls. A significant risk lies in 
the disproportionate visibility given to elite diaspora actors 
those with higher digital literacy, economic mobility, or 
Western institutional ties while grassroots or undocumented 
migrants often remain voiceless (Tran, 2017; Kianpour et al., 
2024). This creates a skewed representation of the diaspora’s 
position on development issues, reinforcing a top-down 
narrative even within bottom-up platforms.

Furthermore, the political economy of platforms favors 
content that is emotionally provocative, visually rich, and 
algorithmically “engaging,” often privileging spectacle over 
substance. As a result, development communication through 
algorithmic media may be reduced to “viral moments” that 
lack sustained impact or nuanced analysis (Couldry et al., 
2018; Bolsover & Howard, 2019).

The convergence of algorithmic media and diaspora 
influence has created a new, hybrid space for development 
communication, one where authority is decentralized, 
narratives are diversified, and the boundaries between 
local and global are continually blurred. While algorithmic 
systems can both suppress and amplify, diasporic actors 
have emerged as key mediators capable of navigating these 
dynamics to shift discourse, mobilize action, and co-produce 
alternative models of development. Moving forward, it is 
essential for scholars, policy-makers, and digital platform 
architects to recognize and support this intersectional 
agency, ensuring equity and inclusion within these rapidly 
evolving communication ecologies.

Challenges and Critiques
As the transformative potential of algorithmic media and 
diaspora influence in development communication gains 
traction, several critical challenges and tensions continue to 
undermine the inclusivity, equity, and long-term impact of 
these digital shifts.
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Digital Colonialism and Platform Capitalism
While digital platforms enable transnational engagement, 
they are also embedded within structures of digital 
colonialism where corporations based in the Global North 
control the technological infrastructure, data ownership, and 
monetization strategies of user-generated content (Couldry 
et al., 2018). This platform capitalism reinforces dependency, 
as local and diasporic actors are often at the mercy of opaque 
algorithmic protocols that determine visibility, monetization, 
and engagement.

The concentration of algorithmic power among a handful 
of tech giants such as Meta, Google, and X (formerly Twitter) 
limits democratic agency by shaping discourse through 
invisible filters and monetization logic that prioritize profit 
over social development (Caplan & Boyd, 2016; Siddiqui, 
2023). Consequently, development communication becomes 
tethered to platform interests, risking the reproduction of 
neoliberal agendas under the guise of participation and 
inclusion.

Algorithmic Invisibility and Epistemic Erasure
One of the most pressing issues is the algorithmic invisibility 
of local voices. Algorithms often prioritize content that aligns 
with trending topics, commercial interests, or geo-political 
significance, marginalizing context-specific issues from the 
Global South (Bucher, 2012; Chonka, 2023). In development 
contexts, this creates epistemic erasure, where indigenous 
knowledge, local realities, and alternative models of progress 
are suppressed in favor of homogenized, often Western-
centric narratives (Risam, 2018).
Moreover, content moderation practices disproportionately 
affect users from politically unstable or colonially stigmatized 
regions, further curtailing critical and oppositional discourse 
(Bolsover & Howard, 2019). This structural imbalance in 
algorithmic visibility perpetuates a digital hierarchy, where 
some voices are algorithmically amplified while others remain 
structurally muted.

Diaspora Representation and the Problem of 
Elitism
While digital diasporas have emerged as potent actors in 
shaping development narratives, they are not monolithic. A 
significant critique revolves around the over-representation 
of elite, professionalized diasporic voices at the expense of 
grassroots migrants, refugees, and informal communities 
(Tran, 2017). These elite diasporans often have better access 
to media tools, platforms, and linguistic capital, leading to 
representational inequality within the diaspora itself.

Furthermore, some diasporic influencers whether 
consciously or unconsciously reinforce narratives of saviorism 
or nostalgia that disconnect from the lived realities of local 
populations (Ponzanesi, 2020). This dynamic risks tokenism, 
where diaspora contributions are celebrated symbolically 
while ignoring the structural exclusions within diaspora-
home country relationships.

Misinformation and the Erosion of Public Trust
Diaspora-led digital spaces have, at times, been implicated 
in the spread of misinformation, conspiracy theories, and 
politically motivated propaganda, particularly during 
election cycles and crises (Kperogi, 2020; Ekwo, 2011). 
The algorithmic amplification of emotionally charged or 
sensational content combined with the absence of robust 
media literacy infrastructures undermines the legitimacy of 
diaspora platforms as trustworthy vehicles for development 
communication (Mihailidis, 2018).

Moreover, diasporic digital activism, when unchecked, 
can trigger geopolitical tension, escalate online harassment, 
or inadvertently exacerbate local divisions (Manor, 2019). The 
lack of accountability mechanisms for transnational digital 
actors presents a regulatory challenge for both host and 
origin countries.

Structural Dependence and Sustainability 
Issues
Digital engagement by diasporas and grassroots communities 
is often project-based, heavily reliant on funding from NGOs, 
international organizations, or temporary platforms. This 
creates a structural dependence on external donors and 
fluctuating digital ecosystems, which undermines the 
sustainability and autonomy of development communication 
initiatives (Tuzcu, 2021; Retis & Tsagarousianou, 2019).

Additionally, the volatility of platform policies such as 
sudden changes in monetization criteria, censorship rules, 
or algorithm updates can disrupt long-term communication 
strategies and silence community voices with little recourse 
(Gajjala, 2019; Klinger, Kreiss, & Mutsvairo, 2023).

Policy and Practical Implications
As we enter the mid-2020s, the intersection of algorithmic 
media and diaspora engagement compels a rethinking 
of policy and praxis in development communication. 
The rapidly evolving nature of digital infrastructures has 
magnified both the transformative and disruptive potential 
of media systems. Therefore, development practitioners, 
governments, and international organizations must adopt 
nuanced frameworks that account for the algorithmic 
structuring of information flows, diaspora agency, and 
transnational media influence.

Toward Algorithmic Justice in Development 
Media
The algorithmic curation of content across platforms such 
as Facebook, TikTok, and X (formerly Twitter) continues to 
prioritize engagement metrics over representational fairness. 
This dynamic risks muting local development voices and 
amplifying dominant, often Western-centric narratives 
(Bucher, 2012; Bolsover & Howard, 2019). To address this, 
policymakers must demand greater transparency and 
accountability from technology platforms operating in 
development-sensitive regions.
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Frameworks such as “algorithmic audits” and public interest-
driven data regulation should be mandated for companies 
distributing development communication, particularly in the 
global South (Caplan & Boyd, 2016; Siddiqui, 2023). Platforms 
must also invest in local algorithmic fairness teams to ensure 
regional diversity in moderation policies and machine 
learning training datasets (Chonka, 2023).

Additionally, public-private partnerships can incentivize 
the creation of open-source, decentralized platforms aimed 
at amplifying community-led development stories and 
bypassing corporate algorithmic gatekeepers (Calzada, 
2024).

Supporting Diaspora-Home Country Media 
Ecosystems
Digital diasporas have emerged as pivotal in shaping 
perceptions of development and political change, particularly 
during crises and electoral cycles (Kperogi, 2020; Falola, 
2023). However, diasporic influence tends to be fragmented 
due to the lack of structured cooperation between diaspora 
communicators and local media institutions. To bridge this 
gap, media diplomacy strategies must facilitate partnerships 
between diasporic journalists and grassroots communicators 
(Manor, 2019; Charles, 2024).

Governments should also consider institutionalizing 
diaspora media hubs or transnational public service media 
spaces platforms where migrant voices collaborate with 
in-country journalists to co-produce culturally contextualized 
and community-responsive content (Alonso & Oiarzabal, 
2010; Ekwo, 2011).
Training programs in civic media literacies for diaspora 
influencers centered on intercultural ethics, verification 
standards, and algorithmic impact can mitigate risks of 
misinformation while reinforcing constructive engagement 
(Mihailidis, 2018; Treré, 2018).

Promoting Ethical AI and Indigenous 
Knowledge Integration
AI tools increasingly guide media targeting and content 
creation within development spaces, raising urgent 
questions around epistemic justice. The deployment of AI in 
development communication must be reoriented to value 
indigenous knowledge systems and subaltern narratives, 
especially in historically marginalized contexts (Risam, 2018; 
Tuzcu, 2021).

Policy guidelines should encourage collaboration with 
ethnographically informed AI researchers, local storytellers, 
and digital anthropologists to ensure algorithmic systems 
uphold cultural specificity and nuance (Gaskins, 2019; Gajjala, 
2019).

Furthermore, digital sovereignty laws must safeguard 
communities from exploitative data extraction, ensuring they 
retain ownership of their narratives in AI datasets (Couldry et 
al., 2018; Calzada, 2024).

Institutional Reforms and Funding 
Realignments
Donor agencies and development organizations still 
disproportionately fund legacy communication systems 
and top-down campaign models. A shift is required toward 
flexible, locally co-produced communication infrastructures 
that prioritize narrative autonomy and transnational 
participation (Retis & Tsagarousianou, 2019).

Funding structures must also support diaspora-led 
incubators, migrant digital storytelling labs, and hybrid 
civic-tech collectives that operate across borders (Sobré-
Denton, 2016). These collectives have proven instrumental in 
mediating development messages in real-time, particularly 
in crisis zones where formal institutions are absent or 
compromised.

Finally, global institutions such as the UNDP and UNESCO 
should collaborate with diaspora organizations to create 
“Ethical Media Compacts” transnational agreements setting 
standards for equitable media engagement in development 
contexts, with a focus on algorithmic transparency, diaspora 
inclusion, and narrative justice.

Co n c lu s i o n
The convergence of algorithmic media and diaspora power 
is reshaping the terrain of development communication in 
deep and uncharted dimensions. While digital technologies 
broker transnational flows of information, power, and identity, 
the agency of diasporic voices and algorithmic platforms has 
shifted from the level of being passive participants to active 
agents of transforming how development is envisioned, told, 
and practiced. No longer the exclusive territory of state actors, 
NGOs, or institutional gatekeepers, development discourses 
in the contemporary era are guided by transnational 
networks of individuals diasporic academics, digital activists, 
cultural producers who traverse borders and platforms with 
ease (Ponzanesi, 2020; Kperogi, 2020; Gajjala, 2019).

Whereas algorithmic media have the potential to 
democratize visibility and access, they also risk replicating 
global inequalities through impenetrable datafication 
processes, surveillance, and platform monopolies (Bucher, 
2012; Caplan & Boyd, 2016; Couldry et al., 2018). The escalating 
dominance of computational propaganda, automated 
content moderation, and engagement-based curation 
further risks upsetting authentic representation and inclusive 
development discourses, especially in marginalized and 
postcolonial societies (Bolsover & Howard, 2019; Chonka, 
2023).

On the other hand, digital diasporas continue to redefine 
the communicative structure of development through 
real-time, affective, and politically mobilizing forms of 
transnational engagement (Ekwo, 2011; Falola, 2023). Digital 
diasporas are both critics and co-creators of national and 
local policies, mobilizing digital spaces to link gaps between 
homeland movements and international solidarities. 
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The agency of diasporic narrative, memory politics, and 
algorithmic visibility places new energies behind shifting 
the locus of world media narratives (Godin & Doná, 2016; 
Sobré-Denton, 2016).

But this shift is fraught with paradox. As diasporic elites 
are made more visible, representational balance becomes 
a problem: who speaks for whom, and on what grounds? 
And on top of that, the heavy use of large digital platforms 
raises concerns of data sovereignty, content bias, and cultural 
erasure (Tuzcu, 2021; Siddiqui, 2023).

To these dy namic s ,  rethink ing development 
communication in the algorithmic age entails a triple pledge: 
to algorithmic justice, decentralized knowledge sharing, and 
amplifying diverse voices most importantly, those of the 
global South. Policymakers, technologists, researchers, and 
communicators must collaborate to pursue frameworks that 
focus on digital inclusion, cultural diversity, and participatory 
governance of online and offline development systems 
(Calzada, 2024; Mihailidis, 2018).

Lastly, development communication’s future rests not only 
with technological innovativeness, but also with epistemic 
humility, ethical infrastructure design, and continuous 
dialogue with diasporic consciousness as a diasporic force 
for narrative decolonization and cross-border convergence. 
With a focus on digital diasporas’ experiences, struggles, 
and imagination, we may begin to rethink development as 
no longer one-way work of aid-giving, but as a borderless, 
dialogic, and justice-minded process of co-transformation.
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