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Abstract

This article develops theoretically an integrative analytical construct (InMeDiT Capital,
acronym for informational, media, digital and technological capital) derived from Pierre
Bourdieu’s social field theory framework to expand its conceptual capacity to interpret and
explain specific relational dynamics within a hyper-digitised social context that directly
affects families. Based on Bourdieu’s social field theory, different types of classic capital
and other more novel types (informational, media, digital, or technological) have been
defined. The characteristics of 21st-century society require that the latter be addressed from
an integrative perspective. Methodologically, the work is based on a critical and systematic
review of the literature. Based on this analysis, a process of conceptual abstraction and
theoretical modelling was carried out that can be described as phenomenological in its
attempt to capture the depth of the concepts. This consisted of (1) defining the ontological
and relational assumptions of the original framework, (2) isolating the analytical mecha-
nisms relevant to the phenomenon under study, and (3) reorganising these elements into a
coherent conceptual structure. The result is an updated conceptual framework (InMeDiT
Capital) that maintains epistemological consistency with social field theory, but introduces
a novel conceptual articulation through its hybridisation, the dimensions that comprise it,
and an operational framework for diagnosing and mobilising capital in the family context.

Keywords: capital; digitisation; family; society

1. Introduction

Over more than a decade, sustained collaboration with families through diverse re-
search and knowledge-transfer projects has shaped this study. Drawing on the interplay
between theory and practice, this study introduces an integrative framework for under-
standing contemporary forms of capital that addresses the demands of contemporary 5.0
ecosystems in which families navigate: Informational (IC), Media (MC), Digital (DC), and
Technological Capital (TC) (InMeDiT).

Therefore, InMeDiT Capital is conceived as a hybrid mega-capital framework made up of
a tetrarchy of capitals. These have been previously defined, either by Bourdieu himself [1-3]
in the case of IC and TC, which he equated with CC or included in it, respectively, or
by some of his collaborators about MC [4] or by other authors regarding DC. It differs
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from previous frameworks such as IC, CD, CD and CT because it does not limit itself to
describing isolated dimensions, but rather articulates their interdependencies. Although it
shares with them the processes of accumulation and conversion, as well as their individual
and collective perspective, like the rest of the capitals derived from Bourdieu’s theory [1],
in its hybridisation, it goes beyond the limits of each of them and allows individuals and
groups to access, appropriate, evaluate and mobilise information, media, digital tools and
technologies in and from various social institutions, such as the family, thereby promoting
the exercise of critical, autonomous and responsible citizenship in the face of the changing
demands of a hyper-digitalised and liquid—gaseous society.

Families inhabit an environment saturated with data, shaped by relentless exposure to
audio-visual media, accelerated information flows, and emergent forms of socialization that
significantly influence the development of children and adolescents. Within this ecosystem,
families must safeguard and guide the socialization of younger generations, either by
fulfilling this responsibility directly or compensating for the state’s limited capacity to
address the risks inherent in such conditions. To respond effectively, families must mobilize
the InMeDiT Capital.

This proposal advances InMeDiT Capital as a novel integrative theoretical construct
that captures the centrality of families in societies increasingly defined by digitalization.
This approach delineates the conceptual foundations of this form of capital and introduces
a theoretical framework of dimensions and indicators designed to measure its presence
and mobilization within families in a new ecosystem.

The construct emerges from an exhaustive bibliographic and content analysis that
defines the ontological and relational assumptions of the original framework to synthesize
an original and coherent conceptual proposal. Therefore, it could be considered an empirical
phenomenological study, as it unfolds as a process accompanied by continuous reflection
that processes the meanings of its constituent elements at a high level of abstraction [5].

2. Ecosystem 5.0: Impact of Globalisation and the Internet on Citizenship

On 5 February 2025, the President of the Spanish Government announced measures
to prevent the “digital space from becoming the Wild West”. The metaphor illustrates
the virtual environment as a domain in which populations—including children—mnavigate
fluidly [6]. This statement aligns with the approval of the Charter of Digital Rights, which
positioned Spain at the international forefront of citizens’ rights and provided a regula-
tory framework for subsequent legislative strategies [7]. Building on this foundation, the
government established a Digital Rights Observatory to monitor compliance with and pro-
mote the Charter. Simultaneously, policymakers advanced regulatory initiatives targeting
specific challenges, such as the control, supervision, inspection, and sanctioning of digital
platforms, with the Action Plan for Democracy serving as a central example.

Spain has also invested in strengthening its cyberdefense capabilities. Royal Decree
1150/2021 of 28 December approved the National Security Strategy, framing the virtual
world as highly accessible, weakly regulated, and difficult to govern. Complementing this
strategy, the government has trained State Security Forces and Corps in cyber skills to
reinforce the digital protection of citizens. Regional initiatives, such as legislative proposals
in certain Autonomous Communities to restrict mobile phone use in schools, further
demonstrate the country’s commitment to safeguarding children and adolescents. The
central challenge lies in striking a balance between protecting and empowering citizens,
which remains at the core of these policies.

However, Spain does not stand alone in this pursuit. Governments” concerns about
making the cyber world a safe place extend to the entire planet, and specific actions range
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from banning access to certain spaces, applications, and/or search engines [8] to limiting
their use to a portion of the population [9] and user training and awareness [10].

Never have human beings been so connected—and simultaneously so isolated—as
they find themselves confined in what Han describes as a “voluntary, invisible, and virtual
prison”, whose bars are constructed from media over-information [11] (p. 45). In Bau-
man’s liquid universe [12], the nation-state and its physical borders appear diluted, even
volatilized into a gaseous state [13]. Traditional identities, such as social class, undergo
processes of (re)conversion, while individualization grants renewed auctoritas to smaller
social units such as the family or even to what Ramonet calls the “individual state” [14]
(pp. 58-59). Beck characterizes the state itself as a “zombie” institution [15] (p. 207), while
in its coalitional form—the European Union—it seeks to legislate and intervene to mitigate
the dangers of “globalisation and the Internet” [16] (p. 15). However, regulation faces the
accelerating complexity of technological development: society has shifted from a “solid”
digital technology (1960-2009), materially embodied and potentially subject to voluntary
disengagement, to a “gaseous” digital technology (2020 onwards) that has dissolved its
form and permeates every domain of human life, rendering detachment virtually impossi-
ble [17]. Despite what has been said, there is awareness of rural areas with poor connectivity
or, more commonly, fewer guarantees, lower service coverage, and higher prices. In this
case, state policies, although they aim to mitigate such deficiencies, tend to be reactive to
technological acceleration, and any proposal tends to become fossilized amid the tsunami
of change in today’s world [18].

In this context, the European Union has managed to establish a roadmap for the
defence of its members: the “strategic compass”, which identifies new threats (cyber-attacks,
disinformation, propaganda, hoaxes, or terrorism, among others) against the “values and
interests” of the Union [19] (p. 1), as well as promoting certain actions. The population has
become the target of a large part of these new forms of warfare that employ “weapons of
mass seduction” [20] and/or are fought on digital battlefields [21]. Although the “compass”
functions at a state and transnational level of abstraction, it fails to materialize in citizens’
lived experiences. Nevertheless, the struggle for the “minds and hearts” of families and
individuals unfolds precisely at these levels [22] (p. 319).

The European Union is aware of this, but how it will deal with it is not detailed in
its own “strategic compass” [23]. The European Commission president’s proposal in her
Political Guidelines expressed the need for a “European democratic shield” that would make it
possible to generate instruments to combat media manipulation, cyber-interference, fake news,
deepfakes, and other elements of disinformation and malicious propaganda that threaten the
families and citizens of the European Union. At stake was the preservation and promotion of
freedom and the advancement of a new generation of digital rights [24,25] (p. 23).

To enable “freedom of choice [...], participation in the digital public space; enhancing
safety, security and empowerment [...], and sustainability”, within the guiding premises
of “solidarity and inclusion”—basic democratic principles of the Union—a comprehensive
set of measures is required, moving beyond declarations of intent or abstract “strategic
compasses” [26] (pp. 1-2). Although these virtual rights are presented as tailor-made for
citizens, a truly “people-centred digital transformation” [26] (p. 3) requires measuring
InMeDiT Capital, a theoretical construct grounded in more than a decade of sustained
practical work with families across various research and social-transfer projects.

Our experience, shaped by the Spanish and European contexts and informed by
our training in the social sciences, education, and communication, has determined how
we interpret digital ecosystems and the family dynamics that emerge within them. This
disciplinary and geographical positioning has not constrained the construct’s scope; instead,
it has allowed us to identify processes that we consider global and ubiquitous, which has
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encouraged us to formulate a model that, while rooted in a localized context, seeks to
engage with international scholarship on families and with current debates in the field.

Consequently, we built our approach on well-established theoretical foundations. Our
debt to Bourdieu is evident: his then-incipient theory on the explanatory inadequacy of
economic capital and the inclusion of new variants inspires the current proposal [27]. To
analyse the structure and dynamics with guarantees of success, an analytical instrument
is required to collect information in an operational way on the factors that influence the
family in this new digitalised ecosystem.

Thus, prior knowledge of the InMeDiT Capital that families possess is key to applying
policies that are coherent with reality. It is of little use for international institutions to
clamour for digital rights or declare war on disinformation, or for state governments to
try to design public policies implementing what has been said, if the state of this 21st
century capital is not known in depth. The symptoms of the problem are visualised, and
panaceas are applied, but no attention is paid to the initial situation of each family, nor to
its members, nor to the InMeDiT Capital that each one possesses.

Some symptomatologic examples include the following: 60% of adolescents are in-
formed through social media and have difficulty differentiating between true and false
news [28]. Such virtual environments seem to incite hatred, and the most popular among
young people—TikTok [29]—are accused of containing alarming percentages of misinfor-
mation (20%), concealment of Human Rights violations, or apology of violence (political-
ideological partisanship) [30], dynamics that do not seem to be on the way to being solved.
A study on X (formerly Twitter) showed that hate messages have increased by 50% and
“likes” on these messages have increased by 70% (2022-2023) [31].

To exemplify the panaceas applied, we go down to the state level: Spain is one of
the countries that invests the least in Defence in the Atlantic Alliance [32]. However,
the Annual National Security Report 2023 expresses not only military concerns, but also
educational ones, highlighting actions in areas outside of formal, non-university education:
“many public bodies [...] have included cybersecurity, the development of digital skills
and the healthy, sustainable, critical and responsible use of digital technologies in their
courses and training programmes” [33] (p. 264). It can be seen that the government outlines
prescriptions—educational in this case—to combat the ills of the liquid or gaseous world,
but does not consider the situation of those to whom such palliatives are directed. It also
does not acknowledge families as the primary environment for confronting disinformation,
malicious propaganda, Manichean demagogy, hate speech, and related threats [34].

The family group and the individual hold nuclear importance—despite the influence
of multinationals and supranational non-state actors—at a time when the power and
wisdom of the nation-state are diminished. Families and citizens, therefore, represent the
first line of immunisation against the digital “wild west”, and they require capital to sustain
the cost of intervention. InMeDiT Capital functions, in medical terms, as the basis for
developing an individualised or precision therapy, grounded in a rigorous analysis of the
social context and the groups within it, particularly families. Not all families, however,
require identical doses or solutions, nor do they need them to the same extent.

3. The Family: Field of Action and Shield in the Gaseous Era

An accurate diagnosis requires reconstruction of the clinical history, environment, and
background. For this reason, the analysis must begin with the field described by Bour-
dieu [35]: a social space, a system of relations governed by its own rules and dynamics, where
individuals acquire classical forms of capital and act within a particular habitus—internalised
dispositions that guide their practices in the field. Bourdieu also emphasises the fam-
ily’s decisive role in transmitting different forms of capital, especially Cultural Capital
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(CC) [27], while Durkheim identified the family as one of the main agents responsible for
the socialisation of children [36].

In this respect, the family shapes the habitus and transmits CC, since families with
greater capital equip their children with stronger symbolic resources and smoother path-
ways of adaptation when entering the formal education system [37]. In other words, the
family operates as the cornerstone for transmitting the diverse forms of capital that indi-
viduals require. In any case, the transmission of cultural capital within the family, which
is key to educational success, was not a systematized process in the French sociologist’s
texts; thus, there is a certain theoretical gap in the understanding of concrete processes.
However, its academic success—its analytical popularity—has led to the concept being
used extensively in sociological and educational research, resulting in a very diverse and
globally inconclusive body of applications and empirical evidence [38,39]. With this in
mind, the present theoretical approach incorporates this concept with the cautions and
nuances that will be described.

In the past, the home was a bunker for the individual, and nothing could penetrate the
security of the family. Nowadays, the borders of once safe intimacy have become porous,
allowing the transit of all kinds of evanescent threats. The ineffectiveness of physical
barriers in the face of such dangers has led to the imposition of immaterial barriers: the
family and the transmission of capital, which includes—and must include—the InMeDiT
capital itself.

Although Constantine’s systems model, the Paradigmatic Framework for studying
human systems [40,41], has received criticism [42], we consider it essential because of its
links to the Circumplex Model of Marital and Family Systems [43], the model of parenting
styles [44], and the Consensual Experience Model [45,46], as well as for understanding
how families mobilize InMeDiT Capital. Constantine’s earlier classification of system
types (closed, random, open, and synchronous), and the later reconceptualization into four
dimensions, and ultimately into two (connection and variability), provide a conceptual
bridge that ties these models together [40,41].

The evolution of Constantine’s framework, including the unified system [41] as a
fusion of the open and synchronous types, enables us to connect it with the 5.0 ecosystem
in which families currently function. Constantine [41] (p. 175) defines this new system
as follows:

The Unified paradigm, a synthesis of Open and Synchronous, is oriented to the
emergent objective of comprehension through the continuous evolution of a uni-
tying worldview congruent with reality. It relies heavily on self-reflection, critical
examination, and verification to build and validate its collective approaches and
perspectives. Unified-paradigm systems value authenticity, self-awareness, and
mutual exploration. It is difficult to find examples of this family style in the
literature, in part because it can superficially resemble an Open Paradigm family.
However, the heavy reliance on discussion and consensus building is not so much
aimed at solving problems but at building a shared understanding of themselves
and why something might be a problem. Resolution of any problem is secondary
to building deeper understanding, which may have payoffs in the future.

In our view, the Circumplex Model of Marital and Family Systems—a systemic theory
that explains family functioning through cohesion, flexibility, and communication, while
considering the levels at which these dimensions” manifest [43]—offers a useful lens for
analyzing the different levels of InMeDiT Capital within families and, consequently, the
gaps that may emerge both within and between them.

However, we must account for the contributions of the theory of the construction
of reality and the family paradigm framework [45,46]. The former positions us before
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the idea that each family develops a shared and relatively stable way of interpreting the
world over time—an epistemological system through which practical knowledge about
society, in this case, Society 5.0, is produced and circulated among family members, thereby
generating InMeDiT Capital. The latter introduces the notion of the family paradigm,
which is understood as a set of shared assumptions that structure how a family perceives
reality, defines problems, and selects strategies to address them. This concept clarifies why
families respond differently to the diffuse challenges of Society 5.0 and how they mobilize
their InMeDiT Capital through intrinsic adaptive capacity.

In today’s “gaseous society” [17] (p. 33), families confront new and largely intangible
demands that go beyond their traditional functions of care, security, and emotional support,
a set of expectations linked to Constantine’s closed paradigm [40]. The Digital Revolution
has introduced accelerated rhythms, intensified datafication, deeper globalisation, and
expanding automation [47]. Families cannot remain indifferent to this transformation, as
society increasingly relies on data—often without assessing its veracity or reliability—which
grows exponentially and becomes openly and indefinitely accessible to citizens [48]. Within
this data-driven universe, democracy yields to the rise of a data-based infocracy primarily
concerned with optimising information exchange [11].

The unified family paradigm, which relies on self-reflection, critical examination, and
verification to construct and validate approaches [41], aligns directly with the gaseous
society described by Hidalgo [17]. This societal shift has profoundly transformed social and
family relations, generating multiple intangible challenges and, at many points, making
digital disconnection virtually impossible.

Mayer-Schonberger and Cukier argue that one of the central problems of the informa-
tion society lies in the consolidation of a structured oligopoly over data and in conscious
or unconscious attention that individuals devote to interacting with technological plat-
forms [49]. Contemporary social dynamics devalue durability, equating the “old” with
the “outdated” and thus rendering it disposable [50]. At the same time, they trivialise the
“new” as a consumable commodity, designed to placate individuals’ sense of existential
emptiness. This process fuels communication and consumption in pursuit of the so-called
“intense life”, which the neoliberal system equates with intense consumption [11]. Within
this framework, families are at a structural disadvantage.

In this new scenario, information and knowledge constitute a form of capital linked
to access opportunities and the capacity to create, process, and manage it [51]. Because
virtual contexts act as environments for social and cultural production, societies must
promote critical media literacy that fosters plural and responsible digital environments [52].
Calderén-Gémez shows that the first layer of social stratification in digital practices derives
from the mobilisation of embodied CC for engaging with digital technologies [53]. Partici-
pants who underwent intense technological socialisation during childhood achieved better
positioning, underscoring the family’s central role in preparing children for society.

Thus, parents and legal guardians hold primary responsibility for encouraging chil-
dren to use digital resources and navigate the media environment responsibly, safely, and
in ways that are appropriate for their age [54]. Adults must accompany and guide young
children in the use of technological media with common sense, critical reflection, and
dialectical thinking [55]. By doing so, they foster an appropriate digital culture within the
family in which adults serve as the main reference points for children.

4. Conceptual Mapping of a New Capital for Society 5.0

The current context demands a revision of capital theory and the updating and recon-
ceptualisation of existing capital frameworks that reflect contemporary society and the
evolving challenges that families encounter. As Bourdieu argued, scholars cannot explain
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the structure and dynamics of the social world without reintegrating capital in all its forms,
rather than limiting their analysis to the narrow scope defined by economic theory [27].

This approach can be used and adapted to different scientific disciplines, going beyond
social or sociological theories [56]. The urgency of addressing this construct arises because
the codes and behaviours that once offered individuals guidance now dissipate at an
accelerating rate. Therefore, this article proposes an updated hybrid framework of capital
for a postmodern world: InMeDiT.

The justification for this integrative framework rests on five considerations: (1) The
authors’ research on digital and media competencies in family contexts required a deeper
theoretical foundation than the one offered by competency-level assessments, especially
given the growing critique of competency-based evaluation itself [57]. This limitation
prompted the search for an alternative theoretical framework to address this issue. (2) An
interdisciplinary analysis of the current social, economic, political, and cultural context
points to Bourdieu’s theory of capital as a suitable foundation for applied research [27]. In
this regard, Lareau and Weininger already noted that cultural capital (CC) “is analytically
and causally distinct from other important forms of knowledge or competence” [58] (p. 567).
Nevertheless, classical forms of capital only partially address today’s needs, as they cannot
fully explain the factors shaping the new ecosystem in which families live. (3) A review
of alternative forms of capital in the scientific literature directs us toward the concepts
integrated into InMeDiT Capital. These appear as dimensions of classical forms, such as IC,
or as new formulations, including digital or media capital, or even as equivalents of digital
capital, as in the case of technological capital, despite the fact that technology does not
always have a digital nature. (4) Contemporary society is liquid [11] and gaseous [17], and
families exhibit similar properties, as suggested by the theories of Reiss, Reiss and Oliveri,
Olson, and Constantine [41,43,45,46]. These characteristics led us to consider these forms of
capital as the foundation for new transactions unfolding both in society and within families.
(5) A common element across these forms of capital is their capacity for hybridization, a
property that aligns closely with the nature of today’s society and contemporary family life.

Therefore, the selection of informational, media, digital, and technological capital
provides a conceptual basis for explaining the dynamics that define family life within an
updated Bourdieusian articulation of capital suited to digitally mediated societies. Other
forms of capital, such as economic or cultural capital, while relevant, do not adequately
capture phenomena specific to the digital world, including algorithmic logics, the attention
economy, or the blending of practices in connected environments. For this reason, we
introduce a construct that integrates these four forms of capital, whose mutual hybridization
constitutes its defining feature.

To ground this proposal, we first review the theoretical and conceptual debates sur-
rounding the terms informational, media, digital, and technological.

4.1. Informational Capital (IC)

The informational term refers to information, which was initially conceptualised as
the mere transmission of data. Shannon initiated a theoretical study of information, and
scholars have since sought to trace its epistemological and ontological foundations [59].
Currés distinguished two main approaches: (1) information emerges as a phenomenon
generated in the environment, independent of human agency, yet accessible to conscious
capture, and (2) information arises as a process that develops through perception, analysis,
and judgment [60]. Its habitat is mostly in the minds of people who generate and apply it.
In this order, Angulo explained that the ability to generate information arises not merely
from access to specific registers but from the maturity and development of individual skills
to manage knowledge and interpret reality—in other words, from one’s competence [61].
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Curras established a distinction that later prompted Gonzélez-Sudrez to interrogate
information materiality [60,62]. The notion of variety, however, allows us to conceptualise
information as an abstract construct and a modelled representation of reality, which is anal-
ogous to gaseous and solid states, respectively. Hoffmann advanced this line of thought by
linking information to the three states of matter—solid, liquid, and gas—and by identifying
three corresponding modalities: (1) documented, as physical records; (2) assimilated, as
knowledge processed, organised, and internalised in the mind; and (3) transmitted, as
communication enacted through diverse forms [63].

Bourdieu conceptualised IC as a dimension of CC, while Hamelink treated it as an
autonomous form of capital tied to the technological domain [1,64]. From these perspectives,
four interrelated factors define an individual’s IC: (a) economic resources that enable
access to devices and Internet connections, (b) technical skills to operate and manage such
connections, (c) critical capacity to evaluate and filter information, and (d) the ability to
apply information to concrete contexts. This framework underscores the dual foundation
of IC: material resources and diverse competencies. Espina and Gilbert further reinforced
this approach by arguing that all forms of capital presuppose value, whether patrimonial,
economic, or material [65]. They emphasized that IC needs tangible and quantifiable
support, namely, the devices themselves and the financial means to access networks and
information services.

Van Dijk conceptualised this form of capital through a typology of digital access—
motivational, material, and usage—and situates it within a procedural framework that
extends Hamelink’s formulation [64,66]. Mari and Sierra framed it as a dynamic process in
which social, political, and governmental actors generate and appropriate information [67].
Within this landscape, families, as primary social institutions, carry the responsibility of
fostering the capacity to access, process, and critically engage with information among
their members.

4.2. Media Capital (MC)

On the other hand, media intersects with discursive, infrastructural, and productive
dimensions that continuously reconfigure a communicative ecosystem in a permanent
transformation [68]. The rise of the Internet has intensified this dynamic, generating an in-
formation system marked by extreme fragmentation [69]. Beyond functioning as a channel
that represents reality, media now operate as structural agents that shape social processes
in the economic, political, and cultural domains. Their influence exceeds instrumental
processes by establishing the conditions under which discourses emerge, circulate, and
gain legitimacy within networked societies.

Traditional mass media continue to shape part of the media flow, but algorithms and
the volatile dynamics of the digital “Wild West” increasingly share agendas with large
communication conglomerates [70]. This virtual ecosystem has also enabled the rise of
individual broadcasters—most notably influencers—whose presence is significant. Conse-
quently, communication and information flows have shifted from the tangible materiality
of print newspapers or radio waves to digital messages of traceable or ambiguous origins
across social media. In this landscape, information is understood as a multi-channel stream
that blurs the boundaries between knowledge, entertainment, and disinformation, and
even serves as a strategic resource in asymmetric warfare through hybrid threats [71].

Champagne, a close collaborator of Bourdieu, was the first to coin the term MC to
describe the growing interdependence between politics and media [72]. Couldry later
introduced the concepts of “media meta-capital” and “media capital” [4], however, as
Folsche argued, he did not address how MC is acquired, how it connects to the media
field, or how it interacts with other social fields [73]. Moreover, the appropriation and
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meaning-making of media do not unfold within the media field itself but rather in everyday
life practices [74]. Individuals engage in diverse media practices such as exchanging
information, seeking entertainment, communicating with others, cultivating visibility, or
shopping online for multiple purposes.

According to Folsche, regardless of the type of media practice produced, “each of
them increases or decreases the total amount of a person’s media capital” (p. 66), so MC
represents a particular kind of capital. In this regard, the family once again becomes the
primary context in which individuals learn to engage with media effectively and ethically.
Therefore, understanding the MC built and transmitted at home is essential to grasp the
baggage each person accumulates in this area. Folsche established three forms of MC in
accordance with Bourdieu’s CC: objectified, embodied, and institutionalized [73].

The first implies ownership of devices or access to certain media, that is, the solid
foundation of MC. In the family context, it materialises in the available equipment, access
to the Internet, and consequently, books and digital media. Institutionalised form means
specialised access to the media field and/or visibility and recognition in the media. At
a basic level, however, it can simply mean holding a social media profile. Recognition
depends on both quantitative measures—such as ‘likes’, ‘followers’, or ‘reposts’—and
qualitative ones—such as the SC of those engaging [73]. Many families use social media
to share their everyday lives, sometimes exposing children and adolescents and even
deriving economic benefits from this visibility [75]. Such practices directly shape children’s
developmental trajectories [76] and influence the broader family ecology [77]. Finally, the
embodied form refers to media literacy, that is, the skills that allow the use of media devices
to consume or produce, the competencies to search, select, and decode media content, as
well as to understand the structures and rules of the media.

4.3. Digital Capital (DC)

The notion of the digital is multifaceted and context-dependent. From a technical
perspective, Knuth highlighted that digital systems differ from analogue systems because
they rely on binary rather than continuous processes [78]. This distinction enables data to
be stored and transmitted with greater accuracy and reliability. Nevertheless, users require
digital skills that are deeply tied to their technological training; together, these variables
shape the foundations of society 5.0.

Cultural and media perspectives foreground the social impact of digitisation. In the
mid-1940s, Bush pointed out how the interaction between people and information would
be transformed as a consequence of digitalization [79]. Decades later, Harvey reframed the
concept of global culture, emphasising how digitisation erodes physical and geographical
barriers while reshaping individuals’ perceptions of space, time, and worldview [80]. Build-
ing on this, Jenkins theorised a convergence culture, where digital interactivity empowers
audiences to become content creators and narrative shapers, mobilising competencies that
alter existing power structures and social relations [81].

The impact of digitalisation in any field is unquestionable, including the family, and
is linked to people’s prosumption capacity in all spheres of their lives [82]. Since the
early 2000s, research has documented the transition from passive consumption to active
participation, stressing the need for new cognitive, socio-educational, and gender-sensitive
competencies that explain the uneven levels of engagement in digital environments.

Although scholars widely use the concept of DC, they acknowledge its lack of a
precise and universally accepted definition [83]. Matamala noted two main conceptual
trends [84]. The first view considers digital access, use, and skills as a contemporary
extension of CC. From this perspective, attitudes toward technology, patterns of use, and
digital competencies function as new indicators of CC [85]. Pitzalis and Porcu advanced this
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claim by testing whether technological ownership, digital behaviours, and consumption
practices could expand the notion of CC, although they found no conclusive evidence that
DC constitutes an independent dimension [83].

The second strand defines DC as a distinct form of capital essential for navigat-
ing digital societies. Ragnedda argued that DC results from the accumulation of digi-
tal competencies—information, communication, security, content creation, and problem-
solving—alongside access to digital technologies [86]. Like other capitals, these resources
can be accumulated and transferred across domains. Verwiebe and Hagemann similarly
described DC as capital that derives not from CC or SC but from the individual availability
and use of data, the core resource of 21st-century societies [87].

On their behalf, Merisalo and Makkonen acknowledged that all types of capital, in-
cluding DC, are in a continuous process of hybridization [88]. It is not just about knowledge,
digital skills, and motivation, but also about the abilities and possibilities to use DC as a
currency to obtain other resources that can improve people’s life opportunities [86]. In this
sense, the DC bridges economic and CC by facilitating the effective use of online resources
for everyday problem-solving [89].

Bourdieu and Wacquant’s framework of habitus, capital, and field provided further clar-
ity [90]. Within a general digital field, data circulation has become a valued commodity [87].
Digital platforms orchestrate this circulation through architectures that mediate interac-
tions between individuals, algorithms, and corporations, all driven by profit-maximisation.
Ragnedda et al. advanced this discussion by proposing ways to conceptualise and mea-
sure DC through the interplay between internalised capabilities, as digital competencies,
externalised resources or technologies, and users’ social, cultural, and economic back-
grounds [91]. Merisalo and Makkonen elaborated on this model by linking initial resources
to the technological outcomes [88]. Their logical framework clarifies how different forms of
capital interact across physical and digital arenas to shape the goals of technology use, the
accumulation of competencies, and the production of added value.

In this context, families exemplify the social significance of DC. Addi-Raccah demon-
strated how socioeconomic background, institutionalised CC, and socio-educational cap-
ital convert into DC, enhancing parental engagement in children’s digital learning pro-
cesses [92]. Building on this Bourdieusian understanding of DC, particularly Ragnedda
et al.’s emphasis on access, competencies, accumulation, and convertibility, the present
proposal extends the analytical lens by situating digital resources alongside informational,
media, and technological dimensions within the relational ecology of family life [91].

4.4. Technological Capital (TC)

The three previously examined forms of capital are connected to technology in varying
degrees, either as a medium or as a supporting infrastructure for their development. Bijker
conceptualises “technology” across three dimensions: (1) a set of physical objects such
as computers, tablets, or smartphones; (2) a human activity that mobilises these objects
through Information and Communication Technologies—ICT, Learning and Knowledge
Technologies—LKT, Empowerment and Participation Technologies (EPT), or Relation-
ship, Information, and Communication Technologies—RICT; and (3) a form of knowledge
that captures what people know and enact with these artefacts and related production
processes [93]. Together, these dimensions compromise technological competence.

This analysis must also consider the Social Construction of Technology—SCOT [94,95],
based on a constructivist approach that encompasses a technological frame. That is, it
structures the interactions among the members of a relevant social group, i.e., family,
whatever it may be, shaping their thoughts and actions and constructed when interactions
around an artefact begin.
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Technologies also exert measurable effects on mental health [96], particularly through
the use of social media [97]. Continuous exposure profoundly reshapes routines while
also acquiring political relevance. Bijker explains that technologies participate in building
techno-political regimes [98,99], with consequences for social structures [100,101], partic-
ipation norms [102], and power distribution [103]. Technologies configure hierarchies,
values, and perceptions among users, rendering them inherently non-neutral. In this
sense, Internet cultures emerge as users embed meanings into technologies that recursively
shape practices [100,101,104]. Following Bourdieu’s logic of habitus, technological practices
confirm the absence of neutrality in the field [2].

Technological engagement grants access to capital composed of differentiated sci-
entific and technical resources [3,100,101,105]. These resources are derived, for example,
from their IC and extractive capacity, which is partially determined by their technolog-
ical development. However, since 2000, Bourdieu’s theory on CC has been adapted to
include TC. Casillas and Ramirez defined TC in terms of skills and access to technological
resources, deepening the analysis of how technologies transform social and economic
relations [106]. Carlson and Isaacs then positioned TC as the outcome of investment and
accumulation, operationalised through awareness—understanding technology’s potential,
knowledge—competence in use, access, and the broader technological capacities of one’s
social group [105].

In this sense, access and technological skills determine positions in the social space,
can transform power relations in society, promote social inclusion [107], and generate new
inequalities or gaps. Therefore, if capital is the result of accumulation and this in turn
determines positions in social space, then TC “mainly deals with the unequal distribution
of technological resources, embedded in design, norms, and habits” [108] (p. 499), in which
those agents with a higher degree of TC “in terms of ownership, accessibility, and design”
(p- 495), will have greater authority within the field, which can also be transformed by
different strategies into other types of capital.

Within families, TC shapes their lives. Hertlein proposed a multi-theoretical model to
analyse technology’s influence on the family, integrating the family ecology perspective,
the structural-functional perspective, and the interaction-constructionist perspective [109].
The family ecology perspective recognised the Internet and interactive technologies as
environmental influences. Hertlein and Stevenson conceptualised these as the “Seven
As”: anonymity, accessibility, affordability, approximation, acceptability, accommodation,
and ambiguity [110]. These dimensions reframe relational structures by redefining rules,
boundaries, and roles in digital parenting and domestic tasks, while also transforming
communication, behaviour, gestures, and rituals.

Thus, communication emerges as a transformative domain. Tadpatrikar et al.’s sys-
tematic review demonstrated that technology reconfigures communication patterns within
families and influences family types, thus reaffirming its centrality in family systems
theory [111]. This means that families must critically assess their TC. On the one hand,
they must safeguard younger generations against the negative outcomes of technological
engagement; on the other, they must cultivate the skills necessary to leverage technology
effectively. For this purpose, families require guidelines and support.

4.5. InMeDiT Capital

Therefore, InMeDiT Capital encompasses several forms of capital previously delin-
eated either by Bourdieu himself—in the case of informational capital (IC) and technological
capital (TC), which he respectively equated with or subsumed under cultural capital—[1,2]
or by scholars such as Couldry in the case of media capital (MC), and by more recent
authors in relation to digital capital (DC) [4]. Unlike earlier frameworks, including digi-
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tal, media, or technological capital, InMeDiT Capital does not confine itself to describing
discrete dimensions; rather, it articulates the intricate interdependencies among them. DC
foregrounds digital skills and technological access [112]; MC examines media engagement
and visibility [4]; and TC emphasizes technical infrastructures and abilities [58]. However,
none of these frameworks capture the hybridization that emerges at the intersection of
information, media, digitalization, and technology. InMeDiT Capital builds on these earlier
formulations without disregarding them. It shares the processes of accumulation and
conversion and the interplay between individual and collective dimensions, consistent
with Bourdieu’s broader theory of capital [1].

Families likewise construct, transform, and transmit InMeDiT Capital through so-
cialization processes, the establishment of trust networks and reciprocity, the exchange of
emotional and material support, and the transmission of shared values and norms [113].
More specifically, InMeDiT Capital emerges through interdependent processes that com-
bine active forms of digital and media mediation with ongoing technological socialization
in daily life. Active parental mediation constitutes a pivotal mechanism: adults regulate ac-
cess to digital devices, establish domestic norms, and guide children in interpreting content
critically, thereby nurturing informational, media, and digital competencies [54,114].

Technological socialization and informal learning foster critical appropriation of tech-
nology. Early and guided exposure to digital environments, combined with family routines
such as shared device use, content creation, and collaborative problem-solving, facilitates
the accumulation of this form of capital [115]. In doing so, families accumulate and mobilize
solid, liquid, and gaseous resources and deploy them strategically to navigate the complex
demands of Society 5.0.

For these reasons, InMeDiT capital should be understood as an updated and hybridized
articulation within Bourdieusian capital theory. Its constituent elements—characterized by
volatility, rapid transformation, and continually shifting values shaped by technological
innovation and social media dynamics—demand an integrated examination. Moreover,
the construct advances three key contributions: (1) it integrates solid, liquid, and gaseous
dimensions, enabling the assessment of material resources, competencies, and potential
benefits; (2) it incorporates parental mediation and technological socialization as core
mechanisms of construction and transmission; and (3) it provides an integrative operational
framework for diagnosing and mobilizing capital within family contexts, avoiding the
conceptual fragmentation that characterizes earlier models. In this sense, InMeDiT Capital
does not supplant existing frameworks; rather, it expands and interconnects them within a
holistic proposal tailored to the demands of Society 5.0. InMeDiT fundamentally describes
the hybrid and immediate configuration of informational, media, digital, and technological
resources in current family life—inseparable in nature, ubiquitous in presence, and defined
by intrinsic and continuous hybridization.

5. Hybridisation and Perspectives of InMeDiT Capital
5.1. InMeDiT: The Hybridisation of the Capitals That Constitute It

The global ecosystem and the various forms of capital that constitute InMeDiT capital
reveal intersections that extend beyond conventional analytical frameworks. A flexible
perspective becomes essential to grasp the specific dynamics of each type of capital, as well
as also the hybridisations that emerge between them and the states they assume—solid,
liquid, and gaseous.

Figure 1 outlines the conceptual architecture of InMeDiT Capital by situating the
family at the convergence of informational, media, digital, and technological sub-capitals.
The Venn structure highlights their hybrid and mutually constitutive character, and the
permeable contours of the field and habitus show how these resources circulate across
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contexts. We include the three states of Society 5.0—solid, liquid, and gaseous—to clarify
the different degrees of stability and fluidity that shape these dynamics.
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Figure 1. Configuration of InMeDiT Capital.
These intersections shape social and family structures, redistribute power and roles,
and challenge the assumption of neutrality in their effects on individuals and groups
[Table 1]. They also deepen inequalities within and across families, widen social disparities,
and demand new competencies that enable people to accumulate and mobilize InMeDiT
Capital. To meet this demand, citizens—and families in particular—must strengthen their
media and information literacy and cultivate adaptive skills that allow them to navigate
the uncertainties of a globalized world, as emphasized by leading organizations [116,117].
Table 1. Hybridisation of the capitals.
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5.2. InMeDiT: Individual and Collective Perspectives

The notions of individualism and collectivism offer a sharper lens to understand
InMeDiT Capital, particularly when acknowledging that “the personal is collective” and
vice versa [118], a claim that gains urgency in this liquid—-gaseous era.

From an individualistic standpoint, virtual social networks grant people access to
embedded social resources [27,119,120], for example, access to the information that the
Internet allows, the creation and maintenance of social ties and/or interactions, and inclu-
sion in the various communities or groups existing on the Internet. Therefore, InMeDiT
Capital operates as a resource that individuals can accumulate and mobilise. However,
Van Der Gaag and Snijders highlighted a crucial nuance in Lin’s framework: the distinc-
tion between accumulated capital that could be mobilised and the actual use of available
resources [121,122]. This distinction aligns with McLuhan and Nevitt’s differentiation
between consumer and prosumer action [123].

An individual’s position in the social structure further shapes the quality and mobiliza-
tion of InMeDiT Capital. Inequalities emerge not only through classical sociodemographic
factors such as age, gender, ethnicity, or education but also through access to techno-
logical equipment, connectivity, cognitive development, and digital competency levels.
These dimensions configure an ever-shifting, multidimensional gap: technological [108],
digital [104], and info-communicational [124].

Such disparities extend beyond material—solid—resources, such as infrastructure and
devices, liquid resources, such as skills, or gaseous resources, such as potential benefits.
They also reflect an unequal distribution of capital [87]. This inequality manifests in the rise
of digital and informational elites and, conversely, in new forms of illiteracy that persist
even as more citizens connect to the Internet through various terminals.

Regarding electronic devices and infrastructure, inequality is less evident, as data
from the We Are Social and Hootsuite report indicate the massive adoption of smartphones
worldwide (5.7 billion) and the growth of Internet usage, which represents 66.2% of the
global population [125]. Competencies encompass knowledge, skills, abilities, attitudes
and values. Although Garcia-Séiz conceptualised them as linked to doing, diagnosing an
individual’s level of competency remains difficult outside of performance contexts [126].

Media competence, for instance, draws on six analytical dimensions: language, tech-
nology, interaction processes, production and dissemination processes, ideology and values,
and aesthetics [127]. Digital competence, structured in the DigComp 3.0 framework, en-
compasses data literacy, online safety, digital content creation, and problem-solving [128].
Attempts to measure informational [129], media [130], and digital competence in chil-
dren [131] have revealed connections with dialogic practices, family mediation, and com-
municative capital (CC). However, Henriquez et al. noted that most studies lack standard-
ised reference approaches to guide reliable evaluation tools [132]. No current instrument
diagnoses competency levels, as self-perception often serves as the primary metric. Compe-
tence thus appears gaseous—sometimes visible in action, but often intangible—while still
representing a capital that individuals accumulate, mobilise and transmit.

Regarding the benefits, Notten et al. observed that the level of media competence of
parents directly influences the ability of children to critically interpret audio-visual content
and resist the pressure of stereotypes or discriminatory discourse [133]. For their part,
Hatlevik et al. demonstrated that the combination of informational and digital skills in
the family environment significantly contributes to the academic performance of children’
academic performance and the development of their autonomy in learning [134]. Other
authors stated that DC and technology are a currency for obtaining other resources that
can improve people’s life opportunities [86,88]. For example, the positive use of DC can
transform the online digital experience into resources that would improve socioeconomic
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status, either by securing a better job or enhancing a business. That is, it is an opportunity
to “reinvest”.

Concerning TC, Helsper and van Deursen found that households with a higher level
of equipment and technical skills were more likely to create collaborative environments
for solving digital problems, reinforcing the participation and empowerment of all mem-
bers [135]. Additionally, Erstad et al. showed that early and guided exposure to digital
family contexts fosters a critical appropriation of technologies, facilitating inclusive trajec-
tories of learning and socialisation for younger generations [115].

From a collectivist perspective, InMeDiT Capital is also analysed through the concepts
of social cohesion and trust proposed by Putnam for SC [136]. According to Kurczyn,
social cohesion not only has a different meaning than in previous years, but it has also
been destabilised by globalisation, technologisation, and digitalisation processes [137]. The
Council of Europe considers it indispensable for an open and multicultural society, which
is why it has the European Committee for Social Cohesion to address this issue and has
focused its attention on the facilitators of social cohesion for the period 2022-2025 [23]. This
concept includes the forms and quality of social relationships, identification with people
and places, shared norms and values, the presence of social order and control, or the degree
of inequality and solidarity among people. Today, information is no longer sufficient for
social cohesion to occur, both vertically and horizontally; communication is necessary [137].

In this light, InMeDiT Capital acts as an ambivalent element in social cohesion pro-
cesses, both within the family nucleus and in the expanded social ecosystem. Its potential
lies in its ability to activate informational and relational resources that allow individuals to
participate with greater critical awareness in digital environments, understand the logic
of the media, interact with technology ethically, and solve problems from a collaborative
perspective. Thus, in families where there is active and dialogued mediation about informa-
tional, media, digital, and technological uses, a shared habitus is constructed that reinforces
interpersonal trust, positive interdependence, and identification with common normative
frameworks, prefiguring spaces of socialisation where democratic practices are rehearsed
and consolidated [114,115].

The involvement of all household members in practices such as content verifica-
tion [138], interpretation and critical positioning towards digital discourses [139], or re-
sponsible consumption and production of information [140] constitutes a mechanism of
resistance against social fragmentation and the weakening of horizontal solidarities, a true
shield against threats from 5.0 ecosystems.

Conversely, the uneven distribution or uncritical accumulation of InMeDiT Capital
destabilises family communication, fostering isolation or generational dissonance, espe-
cially when adults lack technological references to connect with younger members [141].
This disconnect erodes adult authority and creates interpretive gaps that polarizing or
misleading narratives can exploit [142]. Detached from civic and ethical commitments,
InMeDiT Capital reproduces inequalities and fosters “filter bubbles” that fragment real-
ity perceptions and weaken solidarity [143]. Families, as primary sites of socialization,
cultivate or undermine solidarity, trust, and mutual recognition.

Meanwhile, trust is considered a fundamental fact of social life [144], constitutes an
integrative pillar among the members of a community [145], and refers to a relational
phenomenon between individuals and/or groups [146] of an active and bidirectional
nature. For example, this occurs among family members or in groups formed on virtual
social networks. Social, economic, cultural, and technological transformations have led
to a situation of distrust in all types of institutions [147], including the media, whose link
with the public is trust [148]. This can influence media consumption, steering it towards
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alternative media that break social cohesion, for example, through the dissemination of
hate messages, fake news, half-truths, or modified images, among others [149].

According to Serrano-Puche et al., trust is a fragile asset because it involves risk and a
lack of certainty [150]. For this reason, InMeDiT Capital can provide resources to minimise
risks and increase certainty, as it can simultaneously be a private and public good, which
leads us to see it not only as a resource but also as an attribute of a social group—public
good, in this case, the family. Between both perspectives, social networks are configured,
in accordance with Gonzalez-Heras, as the point of union between both approaches, and
their analysis depends on the location of the focus of attention—on the individual or
the collective, although the prioritisation of benefits over one or the other could also be
added [56]. Granovetter also provides a unifying element between both approaches: the
strength of weak ties theory [119]. In this sense, digital social networks offer help to families
in decision-making or achieving a greater sense of belonging to a group in times of crisis
or transition [151] or support [152], and to children and adolescents, an ecosystem for
identity construction and belonging to peer groups, serving as spaces of refuge when there
are tensions in the immediate environment—family and school. In this way, the digital
environment can cushion the effects of social dislocation and foster the emergence of new
forms of community that offer children emotional and relational continuity [153], as well
as for their families.

Once we have examined InMeDiT Capital in depth, we must address how to measure
it, just as scholars have traditionally measured other forms of capital. Without such
measurements, this construct would remain invisible, and we would be unable to analyze
its intergenerational transmission, understand inequalities within and across households,
assess families’ capacity to adapt to Society 5.0, or identify protective factors and child
vulnerabilities, among other critical dimensions.

6. Dimensions and Indicators of InMeDiT Capital: Mobilisation from
the Family

The existence of dimensions that address the measurement of social, cultural, or
economic capital offers a categorisation that comprehends the structural, relational, and
cognitive aspects [154]. Many of the indicators considered in this framework draw on these
established traditions of measurement but are reorganised within an integrative family-
centred analytical model. In other words, InMeDiT offers a more nuanced understanding
of capital by recognising the family context as the primary setting in which it is acquired
and transmitted. The search for measurable variables aligns with the epistemological
foundations outlined earlier and strengthens the capacity to design precise policy measures
that safeguard and educate citizens and their fundamental social unit, the family. Building
on Hidalgo’s framework for digital technology [17], we conceptualize three interrelated
dimensions—solid, liquid, and gaseous—that assume mobility and transformation across
the states.

The solid dimension refers to that which has volume, its own shape, can be picked
up, and one can decide to leave it or use it in a given situation. Solids, as Bauman points
out, retain their shape and defy time, while fluids do not easily retain their shape and
what matters is time [12]. Physical devices—whether electronic or not—such as books,
magazines, radio, television, desktop and laptop computers, smartphones, smartwatches,
and video game consoles, among others, possess this characteristic. Therefore, a household
can quantify what media, informational, digital, and technological equipment it possesses.
Some of the indicators that could measure this dimension include the following: (1) number
and types of technological devices per member of the household (computers, smartphones,
tablets, game consoles, etc.); (2) Internet bandwidth and type of connection; (3) quantity
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and variety of platforms available in the home (TV streaming services, digital news outlets,
online radio, etc.); and (4) existing smart appliances or IoT devices.

The liquid dimension exemplifies that which has a volume but no inherent shape,
although it is visible and tangible. This dimension faithfully reflects modernity or liquid so-
ciety, as coined by Bauman, in which the dissolution of the human being occurs, influenced
by neocapitalism, technology, globalisation, immediacy, and the separation of space and
time—previously united, among other factors [12]. The nation-state represented collective
solidity, but it has ceased to be a benefactor, becoming a mediator between the centres of
power and individuals, leaving the latter in charge of their own security, both physical and
psychological. In other words, the family is the guarantor that children can find physical
support in the 5.0 ecosystem. This dimension would analyse ethereal but objective and
quantifiable aspects. The indicators that could measure this dimension are the following:
(1) the time parents devote to using devices and social networks (during the working
day or in their leisure time); (2) the time adults devote to their children; (3) the space in
which adults and children use devices (private or shared); (4) existing household rules and
the extent to which family members comply with them—a factor aligned with the family
flexibility dimension of Olson’s circumplex model [38] (e.g., connection and disconnection
time regarding devices, keeping devices away during dinner, prohibiting the uploading of
children’s photos or videos to social media); (5) the number and diversity of social media
accounts; and (6) the number of followers/haters on social media, among others.

The gaseous dimension refers to a state of matter without volume or its own shape,
which is difficult to perceive, disperses quickly, and reaches all possible corners [13]. This
dimension, in addition to being ethereal, is qualitative and difficult to quantify. While
it directly alludes to habitus, it can encompass factors such as competencies, attention,
motivation, emotions, and feelings.

Thus, competencies are part of the cognitive and ethical repertoire necessary to inhabit
the digital ecosystem with a critical sense and autonomy. The mobilisation of informational
competence [155], media competence [127], digital competence [128], and technological
competence is not solely the function of educational institutions; the family is also an
acquisition environment, and daily routines, behaviour modelling, and parental mediation
styles play a central role in their incorporation, naturalisation, and subsequent mobilisation
in diverse contexts.

These competencies are not developed in isolation or linearly but are configured interde-
pendently within a media ecology in which people constantly migrate between languages,
formats, and platforms. Scolari et al. propose an integrated notion of transmedia literacy
that recognises the convergence of different forms of knowledge and expression—oral, writ-
ten, audio-visual, digital, and interactive—as interconnected, assessable, and transferable
competencies [156]. This approach demonstrates that competence is not merely technical
knowledge but a relational and operational capital that is accumulated, updated, and
strategically mobilised according to the environment, the individual, and the collective.

Attention, as a scarce and highly coveted resource in this ecosystem, seems to have
become a key factor in understanding the InMeDiT Capital. According to Franck, the
attention economy structures the flow of power in the media ecosystem, where people not
only consume information but are also consumed by the algorithmic logic that exploits
their attentional patterns [157]. In the family, the quality and duration of the attention
that parents dedicate to interacting with children versus the constant diversion to digital
devices becomes a key indicator of the gaseous dimension, directly affecting the develop-
ment of competencies, emotional regulation, and the sense of belonging of children. One
measurable indicator is parental phubbing, e.g., [158].
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In turn, motivation for using digital technologies can be divided into two main cate-
gories: intrinsic and extrinsic. The first refers to the internal desire to learn, explore, and
participate, while the second is conditioned by external rewards such as social acceptance
or visibility on social media [153]. The way in which one type of motivation or the other is
encouraged within the family conditions the type of media participation by children. In-
trinsic motivation, based on curiosity or learning, reinforces reflective and ethical practices,
whereas extrinsic motivation, centred on likes, can lead to risky behaviours, dependency, or
overexposure [75]. In the family context, motivation to use social media can be measured
through the Social Media Motivations Scale (SMM-S) [159].

Basic emotions lie at the core of populist discourse and act as catalysts of viral con-
tent. According to Altheide, media logic favours emotionally provocative content as it
generates more interactions and greater algorithmic visibility [160]. Polarising discourses,
fuelled by intense emotions such as outrage or fear, find fertile ground for spreading,
weakening social cohesion, and fostering misinformation [52]. The emotional management
of digital exposure also becomes a key factor within the family: the ability to identify,
express, and regulate digital emotions is part of that gaseous capital, modulated through
dialogical practices [55,161].

Consequently, feelings—both positive and negative—derive from the management
of emotions, some of which include the feeling of belonging to social media groups or
communities—online and offline, love and hate, satisfaction and frustration, among others.
In this sense, the analysis of the type of digital communities in which family members
participate, their degree of interaction, and the nature of the content [162] they share
becomes a valuable indicator of InMeDiT Capital.

In addition, frustration due to information overload or hatred amplified by the ide-
ological bubble of social media can deteriorate critical capacity and increase emotional
vulnerability, aspects that must be considered in any family diagnosis [70]. As a result,
the three dimensions of InMeDiT capital—solid, liquid, and gaseous—make it possible to
conceptualise and operationalise the assets that a family and its members either possess or
lack. In short, this form of capital includes tangible objects such as smartphones or laptops,
the practices enacted through their screens—whether browsing websites, engaging with
social media, or accessing educational programs—and the competencies that shape and
direct these practices.

7. Conclusions

The concern of governments to protect citizens from the new 5.0 ecosystems is reflected
in documents with very good intentions, but which do not translate into specific measures
that reach the entire population, with the consequent social gaps that this entails. Moreover,
the ability to face the challenges of this new context which they must navigate is delegated
to families and individuals themselves, without knowing their starting level or the resources
available to them.

Family functions are multiple, although its role in the survival of the species stands
out. It is threatened by the “wild west” referred to at the beginning of this article. Like-
wise, it is the first institution where the socialisation of new members occurs. Moreover,
according to Bourdieu, the family plays a crucial role in the transmission of different forms
of capital [27]. These forms of capital require renewed analytical attention to account for
how they are accumulated, mediated, converted, and transmitted within current family life.
In this regard, the present approach advances an updated hybrid conceptualisation that
converges informational, media, digital, and technological forms of capital—historically
addressed in separate analytical traditions—within a shared framework consistent with
Bourdieu’s logic of accumulation, conversion, and transmission [1]. InMeDiT Capital also
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emerges from the gaps identified by the authors in their empirical research on digital and
media competence assessment and the parental practices associated with them. Existing
measurement instruments do not consider the complex reality of family dynamics or the
defining characteristics of Society 5.0.

Despite the contributions of this study, it must be noted that the proposed measure-
ment of InMeDiT Capital remains in the initial phase of conceptual development, requiring
further elaboration for its empirical operationalization in subsequent research to test its
validity across diverse family and sociocultural contexts. Although preliminary dimen-
sions and indicators have been identified, it is necessary to advance the construction and
validation of measurement instruments that accurately capture the complexity and rela-
tional nature of this construct in various family settings. Likewise, future ethnographic
studies could provide deeper insights into everyday practices, appropriation processes,
and mobilization dynamics of this capital in family life, thereby offering a complementary
perspective to the theoretical approach presented in this work.

InMeDiT Capital provides an integrative framework for understanding how informa-
tional, media, digital, and technological resources become embedded in family practices,
shape everyday mediation processes, and configure differentiated capacities for adapta-
tion, participation, and protection within Society 5.0. Its hybrid and holistic nature offer a
robust framework for identifying how solid, liquid, and gaseous resources converge with
contemporary social dynamics, generating opportunities and potential new inequalities.
By incorporating relational and cognitive dimensions, the framework introduces a more
grounded basis for identifying how family environments condition exposure, mediation,
appropriation, and transmission of digital resources, thereby informing educational and
family policies that are sensitive to the differentiated configurations of capital present
in households.

The family, as an institution where informal learning of new generations takes place,
must accumulate and transmit this InMeDiT Capital, both from an individual and a social
perspective. First, it is necessary to analyse the solid resources—technological devices and
infrastructure, liquid resources—competencies), and gaseous resources—possible benefits—
that the family and each of its members possess. Second, it is important to highlight the
significance of social cohesion and trust. In this sense, InMeDiT Capital is configured as
an ambivalent element in social cohesion processes, both within the family nucleus and
in expanded social ecosystem. On the one hand, it allows for the activation of resources
within the family; on the other hand, it can widen pre-existing gaps. This ambivalence
has also been expressed by Grotto and Buja in their systematic review of the use of digital
technology and SC among older adults [96].

Likewise, InMeDiT Capital provides resources to minimise risks and increase certainty,
as it can simultaneously be a private and a public good, which leads us to consider it as
a resource and as an attribute of a social group, in this case, the family. Between both
perspectives, social networks are configured, according to Gonzélez-Heras, as the point of
union between both approaches [56].

The measurement of InMeDiT Capital has been approached from structural, relational,
and cognitive perspectives within the framework of three dimensions—solid, liquid, and
gaseous—which allows for the conceptualisation and operationalisation of the available
assets that family members mobilise. This study is the first to take a theoretical approach to
InMeDiT Capital as an integrative theoretical framework that updates the classical capital
theory for Society 5.0. The proposed operationalisation offers an initial analytical basis for
examining how families organise, mobilise, and transmit hybrid forms of capital in digitally
mediated environments. In this regard, extending the study through an ethnographic
approach, such as that proposed by [163], would enable the collection of data from the

https://doi.org/10.3390/s0c16050164


https://doi.org/10.3390/soc16050164

Societies 2026, 16, 164

20 of 25

References

social system under study—in this case, the family—to describe and conceptualise the
categories in a more contextualised and in-depth manner.
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