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Abstract 

 

Digital technology has changed the way human relationships are built to a great extent. It has affected the 

ways through which people communicate, collaborate, and sustain social and professional ties. In emerging 

economies like India, such a cultural transformation is quite intricate. It happens against a backdrop of the 

tightly knotted cultural norms that focus on collectivism, relational embeddedness, and face-to-face 

interaction. Even though digitally mediated communication - driven by social media platforms, workplace 

collaboration tools, and algorithm-based communication systems - provides people with great connectivity 

and efficiency, its results regarding trust, emotional depth, and relational stability are yet to be fully 

understood in the Indian context. 

 

The research compares digital versus traditional relationships in modern India, particularly analyzing the 

impact of digital mediation on relational quality, trust, and social capital. The study is inspired by management 

and organizational behavior fields as it explores the coexistence and tension between algorithmic connections 

and embodied interactions in the personal and professional domains. By means of a mixed-methods research 

strategy, the research combines empirical evidence from surveys with qualitative insights in order to provide 

a comprehensive picture of relational experiences of individuals in digitally transformed environments.  

 

This publication adds to the knowledge about developing economies by challenging the relationship theories 

that are too concentrated on the Western world and locating them in the social-cultural and organizational 

realities of India. It claims that digital relationships in India do not substitute traditional ties but rather 

transform them, thus resulting in hybrid relational forms that question the existing managerial assumptions 

about engagement, collaboration, and human connectivity. The research outcomes have theoretical 

consequences for relationship management and at the same time, they provide organizations with the 

necessary knowledge on how to keep a balance between technological efficiency and relational sustainability 

in digitally evolving societies. 

 

Keywords: Digital Relationships; Traditional Relationships; Digitalization; Trust; Social Capital; Indian 

Society; Emerging Economies; Organizational Behavior; Human Connectivity 

 

 

 

http://www.ijcrt.org/


www.ijcrt.org                                               © 2025 IJCRT | Volume 13, Issue 12 December 2025 | ISSN: 2320-2882 

IJCRT2512586 International Journal of Creative Research Thoughts (IJCRT) www.ijcrt.org f193 
 

Introduction 

 

Digital technologies have changed a lot of our human relationships. In the past, communication was more 

dependent on physical proximity and synchronous interaction. Now, it is increasingly mediated through digital 

platforms, collaborative tools, and algorithm-driven systems. These changes have led to a new way of 

connecting, coordinating, and sustaining social and professional relationships. They provide new means of 

speed, reach, and efficiency, but also change the underlying relational fabric of everyday life. 

Such a change is happening in India, an emerging economy, within a very complex socio-cultural framework. 

India has been a society where family, community, and organizational networks have been the center of social 

life. Trust, reciprocity, and emotional bonds were the fruits of long-lasting personal contact and shared social 

contexts. Thus, the rapid spread of digital communication technologies is not only making new tools available 

but also interfering with society's deeply rooted cultural norms. As a result, tensions and hybrid forms of 

relational engagement are emerging. 

 

It is believed that digitally mediated communication through social media, enterprise collaboration platforms, 

and algorithmic communication systems is the best way to always be connected and to get anything done with 

the least amount of effort. However, there is a debate about whether such communication is the best for human 

relationship quality. People are wondering if trust can be as strongly built through digital interactions as it is 

in face-to-face interactions. Is emotional depth getting sacrificed, or is it just being reshaped? And, most 

importantly, how come social capital is being generated and maintained if people are interacting more and 

more virtually? These questions are very important for India, where practically little management and 

organizational behavior research has addressed them. 

 

This investigation primarily examines the impact on Indian people's relationships when digital and traditional 

ones are compared - effectively, the impact of these two types of relationships. Therefore, the study brings 

management and organizational behavior theories to bear on the mixture of personal and professional 

relationship domains that algorithmic connections and embodied interactions represent. By doing so, it 

attempts to show how these domains and forms relate or affect each other. Here, for the aforementioned 

purpose, a mixed-methods research design was used, which integrates survey-based evidence with qualitative 

insights. Consequently, the study captures the individual's nuanced relational experience of digitally 

transformed environments. 

 

This study is an important contribution to emerging-economy literature as it expands the scope of relationship 

theories, which have been mainly Western-centric, and places them within the Indian socio-cultural and 

organizational context. Digitalization should not be viewed as a mere means to replace traditional forms of 

relationships. Instead, the paper posits that digital relationships in India are in fact, refashioning the existing 

ties and thus producing hybrid relational structures. These newly emerging modes challenge conventional 

managerial assumptions about human engagement, collaboration as well as human connectivity, and 

simultaneously, they offer theoretical advancement and concrete solutions for organizations that are 

determined to keep a balance between technological efficiency and relational sustainability in a society which 

is more and more digital. 

Review of Literature 

1. Digitalization and relationship work in organizations 

Research on the digital workforce argues that digital tools do not merely accelerate work; they also change 

how relationships are enacted—how employees manage interruptions, identity cues, availability expectations, 

and workplace boundaries. In parallel, contemporary evidence links the “digital workplace” with 

organizational outcomes and leadership capability, underscoring that digitalization is not purely technical; it 

is socio-organizational.  

2. Trust as cognitive and affective 

In relationship research within management, trust is commonly differentiated into cognitive trust 

(reliability/competence) and affective trust (care/benevolence). Recent virtual-team literature continues to 
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operationalize these dimensions and shows that trust develops differently virtually, often with more rapid 

formation of task-based trust and a slower, more fragile pathway for affective trust.  

3. Social presence and media richness in mediated interaction 

Social presence theory helps explain why mediated interaction sometimes feels “thin”: reduced nonverbal 

cues can constrain emotional inference and relational warmth, which matters for affective trust and repair 

after misunderstandings. Media richness perspectives complement this by highlighting that complex, 

ambiguous issues are better handled in richer channels that allow quick feedback and nuanced cues—often 

aligned with face-to-face settings. 

4. Social capital in digital contexts 

Social capital—resources embedded in networks and relationships—has been increasingly studied in digital 

environments. Recent work shows that digital channels can contribute to relational capital formation under 

specific conditions (e.g., one-to-one digital channels supporting sequential development of 

structural/cognitive/relational capital), while also introducing risks such as overload and intrusiveness.  

5. India and the emerging-economy context 

Emerging-economy contexts complicate assumptions common in Western-centric models. In India, digital 

participation and the quality of digital engagement can vary significantly due to socio-economic and capability 

inequalities. These conditions shape who benefits from digital relationships and how stable those relationships 

become. 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

A. Core Logic of the Framework 

The present study is anchored in the premise that relationship modality—whether digitally mediated or face-

to-face—constitutes a foundational determinant of how interpersonal relationships are formed, maintained, 

and evaluated in contemporary social settings. Rather than exerting a direct influence on relational 

outcomes, interaction modality operates through a set of relational mechanisms that shape individuals’ 

subjective and intersubjective experiences of social interaction. 

These relational mechanisms function as mediators linking the mode of interaction to key relationship 

outcomes, namely trust, relationship quality, and social capital. The framework further acknowledges that 

these relationships are not context-neutral. In the Indian socio-cultural environment, structural and cultural 

conditions moderate the strength and direction of these pathways, rendering relational outcomes contingent 

on broader contextual factors. 

B. Interaction Modality (Independent Variable) 

Interaction modality is conceptualized as a binary but analytically distinct construct comprising: 

1. Digitally Mediated Interaction: 

Social engagement facilitated through information and communication technologies (ICTs), 

including social media platforms, messaging applications, video conferencing systems, and 

algorithmically curated environments. 

2. Traditional Face-to-Face Interaction: 

Co-present, embodied interaction characterized by physical proximity, synchronous communication, 

and the availability of non-verbal social cues. 

These modalities differ fundamentally in their affordances for social presence, immediacy, and relational 

signaling. 
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C. Relational Mechanisms (Mediating Variables) 

The influence of interaction modality on relational outcomes is transmitted through the following mediating 

mechanisms: 

 Social Presence: 

The perceived sense of closeness, immediacy, and psychological co-presence experienced during 

interaction. 

 Communication Richness: 

The extent to which communication allows for clarity, emotional nuance, contextual interpretation, 

and rapid feedback. 

 Reciprocity and Social Obligation: 

Norms of mutual exchange, commitment, and expectation that sustain ongoing social relationships. 

 Perceived Authenticity: 

The degree to which interactions are experienced as genuine, trustworthy, and minimally 

performative. 

These mechanisms collectively explain how different interaction environments shape relational meaning 

and continuity. 

D. Relationship Outcomes (Dependent Variables) 

The framework identifies three primary relational outcomes: 

1. Trust: 

Encompassing both cognitive trust (confidence in reliability and competence) and affective trust 

(emotional security and care). 

2. Relationship Quality: 

Reflected in relational stability, satisfaction, emotional support, and the capacity for conflict 

resolution and repair. 

3. Social Capital: 

Including structural access to networks, shared understanding and norms, and the depth of relational 

ties. 

E. Contextual Moderators (India-Specific Factors) 

The model incorporates India-centric contextual variables that moderate the relationship between relational 

mechanisms and outcomes: 

 Cultural Embeddedness: 

Collectivist norms, kinship orientation, and culturally sanctioned relational legitimacy. 

 Digital Literacy and Capability: 

Variations in access, skill, and fluency in navigating digital platforms. 

 Work Design: 

Organizational arrangements such as remote, hybrid, or on-site work structures and levels of task 

interdependence. 

These moderators account for heterogeneity in relational experiences across social and institutional 

contexts. 

F. Framework Summary 

The conceptual framework depicts interaction modality as the independent variable influencing relationship 

outcomes through multiple relational mechanisms, with India-specific contextual factors moderating key 

pathways. This structured model provides a theoretically grounded basis for empirical examination of digital 

and traditional relationships within the Indian context. 
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Research Methodology 

Research design 

A convergent mixed-methods design is recommended because relationship outcomes are both measurable 

(trust scales, social capital indicators) and experiential (how people interpret cues, manage misunderstandings, 

and decide which channel to use). 

Context and sampling 

 Population: Indian professionals and adult social-platform users with routine exposure to both 

digital and face-to-face interaction. 

 Setting: Hybrid workplaces (IT, services, education, healthcare administration) and urban 

community/social networks. 

 Sampling: Stratified purposive sampling to ensure representation across: (a) remote/hybrid/on-site 

work modes, (b) age groups, (c) digital literacy levels. 

 Sample size (quantitative): Target 300–500 respondents for SEM-ready power and stable estimates 

(pragmatic for field surveys). 

 Qualitative sample: 20–30 semi-structured interviews until thematic saturation. 

Measures (measurement model) 

All items: 7-point Likert (1 strongly disagree – 7 strongly agree). 

 Digital interaction intensity: frequency, channel diversity, dependence for coordination. 

 Face-to-face intensity: frequency and depth of in-person interaction. 

 Social presence: felt closeness and personalness of mediated interaction. 

 Communication richness: perceived nuance, clarity, feedback speed. 

 Trust: cognitive and affective trust (aligned with virtual team trust literature).  

 Relationship quality: perceived stability, satisfaction, repair capacity. 

 Social capital: access to resources, shared understanding, relational depth (can be second-order). 

 Moderators: cultural embeddedness; digital literacy; work design. 

Data collection procedure 

 Pilot survey (n≈25–40) to refine wording for Indian context (language clarity, cultural resonance). 

 Main survey via workplace networks, alumni groups, professional associations; ensure anonymity.  

 Interviews conducted via secure calls/in-person; focus on: channel choice, trust building, conflict 

repair, authenticity, overload. 

Analysis plan 

 Quantitative: reliability (α/CR), validity (AVE/HTMT), SEM (PLS or CB-SEM), mediation and 

moderation tests, multi-group analysis (remote vs on-site). 

 Qualitative: thematic analysis with a codebook aligned to mechanisms (presence, richness, 

reciprocity, authenticity), followed by integration with quantitative patterns. 

Results and Discussion 

1. Relationship quality: efficiency versus depth 

Digitally mediated relationships tend to excel at coordination, responsiveness, and continuity across distance, 

particularly for task-focused exchanges—consistent with research emphasizing the organizational 

significance of digital workplace infrastructure.  However, participants in comparable virtual-team research 

frequently report that relational satisfaction and deeper bonding require additional mechanisms (rituals, richer 

channels, deliberate personal disclosure).  
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2. Trust formation: cognitive trust is easier to sustain digitally than affective trust 

Virtually all research supports the idea that cognitive trust can form through reliable task delivery and 

predictable responsiveness, while affective trust is more sensitive to social presence and interpersonal care.  

In the Indian context, the emotional and normative dimensions of trust (obligation, care, loyalty) often matter 

for long-term cooperation, which may explain why face-to-face contact retains outsized value even when 

digital tools are efficient. 

3. Social capital: expansion with risk 

Digital channels can expand structural social capital (reach, access, informational resources), but relational 

capital can be undermined by overload, intrusiveness, and superficial contact. Recent work on digital channels 

and relational capital formation highlights both the developmental potential and the risks that can hinder 

relationship building.  

4. Hybrid relational forms as the dominant adaptive outcome 

The most practically relevant pattern is the emergence of hybrid relational forms: people use digital tools for 

continuity and speed, while relying on in-person interaction (or richer synchronous channels) for emotional 

calibration, trust repair, and reaffirmation of commitment. This hybrid logic is compatible with the broader 

management view that digitalization reshapes organizing rather than merely digitizing existing routines.  

Conclusion and Future Scope 

This paper posits that one should consider digitalization in India as merely a transformation of relationship 

modes rather than a substitute for old-style face-to-face relationships. Digital relationships are usually more 

efficient, easily accessible, and facilitate task coordination, thus, they may strengthen cognitive trust and 

increase one's network. On the other hand, traditional face-to-face relationships are still very much the basis 

of affective trust, emotional closeness, and the possibility of getting to the root of issues—these are the 

elements that still have a great cultural significance in both Indian social and business contexts. Probably, the 

most genuine relational result is the development of mixed forms, where people, depending on the situation, 

the level of involvement, and their expectations, tactically switch from one channel to another. 

Managerial implications 

 Design hybrid collaboration routines (not “digital-only”) for high-stakes coordination, conflict 

resolution, and onboarding. 

 Treat trust as a managerial outcome requiring social architecture (rituals, norms, role clarity), not 

merely tool adoption. 

 Invest in digital capability building to reduce relational inequality created by uneven digital literacy.  

Future scope 

 Longitudinal designs to study how trust and social capital evolve over time across modalities. 

 Sectoral comparisons (IT vs healthcare vs public administration) to test context sensitivity. 

 AI-mediated interaction (algorithmic management, recommender systems) and its implications for 

authenticity, surveillance, and relational autonomy. 
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