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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: This study examined the complexities of digital citizenship through a postdigital ecosystem lens, drawing on a
Digital citizenship polylogue methodology that brought together diverse perspectives across global, cultural, and institutional
P(’ft‘lhgltal ecosystems contexts. Using a collaboratively developed dataset of written respondent contributions, the study explored how
Polylogue postdigital citizenship education can be reimagined through three analytic lenses: tensions, opportunities, and
Agency s 11s . . .. s .

Participation ways forward. The analysis highlighted the relational and situated nature of digital citizenship and underscored
Equity how power, access, identity, agency, and technological infrastructures co-construct civic participation across

Sociotechnical contexts learning environments. Tensions emerged through policy-practice disconnects, narrow curricula, persistent in-
equities in access and participation, and the contradictory role of digital technologies in educational ecosystems.
Opportunities appeared in hybrid and entangled learning spaces, students’ everyday digital practices, and more
relational and dialogic approaches to civic learning. The paper outlines ways forward through curricular
transformation, lifelong and relational learning, equity-centered design and access, ecological and relational
approaches to teaching and learning, and policy development that reflects sociotechnical complexity. Rather
than starting from a singular model of digital citizenship, the study offers insights from a multi-voiced inquiry for
expanding conceptual understandings of citizenship education, which is in turn reoriented as a dynamic,
negotiated practice within postdigital entanglements. Implications for educational policy, research, and practice
are offered.

1. Introduction is experienced and enacted, posing critical questions about agency,

co-participation, positioning, and justice, especially given that being a

Postdigital ecosystems are defined as entangled sociotechnical en- citizen means, by definition, being a participatory member of commu-

vironments in which online and offline spaces, artifacts, and in- nities [2]. These critical questions challenge educators and researchers

frastructures co-shape social life, learning, meaning-making, and power to consider how citizenship is lived, experienced, and taught in a
relations [1]. These postdigital ecosystems reconfigure how citizenship so-called postdigital society [3].
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O. Trevisan et al.

This paper emerges from the work of Thematic Working Group 9
(TWG9) at EDUSummlIT 2025, bringing together scholars, educators,
and policy-makers from diverse academic, cultural, and geopolitical
contexts to explore digital citizenship. Grounded in the understanding
that educational ecosystems are interwoven with material and digital
components that both enable and constrain understandings of (digital)
citizenship, we employed a polylogue (a structured dialogue among
multiple voices) as both form and method to investigate the central
research question: How does considering postdigital ecosystems invite us to
reimagine citizenship through education?

This paper does not seek to provide a unified model of digital citi-
zenship in education. Rather, it offers insights drawn from a multiplicity
of realities in a postdigital era for educators, teachers, and students.

1.1. Purpose of the study

This collaborative research study examined how educational prac-
tices, policies, and technologies co-shape the conditions of civic partic-
ipation in a world where the digital, material, and social are inextricably
interwoven. The purpose of this study was to resituate digital citizenship
education within the context of a postdigital society that blurs bound-
aries between physical and digital spaces, formal and informal learning
contexts, and local and global environments [4]. The authors contend
that education in a postdigital society must be framed as a relational and
ecological endeavor, in which digital citizenship is not a fixed identity or
discrete skill, but an evolving practice shaped through participation in
hybrid sociotechnical networks.

Our polylogue method mirrors this relational and ecological framing.
Through distributed authorship, in-person discussion, and online con-
versations across multiple platforms, we enacted an intercultural dia-
logue that reflects the very conditions of postdigital citizenship we
intended to study. This methodological approach allowed us to draw on
diverse situated perspectives while examining how tensions, opportu-
nities, and ways forward emerged within postdigital educational eco-
systems. As described below, this tripartite analytic framework (i.e.
considering tensions, opportunities and ways forward) supported an
interpretive exploration of how postdigital education ecosystems invite
us to reimagine citizenship through education.

2. Context

In the following sections, we introduce the theoretical concepts that
anchored our polylogue and establish the common ground from which
the distinct voices of the polylogue emerged.

2.1. Digital citizenship

Digital citizenship has long been framed through individual com-
petencies, emphasizing safe, ethical, and responsible use of technology
[5]. Early definitions predominantly highlighted technological factors
and digital competencies [6,7]. The International Society of Technology
in Education [8] frames digital citizenship through its Standards for
Students, which emphasizes managing digital identity and online
behaviour, engaging empathetically and inclusively in online commu-
nities, safeguarding well-being through intentional technology use, and
protecting digital privacy and personal data. These elements provide a
foundational structure for ethical and responsible technology use, aim-
ing to prevent digital misuse and exploitation while fostering safety and
troubleshooting attitudes.

However, the recent rapid integration of artificial intelligence,
datafication, and platformization complicates those traditional digital
competency models. Participating in digital environments is now
enmeshed within global infrastructures, algorithmic systems, and so-
ciocultural power relations. Moreover, the concept of digital citizenship
continues to evolve in response to shifting societal values and broader
interpretations of citizenship. This shift has significant implications for
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education as learners now participate in digital environments shaped
not only by technological tools, but also by unequal power relations,
platform architecture, and algorithmic models.

Once technologies are recognised as neither neutral nor equally
distributed, the concept of digital citizenship must be reconceptualised
beyond functional or behavioural competencies to instead foreground
the development of critical, ethical, and participatory capacities among
learners in their diverse contexts [9-12].

Observed disparities in access to (and uses of) digital technologies
across different groups have consequences for individuals’ agency and
demonstrate that a broader social and ethical approach to digital tech-
nology is necessary [13]. Contemporary perspectives recognize the
increasing complexity of collective identities and social networks [14,
15], broadening the conversation to include social justice and societal
challenges [2]. These shifts call for an education that supports active
citizenship and democratic participation in digital ecosystems.

From this perspective, forms of citizenship education that aim
merely to produce responsible individuals should instead nurture
justice-oriented citizens, individuals capable of critically analysing so-
cial structures and actively working toward collective change [13,16].
Active digital citizenship focuses on individual agency and participation
in civil, social, and political aspects through informed and responsible
choices that express both individual and communal identities in digital
contexts [10,12]. This perspective was central to our research as we
sought to explore how digital citizenship education could empower
learners to become active, engaged participants in society.

Active digital citizenship involves socially constructed practices and
behavioral norms that facilitate individual development and shape so-
cial values in a digital society [17]. The literature highlights the
importance of technological skills combined with critical evaluation of
digital content, effective online communication, and safe and respon-
sible behavior [9,18].

Within this context, and for this polylogue, digital citizenship was
understood as sitting at the nexus of individual agency, community life,
contextual factors and historical positioning. In other words, digital
citizenship is shaped by what individuals are able to do, the commu-
nities in which they participate, the institutional and cultural contexts
where participation occurs, and the historical conditions that enable or
constrain participation. It is culturally and politically mediated, rather
than universally defined or experienced [5,7]. In this sense, digital
citizenship is a situated practice that both shapes and is shaped by the
context in which it is enacted. As a construct, it implies ever-evolving
competences to express and enhance agency in digital ecosystems.
Given the complexity of the emphasis on agency, participation, and the
intertwining of social and technological dimensions between an indi-
vidual and their communities, we adopted a postdigital theoretical lens.

2.2. Postdigitality

Postdigitality explores the complex entanglements between tech-
nology, culture, and social change, emphasizing that we inhabit a world
that is messy, unpredictable, and characterized by a fusion of digital and
analog, biological and artificial elements ([19,20], p. 325). It rejects
instrumentalist and deterministic understandings of technology, instead
highlighting its co-constitutive role in shaping human behaviours,
values, and agency in material and digital environments simultaneously
[21,22]. This perspective was especially relevant for our study because
digital citizenship today unfolds within hybrid sociotechnical ecosys-
tems, making it necessary to understand citizenship as enacted across
intertwined spaces. Furthermore, postdigitality interrogates the
often-invisible power structures underlying platformization, surveil-
lance, and datafication, advocating for a critical, reflective stance on
human-technology relations that centers ethics, equity, and resistance
[23,24].

Digital technology has enabled new social environments that co-
shape evolving and varied forms of interaction and cultural
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development, often characterized as ecosystems [25,26] due to the
complex interplay among technologies, social practices, and cultural
elements. Merzeau [27] further refines this by describing individualized
digital ecosystems shaped by algorithmic profiling and platform design.
Digital spaces are then experienced as personalised territories shaped by
individual and collective habits. While initially conceived within a sin-
gular digital environment, these interactions are now understood as
existing across multiple, overlapping digital ecosystems [22,28]. Being a
digital citizen is no longer about existing in a single digital environment,
but moving across different ecosystems, both digital and analogue, with
overlapping boundaries.

Ortegren [29] explores the blurring boundaries between individual
spaces, but also between digital and physical realities. In this view,
digital citizenship is inseparable from citizenship in the physical world,
as technologies are embedded within political, economic, and cultural
systems that influence who is heard, tracked, or silenced across multiple,
interrelated ecosystems [26]. This complexity calls for critical reflection
on power, agency, and ethics within these hybrid sociotechnical spaces,
emphasizing the need for active, responsible participation in spheres
shaped by evolving relationships among humans, technologies, and in-
stitutions [30].

2.3. Postdigital citizenship education

Understanding postdigital ecosystems as intertwined spaces that are
globally inequitable in access, influence, and cultural meaning is crucial
for education, as they shape how individuals learn to enact citizenship.
Preparing learners to be postdigital citizens therefore requires a shift
from technical digital skills experienced within a singular ecosystem
toward digital competences infused with broader democratic values,
fostering critical, participatory, and responsible engagement across
multiple ecosystems [10,11,26,31]. Yet this shift is neither uniform nor
value-neutral: it unfolds differently across localities, shaped by the
dominant norms and communicative practices of each context.

A postdigital citizenship educational perspective positions education
as a space for cultivating agency and participation amidst blurred
human/non-human boundaries [30]. It is a sociotechnical participatory
space where learners are supported to act thoughtfully and ethically,
and to negotiate across diverse values within the complexity of digital
ecologies [32].

3. Methodology

We adopted a postdigital ontology paired with a constructivist
epistemology, whereby knowledge is co-constructed through dialogical
interaction in digitally mediated contexts [33]. This framing also
aligned with our aim to understand digital citizenship as a relational,
evolving practice shaped by the entanglements of policy, culture, tech-
nology, and lived experience. Accordingly, we employed a qualitative
dialogical design in which the polylogue functioned both as a method-
ological approach and as the primary site of inquiry, drawing on the
work of Markauskaite and colleagues [[34]; see also [35]]. Rather than
seeking consensus, the polylogue intentionally cultivates plurality,
treating difference, contradiction, and controversy as epistemically
productive.

3.1. Polylogue design and data generation

Following previous work on polylogue and collective inquiry [34,
36], particularly in the context of EDUsummlIT [35], we drew on col-
lective intelligence, the pooling of ideas, and diverse international per-
spectives to construct a shared discourse around the timely and complex
issue of digital citizenship education. In the context of our working
group, which brought together contributors from six countries, a poly-
logue offered a way to address potential intercultural tensions and
conflicts of interest that may surface in global conversations [36].
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Polylogue encourages exchange among co-authors as it relies on the
heterogeneous interaction of multiple voices and knowledge produced
in varied sociocultural and disciplinary contexts [37]. Through this
orientation, the co-authors collectively constructed a shared perspective
while intentionally valuing difference, ambiguity, and situatedness as
sources of insight.

3.1.1. Participants

Participation followed a convenience-purposive sampling approach:
contributors were drawn from TWG9’s existing international network of
scholars and educators. While this constituted a convenience sample, the
working group was intentionally diverse across disciplines, cultural
contexts, and educational systems, allowing the study to generate rich,
situated insights rather than statistical generalisation, consistent with
dialogical, qualitative inquiry.

Participants assumed different methodological roles:

Coordinating author.

Author reviewer.

Four members of the framing team.
Five respondents.

The coordinating author facilitated communication, ensured meth-
odological coherence, and supervised data synthesis. The author
reviewer monitored process transparency, reviewing each stage for
consistency and reflexivity. The framing team drafted the conceptual
scaffolding, refined the guiding research questions, and collaborated in
the analytic and writing phases. Respondents (who were not involved in
framing) independently authored written responses to the guiding
questions and later contributed to commentary and synthesis. Table 1
introduces the participants, their geographic contexts, and their meth-
odological roles.

Ethically, participation was voluntary, and all contributors gave
explicit consent for their work to be analysed within a collective
authorship framework. Authorship expectations and data ownership
were discussed transparently to ensure equitable recognition of intel-
lectual contributions.

Table 1
Participants, contexts, and roles.

Participants Geographic Conceptual positioning Role in the paper
context (beyond coauthor)

1. Ottavia Italy, EU Researcher with Coordinating
Trevisan teaching duties author

2. Rhonda Texas, USA Research Professor with Framing team
Christensen teaching duties member

3. Alison Egan Dublin, Researcher, Associate Framing team

Ireland Professor member

4. Florence France, EU Associate Researcher; Framing team
Michaux- Teacher member
Colin

5. Severine Québec, Associate Professor Framing team
Parent Canada member

6. Michelle Québec, Associate Professor Respondent team
Deschenes Canada member

7. Megan Ottawa, Associate Professor and ~ Respondent team
Cotnam- Canada University Research member
Kappel Chairholder

8. Eamon Dublin, Associate Professor Respondent team
Costello Ireland member

9. Yoshiko Fukuoka, Professor Respondent team
Goda Japan member

10. Toshinori Tokyo, Japan Professor Respondent team

Saito member
11. Elizabeth Virginia, USA Professor Reviewing author
Langran
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3.2. Data collection process and analysis

The research process was designed to reflect the collaborative and
dialogical nature of the polylogue methodology [19]. Guided by our
central research question, How does considering postdigital ecosystems
invite us to reimagine citizenship through education?, our data collection
process was designed to operationalize this inquiry through a set of four
interrelated prompts. Following Markauskaite et al. [34], the coordi-
nating author distributed four open-ended questions to respondents (see
below) and invited them to submit written answers individually,
without access to others’ texts. This approach supported independent
meaning-making and prevented premature convergence. The questions
were developed by the framing team in light of our discussion at Edu-
SummlIT 2025 in Dublin and explicitly aligned with our central research
question: 1) How do local contexts shape postdigital citizenship edu-
cation?; 2) Which tensions exist in your context in relation to the
connection between digital ecosystems and postdigital citizenship edu-
cation?; 3) How does considering digital ecosystems invite you to
reimagine citizenship in education?; and 4) What does it mean to pre-
pare citizens in a postdigital world?

Questions one and two addressed the first part of the central research
question regarding how the postdigital ecosystems we are embedded in
frame our considerations. Question three, building on previous answers,
prompted the reimagination of citizenship and opportunities. Here,
citizenship was reconsidered not only as an educational concern, but as
something shaped through education and lived beyond it. Question four
extended this reflection by eliciting forward-looking perspectives on
how this reimagination can be enacted in postdigital educational
contexts.

After initial submissions, the coordinating author anonymised all
responses, which were then blind-reviewed by the framing team and the
author reviewer for clarity, coherence, and conceptual alignment. Re-
spondents subsequently clarified or refined their texts based on this
feedback. Once revisions were consolidated, the coordinating author de-
anonymised the responses for collective analysis. Blind review limited
interpretive bias, while re-identification was necessary to accurately
acknowledge culturally and contextually situated insights.

3.2.1. Analytic process

The analytic process followed the principles of reflexive thematic
analysis [38], combining top-down and bottom-up strategies. The four
top-down codes (i.e., digital citizenship, postdigitality, postdigital citi-
zenship, and postdigital educational ecosystem - Table 2) had a dual
function. They were grounded in the conceptual framework of the study
but had also been introduced to the respondents as part of a shared
working vocabulary. This ensured a common discursive base for re-
spondents while maintaining openness to situated interpretations.
During analysis, these four categories served as initial orienting lenses,
while inductive, bottom-up coding allowed new themes to emerge from
participants’ narratives.

Eleven additional codes (Table 3) emerged through open coding,
capturing recurrent, situated themes across narratives. Concurrent
coding was used when segments expressed multiple phenomena.

Through iterative comparison and collaborative discussion, the
framing team recognized that all codes aligned with one or more of three
overarching analytical lenses:

e Tensions emerging in educational contexts,

e Opportunities as potential agentic spaces for improvement, and

e Ways forward to minimize tensions by leveraging opportunities to
reimagine postdigital citizenship education.

Fig. 1 provides an overview of the coding structure, displaying
visually how the codes emerging in the polylogue mapped across the
three lenses.

A mapping phase followed in which the team examined the
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Table 2
Top-down codes shared with respondents as working vocabulary.

Code Definition

Digital citizenship A complex, evolving concept involving individuals’
competences, rights, responsibilities, and critical
engagement within digital spaces, framed by
technological access, social practices, and community
participation, emphasizing both agency and ethical,
justice-oriented participation [10].

A societal and epistemic condition characterized by the
inseparability and entanglement of digital and non-
digital elements in everyday life, where technology is
deeply embedded in social, cultural, political, and
material processes, resulting in complex, hybrid, and co-
shaped environments [21].

The practices, responsibilities, and ethical engagements
of individuals within hybrid digital-physical
environments, emphasizing critical awareness, active
participation, social justice, and agency across
interconnected social, cultural, and technological
spheres [30].

A safe, inclusive, and dynamic learning environment

Postdigitality

Postdigital citizenship

(Postdigital) educational

ecosystem integrating digital and non-digital modalities, formal
and informal knowledge, and sociotechnical systems,
designed to foster agency, critical engagement, and
ethical cohabitation, while addressing inequalities in
access and participation [39].
Table 3

Agreed upon codebook.

Code Definition

Professional development
Lifelong learning

Pre-/In-service training for teachers /educators.

The diachronic dimension of learning across the
lifespan and formal, informal, and non-formal
contexts.

Issues of (in)equal access and participation related to
digital, infrastructural, skill-based, linguistic, age-
related, or social conditions.

Education conceived as both preparation for life and as
lived experience, in/across/through formal, informal
and nonformal contexts; Issues of transversal skills/
experiences, negotiation, belonging, recognition.

(in)equity

School for/of life

Agency Empowerment, the capacity to act with voice and
accountability, influencing both personal trajectories
and shared realities.

Bronfenbrenner's Micro, meso, macro contexts shaping systemically

ecosystem (1994)
Policy involvement

learning, participation, and citizenship.

Regulatory frameworks shaping what, where, and how
citizenship is taught, learned, and enacted in
education.

The ways (digital) citizenship is framed in curricula in
terms of knowledge, competencies, practices, and
ethical orientations.

Collective processes of co-defining and enacting
citizenship through collaboration across institutions,
communities, and social actors.

The dichotomic framing of technologies as salvating/
dooming, resisting/fostering binary views of
technology.

Considerations of citizenship and technology in
relation to environmental impact, infrastructures, and
long-term societal viability.

Curriculum definition

Broad participation

Tech paradox

Sustainability

distribution and co-occurrence of codes across the three lenses. Matrices
were collaboratively refined in shared documents and discussed during
synchronous meetings until consensus was reached. This consensus-
building stage ensured that the coding frame accurately reflected the
diversity of perspectives while maintaining analytic coherence.

3.2.2. Ensuring trustworthiness

Member-checking validation followed the initial thematic synthesis.
The full draft of the findings section was shared with all respondents,
who reviewed interpretations, clarified context-specific meanings, and
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OPPORTUNITIES

Agency

Professional
development

Broad participation
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_~"School
Sustainability///' ~ offfor life

Policy involvement

/

/

TENSIONS

Bronfembrenner's
ecosystem (context)

Lifelong
learning

v

Curriculum definition

Tech paradox

WAYS FORWARD

Fig. 1. Coding structure illustrating how tensions, opportunities, and ways forward intersected across analytic themes in the polylogue dataset.

suggested adjustments where needed (similar to [34]). To further ensure
trustworthiness [40]:

e all analytic decisions and document versions were archived in a
shared digital workspace,

o reflexive memos documented emerging interpretations and posi-
tional reflections, and

e the author reviewer validated transparency at each milestone.

This process provided a clear, auditable trail of methodological rigor
while honoring the relational and dialogical nature of the polylogue
approach.

4. Findings

The findings from the polylogue are organized around the inter-
woven tensions, opportunities, and ways forward identified across re-
spondents’ situated contexts of postdigital citizenship. The three
analytic lenses revealed how respondents approached the complexity of
sociotechnical ecosystems and the relational practices of citizenship in
education. The distinctiveness of each respondent’s perspective was
retained as part of the polylogue process.

4.1. Tensions emerging in postdigital ecosystems

Respondents described a variety of tensions that shape postdigital
citizenship education, mapped onto almost all of the codes (Table 4).

4.1.1. Policy, curriculum, and governance

Policies regulating digital citizenship education-what it is, where it
belongs, and how it should be taught (policy involvement code)-often did
not reflect the sociotechnical conditions shaping students’ actual civic
lives. As Yoshi observed, “policy narratives can imply that ‘more digital
is better,” but embodied, place-based, and analog practices [...]

Table 4
Incidence of codes within the Tension lens.

Code Tension

Agency

Broad participation
Bronfenbrenner's ecosystem (context)
Curriculum definition
(In)equity

Lifelong learning

Policy involvement
Professional development
School for/of life
Sustainability

Tech paradox

N N N N NN NEN

complement digital fluency.” Megan similarly noted that “these tensions
become visible in the gap between educational curricular framings and
the lived realities of youth as they negotiate their civic identities in
rapidly shifting, platform-driven environments.” This disconnect was
compounded when reactive policy responses, such as mobile phone
bans, “sidestep the critical question of how to teach young people to use
these widely adopted devices for ethical participation, community-
building, and civic engagement” (Eamon).

National and regional contexts further shaped digital citizenship
education in ways that reflect Bronfenbrenner’s ecological perspective.
Learners may inhabit “homogeneous cultural and linguistic settings,
while their digital interactions are globally entangled,” Yoshi explained,
generating tensions between local norms (e.g., politeness, hierarchy,
collective responsibility) and justice-oriented, participatory postdigital
practices.

Policies can also produce unintended consequences. National ini-
tiatives that provide devices and connectivity in classrooms created
“conditions for hybrid teaching and learning,” yet “teachers report
heavy workloads and uneven opportunities to develop pedagogical uses
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of ICT” (Yoshi). Moreover, curricular frameworks were found to be
misaligned with the challenges youth encounter. As Megan wrote,
“Curricular materials continue to emphasize safe behaviour, personal
responsibility, and respectful interaction [...]. Yet research and youth
accounts point to challenges that exceed individual control,” including
misinformation, amplified harmful content, and persistent
cyberbullying.

At the curricular level (curriculum definition code), digital citizenship
remained underdeveloped or peripheral. Eamon pointed to Ireland’s
situation, where digital citizenship “is not a core subject and exists
within a system which often prioritises the subjects core to high-stakes
terminal examinations.” This lower curricular status, despite policy
acknowledgment, might contribute to the marginalization of digital
citizenship in everyday educational practice. Yoshi noted that “MEXT’s
long-standing ‘information morality’ agenda prioritizes safe and
responsible technology use and rule compliance,” while Megan observed
“the silence of curricula on social media as a civic environment,” despite
its centrality in young people’s lives.

Overall, these tensions arose not from an absence of policy but from
policy-practice disconnects, curricular narrowness, and contradictions
across governance levels, which together obscured the lived realities of
postdigital civic participation in education and beyond.

4.1.2. Professional learning and institutional capacity

Another cluster of tensions centers on educators’ capacity to respond
to evolving digital ecosystems. To support meaningful postdigital citi-
zenship education, teachers must navigate shifting technologies,
emerging digital harms, and new civic practices within evolving socio-
technical contexts; yet professional learning structures rarely keep pace
(in/equity).

Megan noted “a tension [that] emerges from the temporal mismatch
between static curricular frameworks and the pace of change in digital
ecosystems. Teachers, school leaders, and parents [...] face consistent
obstacles: a lack of professional development, insufficient resources, and
limited institutional capacity to keep pace with ever-evolving plat-
forms.” This mismatch, she argued, highlighted the need for dynamic,
responsive approaches in postdigital citizenship education. Even when
policies promote digital tool use, few included provisions for sustained
pedagogical support. Yoshi underscored that “teachers already report
heavy workload,” pointing to the need for “workload reform” if educa-
tors were to incorporate critical digital literacies or manage emerging
challenges such as Al-driven misinformation and online harms.

These tensions pointed to a core systemic issue: postdigital citizen-
ship education depends on robust, sustained professional learning eco-
systems, not isolated training or resource allocation. These challenges
were not merely technological but directly shaped how postdigital
citizenship can be taught and enacted in educational settings.

4.1.3. Agency, participation, and lifelong learning

Several instances converged around the code of agency, both indi-
vidual and collective, and the conditions that enabled meaningful civic
participation in postdigital ecosystems. Agency encompasses far more
than digital functionality; it involves the capacity to participate mean-
ingfully in civic life across one’s lifespan. Michelle emphasized that
“Lifelong learning, adaptability, and collaborative problem-solving are
central to this dimension, ensuring that citizens are not passive con-
sumers of technology but rather active contributors to digital cultures
and societies.” Yet structural, linguistic, and social barriers frequently
undermined this ideal. For instance, Megan noted that “while some
French-language networks exist, they are fragile and more often pri-
vate,” limiting opportunities for youth in minority-language commu-
nities to participate or mobilize.

This limitation was compounded by platform dominance (in/equity):
“when French content is harder to find or less rewarded by algorithms,
young people learn to be citizens online through English-language ex-
amples,” Megan explained. Similarly, Michelle highlighted concerns
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about autonomy as essential services increasingly required digital nav-
igation skills that not all citizens possess.

Agency also emerged as relational and collective. Toshinori argued
that democratic resilience requires “robustness of intellect to not
abandon dialogue,” suggesting that agency must be enacted with and
alongside others. Megan added that students were often positioned as
passive participants “compelled to adapt rather than shape” the digital
environments they inhabit, reflecting tensions around participatory
culture and power.

Finally, lifelong participation was uneven across age groups. Yoshi
noted that older adults’ digital participation remains contingent on
health literacy and social ties, revealing persistent tensions in how so-
cieties conceptualize citizenship beyond youth.

4.1.4. Equity and digital inequalities

Numerous equity-related tensions ((in)equity code) were evident
across answers, about digital gaps, infrastructure gaps, skill gaps, and
linguistic, age-based, or socioeconomic inequities. Michelle noted that
“Persistent inequalities in digital competence thus intersect with, and
amplify, broader social inequalities [41].” Eamon echoed this, empha-
sizing how socioeconomic factors, familial circumstances, and inherited
dispositions “complicate or unsettle notions of straightforward agency
for citizenship before a single digital byte is even introduced.”

The recent COVID-19 pandemic further exposed and deepened in-
equalities. Yoshi observed that despite high national connectivity at the
time, “children from higher-income and more educated families had
greater access to school-provided and out-of-school online education,
amplifying opportunity gaps.” Michelle added that while digital eco-
systems created opportunities for engagement, they simultaneously
risked exclusion, particularly for marginalized groups. Equity, therefore,
was not an isolated issue but a systemic tension that intersected with
policy, curriculum, participation, and professional learning in shaping
postdigital citizenship.

4.1.5. Digital ecosystems, technology paradoxes, and sustainability

The ambivalent discourse around technologies (tech paradox code)
and their sustainability were other sources of tension. Participants noted
that technology was often framed as either a threat or a solution,
obscuring the entangled and complex nature of postdigital life. This tech
paradox created tensions in designing learning experiences that pre-
pared students to engage critically rather than reactively.

Environmental sustainability compounded these tensions. Eamon
noted that increasing digitalization in education brought “environ-
mental hazards of digital technology [42], from e-waste to carbon
emissions.” Megan similarly emphasized “significant environmental
costs in terms of energy consumption” associated with Al. These tensions
illustrated the need to balance innovation with ecological responsibility,
situating sustainability as a central theme in postdigital citizenship
education.

4.2. Opportunities inviting us to explore further

Along the tensions abovementioned, a range of opportunities
appeared in participants’ reflections, as per Table 5.

The incidence of codes and their broad overlap with tensions (Fig. 1)
suggests that within paradoxes and uncertainty lie fertile spaces for
ethical practice, civic participation, and educational renewal. Across the
data, opportunities emerged in entangled spaces of action, in existing
practices, uses, and policies, and through broad engagement and co-
construction.

4.2.1. Entangled spaces of action

Participants foregrounded the interwoven nature of digital, social,
and educational ecosystems, revealing opportunities for learning and
enacting citizenship within the very paradoxes and contradictions of
postdigital life (tech paradox code). The emerging opportunities
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Table 5
Incidence of codes within the Opportunities’ lens.

Code Opportunities

Agency

Broad participation
Bronfenbrenner's ecosystem (context)
Curriculum definition
(In)equity

Lifelong learning

Policy involvement
Professional development
School for/of life
Sustainability

Tech paradox

AN N N N NI NI

highlighted two domains of entangled spaces where citizenship can be
reimagined: within technologies themselves, and at the boundaries be-
tween school and extra curricular lives (school for/of life code).

Across the respondents’ voices, technology may function as a space
of ethical tension and negotiation. Toshinori emphasized that postdigital
citizenship education “can be positioned not as siding with either
extreme but as a constant attempt to seek the possibility of dialogue in a
society where disparate values coexist.” His reflections pointed to an
opportunity to frame citizenship (education) as an ongoing search for
the middle ground - a continuous redefinition of “communicative
practices and online/offline boundaries.”

Awareness of how “digital ecosystems cause problems like environ-
mental destruction and data exploitation behind their conveniences”
(sustainability code) may itself become an ethical resource. It prompts
education to “cultivate a multifaceted awareness among citizens” while
acknowledging “the difficulty in reconciling competing values, such as
pursuing economic opportunities versus practising civic ethics, or acting
with market rationality versus considering global externalities.”
(Eamon). For him, the purpose of education was “to nurture human
beings as imperfect creatures who, while often pursuing daily life and
sometimes selfish desires, attempt to make better choices.”

Students “articulate nuanced understandings of digital life that
adults often overlook,” Megan reports. In her research, students spoke of
“how online participation shapes who they are and how they are
perceived,” describing both positive emotions (joy, belonging) and
negative states (anxiety, disconnection). In this ambivalence lie possi-
bilities: “being ethical online thus involve[s] more than behavior; it
include[s] cultivating dispositions such as respect, empathy, and
authenticity in environments often marked by toxicity and
misrecognition.”

Michelle’s reflections extended these opportunities into the realm of
educational design and policy. She noted that educators must “navigate
the paradox of fostering digital competence while mitigating risks of
exclusion,” recognizing that such navigation can expand “opportunities
for participation” and support “autonomy, well-being, and civic
engagement” through critical awareness.

Eamon and Megan further highlighted necessary negotiations among
institutional contradictions: “we act as if learners can be severed from
the digital by locking up personal devices as they enter the school gates.”
Instead, they suggested schools should embrace the continuum between
digital and analog practices and to function as spaces where critical
engagement with technology becomes integral to everyday civic
learning.

These voices collectively position entanglement as a site of possi-
bility, seeing students and educators alike as operating within over-
lapping systems in which tensions between agency, ethics, and systemic
complexity are not to be resolved but consciously inhabited. Such op-
portunities require reimagining education as a space where formal,
informal, and nonformal learning intertwine and enrich one another
(school for/of life code). As Michelle stated, “digital citizenship is not a
fixed status but a relational process that unfolds across overlapping
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systems - educational, professional, familial, and societal.” Yoshi added
that educators are called to value “analog alongside digital. Postdigital
education [must] recognise that meaningful participation is embodied
and contextual: dialogue, craftsmanship, and physical practices in arts
and sports cultivate empathy, persistence, and care - virtues that [...]
sustain civic life.”

4.2.2. Existing practices, uses and policies

Youth everyday practices become foundational for a reimagined
approach to postdigital citizenship education. For Megan, Canadian
students developed an “awareness of platform logics and sociotechnical
dynamics,” a critical reading of their digital environment that is “often
drawn from trial and error in their own digital lives.” Youth in these
contexts build “a common digital culture” through their everyday
engagement [43]. In Ireland, Eamon saw young people’s desire for social
connection, access to information, and autonomy as an opportunity that
could support “more empathic, imaginative and holistic educational
approaches [44].”

In Japan, Yoshi explained that early steps in digital citizenship came
less from implicit shared experience and more from cultural norms, of-
fering a shared meaning in a common ecosystem despite local-global
tensions. Toshinori added that “regions with stronger traditions of
civic community foster more cooperative civic participation based on
norms of trust and reciprocity [45].”

Professional education communities (professional development) also
revealed opportunities. Yoshi described how, during COVID-19, “field-
level coordination [did] sustain participation and innovation,” demon-
strating the value of networks that bridge research, policy, and practice.
Such informal investments could evolve into institutional answers
through teacher training programs, such as Ireland’s “What is Digital
Citizenship and How to Teach it (Post-Primary)” course [46].

Bringing together educators’ expertise and students’ social uses
could also create opportunities for a practice-oriented postdigital citi-
zenship ecosystem grounded in institutional technical support and
curricula. As Michelle proposed, such an ecosystem “entails cultivating a
comprehensive set of dispositions, competencies, and responsibilities
that enable individuals to engage critically, responsibly, and construc-
tively in a digital society.”

4.2.3. Broad engagement

If postdigital paradoxes could open spaces for participation, learning,
and teacher professional development and a reframing of curricula
around students’ everyday practices can extend those openings, the co-
construction of shared meaning-making around citizenship can be
expanded as follows.

Across participants’ answers, the shared work of building and
inhabiting citizenship together emerged as a central opportunity. Equity
was frequently identified as a necessary starting point. Eamon stated
that “acknowledging diversity, equity and inclusion” was essential
because these factors “impinge upon individuals at the local context.”
Megan cautioned that inequities “are not simply the result of poor in-
dividual choices but stemmed from systemic properties of platforms
themselves,” calling on educators to help learners develop “the critical
literacies needed to understand and respond to structural inequities in
digital ecosystems.” Michelle similarly argued that “preparing just dig-
ital citizens necessitates addressing structural inequities and bridging
the persistent digital divide.”

Agency also emerged as a relational and situated key to postdigital
citizenship. Michelle explained that cultivating digital citizenship
“means encouraging learners to see themselves as co-constructors of the
environments they inhabit,” influencing the values and practices that
shape those spaces. Yoshi echoed this view, calling for ecosystems that
“enable responsible, critical, and inclusive action across hybrid digital-
physical spaces.”

These opportunities extended beyond classrooms into hybrid civic
spaces where young people already act as citizens. As Megan wrote, “if
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civic learning happens where students actually gather, in the spaces
where they scroll, create, and talk,” then their languages, identities, and
ways of knowing “are not peripheral” but foundational. She highlighted
“platform-native practices (short-form video, memes, collaborative
storytelling)” as “gateways to civic voice and collective problem-solv-
ing,” enabling ecosystems to “notice which voices are amplified or
sidelined by sociotechnical systems.”

Finally, Yoshi and Toshinori emphasised the importance of spatio-
temporal context (Bronfenbrenner's ecosystem and lifelong learning
codes). As Toshinori wrote, ““postdigital citizenship education is given a
distinct interpretation that reflects the dominant values and norms of the
locality,” producing “significant regional differences in both the
perception and the concrete practice of this educational ideal.” Yoshi
further suggested to consider the issue “as lifelong and intergenerational
rather than youth-only,” and that digital citizenship education must
foster “intercultural competence and critical use of translation and
accessibility technologies - leveraging them to widen participation while
recognising their limits and biases.”

Across these perspectives, co-construction emerged as both principle
and practice: a distributed process that opens opportunities for
connection across local and global contexts, and between individual
learning and collective transformation. In this sense, co-construction
offered a way to recognise and inhabit the ongoing negotiations
through which educators, learners, and institutions can sustain more
connected and just forms of democratic life.

4.3. Ways forward to reimagine citizenship through education

Sustaining ethical, just, and agentic citizens within a postdigital
ecosystem requires a profound realignment of educational philosophy,
one that moves beyond technical compliance toward systemic critique,
relational practice, and shared meaning-making. As respondents
emphasized, ignoring students’ lived definitions and practices of citi-
zenship risked preparing them for an abstract, idealized “digital world,”
rather than for the actual hybrid civic environments they inhabited. This
sentiment, articulated by Megan and echoed by Eamon, underscored the
need for educational approaches grounded in lived practices, identities,
and sociotechnical realities.

These ways forward emerged across the polylogue as curricular
transformation, lifelong and relational learning, equity-centered design
and access, and policy development that reflects ecological complexity
(see Table 6).

4.3.1. Curriculum definition

Participants identified significant tensions in current citizenship
curricula between static digital competence frameworks (curriculum
definition code) also due to “limited institutional capacity to keep pace
with changes in technological innovation” (Megan). Re-situating the
civic arena within educational design thus becomes a key actionable
strategy. Postdigital citizenship across the dataset calls for a conceptual
shift away from individual accountability toward relational

Table 6
Incidence of codes within the Ways forward lens.

Code Way forward

Agency

Broad participation
Bronfenbrenner's ecosystem (context)
Curriculum definition
(In)equity

Lifelong learning

Policy involvement
Professional development
School for/of life
Sustainability

Tech paradox
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responsibility amid systemic complexity. Curricular materials empha-
sizing safe behavior, personal responsibility, and respectful interaction
often placed undue burden on learners, leaving “the systemic properties
of platforms themselves” unexamined (Megan). Yoshi similarly observed
that re-imagining citizenship requires “critical awareness of socio-
technical systems.”

An actionable postdigital strategy involved extending traditional
“information morality” (Yoshi) agendas toward critical digital literacies
that center rights, responsibilities, privacy, justice, and sociotechnical
critique. These literacies align with frameworks such as the EU’s Digital
Citizenship Education model [10] and respond directly to learners’ ex-
periences in platform-mediated environments.

To actualize postdigital citizenship’s transformative potential,
educational institutions must foster students’ capacity to see themselves
as co-constructors of their civic (digital and analog) environments. As
Megan emphasized, students should be supported in “interrogating the
underlying assumptions associated with digital technologies,” while
Yoshi stressed the importance of enabling learners to reconfigure, not
just adapt, to the digital systems shaping their lives.

4.3.2. School for/of life & lifelong learning

Preparing just, ethical, and agentic digital citizens is less about
transmitting a “fixed set of individual skills” and more about cultivating
a “lived, ongoing practice of becoming” within hybrid sociotechnical
environments (Megan). Respondents highlighted several pedagogical
implications of this shift.

Educators should create classroom conditions that allow learners to
practice ethical judgment in context. Ethical reasoning enters a young
person’s everyday digital choices; thus educators must cultivate spaces
where students reflect on their evolving identities and enact ethical
action across the school for/of life continuum. Michelle emphasized that
citizenship “is a relational process lived across physical-digital spaces
rather than a theoretical concept.” She further noted that social media
education can “foster awareness of the consequences of online actions
and encourage respectful, safe, and responsible behavior.” Megan
described ethical citizenship as comprising overlapping dimensions of
being, doing, and knowing, which “cannot be disentangled [as] ethical
digital citizenship is simultaneously about identity, action, and critical
awareness.” These orientations align with the idea of communities of
practice, where educators and learners jointly explore what digital
citizenship means in their contexts.

Relational practice also includes nurturing dialogic capacity,
particularly within polarized online spheres (tech paradox code). Tosh-
inori emphasized the need for learners to possess the “robustness of
intellect to not abandon dialogue,” even amid conflict. He argued that
students need systems thinking and practical knowledge to make small,
constructive interventions in contested civic spaces. Finally, digital
citizenship education must adopt a lifelong learning perspective. Equi-
table civic participation extends beyond youth-focused initiatives and
requires intergenerational support, including programs that help older
adults engage meaningfully in digital society.

4.3.3. Inequity of access

The deepening integration of digital technologies simultaneously
expands opportunities and risks, often exacerbating inequities. Michelle
emphasized that equity must be made the foundational principle of
digital engagement, arguing that sustained institutional efforts were
required to provide inclusive access to digital resources and tools,
ensuring that participation is not “constrained by socioeconomic status,
geography, or other systemic barriers.”

Institutionally, achieving equity requires investment in human
infrastructure as much as technical infrastructure. Yoshi and Michelle
stressed the importance of transforming reactive, crisis-driven in-
novations (such as those emerging during COVID-19) into “long-term,
equity-minded professional infrastructures” supported by workload re-
form and sustained capacity-building.
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A critical dimension of structural inequity involved linguistic and
cultural barriers. As Yoshi and Megan noted, English dominance online
marginalizes minority-language speakers and reinforces unequal
participation. Preparing digital citizens must therefore include culti-
vating intercultural competence and critical use of translation and
accessibility technologies, leveraging them to widen participation while
recognizing their limitations and biases.

4.3.4. Wider educational policy development

Respondents commented on the wider “meso and macro” intercon-
nectedness and interplay of contextual factors that influenced all aspects
of postdigital citizenship (Bronfenbrenner’s ecosystem code), suggesting
an integrated approach. Michelle argued that effective digital citizen-
ship education “requires attention to all ecological levels—macro, meso,
and micro—so that educational practices remain both meaningful and
context-sensitive.” This ecological integration fosters ethical reflection,
critical awareness, and civic participation responsive to the challenges
of an interconnected world.

For Yoshi, Japanese educational policy must address interconnected
civic spheres, including language and cultural barriers that shaped ac-
cess to services and civic participation. Yoshi outlined a comprehensive
approach that includes “coupling universal infrastructure with equity
strategies; extending safety-first traditions into rights- and participation-
oriented ethics; empowering learner agency; lowering language bar-
riers; valuing analog practices; and sustaining professional networks.”
Megan articulated a future in which schools were “not isolated sites
where digital citizenship is defined and enacted; they operate as con-
necting nodes across local and translocal networks in which students
develop civic identities and practices.”

Yoshi illustrated the transformative potential of this approach
through student-led initiatives such as campaigns, community mapping,
and open educational resource projects that align classroom aims with
the participatory affordances of digital ecosystems. Eamon described a
similar vision: “postdigital citizenship education involves not only
naming harms or prescribing literacies but enabling learners and
teachers to act as co-creators of sociotechnical futures, questioning
imaginaries, exercising rights, and experimenting with more just and
sustainable ways of inhabiting digital ecosystems.”

Together, these perspectives point to a policy imperative centered on
active participation, collaboration, and inclusivity, offering a clear way
forward for policymakers seeking to support postdigital citizenship in
education.

5. Discussion: cross-reflection and embracing difference

This discussion synthesizes the tensions, opportunities, and ways
forward identified across the polylogue, examining our central research
question, How does considering postdigital ecosystems invite us to reimagine
citizenship through education?

In keeping with the polylogue methodology, the aim here was not to
resolve contradictions or impose a unified framework, but to embrace
plurality and generative disagreement.

The discussion is structured around three lenses that illuminated our
findings:

(1) Tensions as indicators of structural and relational conditions,

(2) Opportunities emerging within hybrid spaces of reimagined ac-
tion, and

(3) Ways forward that reorient citizenship education as co-
constructed, contextual, and ecosystemic.

5.1. Overlapping tensions and their generative potential

Across the polylogue, respondents described tensions not as prob-
lems to be eliminated but as signals of structural conditions that shape
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how citizenship is enacted. Within these conditions, agency emerged as
a central yet contested dimension, as learners were often positioned to
adapt to, rather than actively shape, the digital systems that structure
their participation. The cross-reflection of tensions, opportunities, and
ways forward demonstrates how each analytic category intersects with
the others, forming a dynamic matrix of educational possibilities. This
intersection allows tensions to become fertile grounds for reflection and
action. For example, policy-practice misalignments constrain teacher
capacity while at the same time opening avenues to question assump-
tions, revisit priorities, and build more inclusive approaches [47].
Similarly, inequities surfaced both as obstacles and as catalysts for
designing more just educational interventions. This orientation reflects
the core premise of postdigital thinking: that digital life is not a separate
sphere but deeply entangled with the material, social, ecological, and
political systems that shape lived experience. Such entanglement re-
quires educators to approach tensions not as contradictions to be
resolved, but as conditions to be navigated and inhabited.

5.2. Opportunities within hybrid and entangled learning spaces

Respondents repeatedly emphasized that opportunities for citizen-
ship education emerged most strongly within the complexities of post-
digital life rather than apart from them. Youths’ everyday digital
practices, institutional contradictions, cultural norms, and environ-
mental concerns all provide openings for ethical, participatory, and
critically informed engagement. The polylogue revealed that hybrid
online-offline learning environments, when intentionally recognized,
allowed students to explore identity, visibility, and belonging. These
hybrid spaces enabled them to experiment with active, reflective, and
socially just forms of postdigital citizenship, developing competencies
that transferred across different digital and material ecosystems.

Moreover, opportunities surfaced when educators encouraged
agency in students as knowledge producers rather than passive re-
cipients, an insight consistent across contexts. Megan’s analysis of youth
practices, Yoshi’s insights on hybrid Japanese environments, Michelle’s
focus on dispositions, and Eamon’s critique of school-platform divides
all pointed toward a relational, dialogic approach to civic learning.

The cross-reflection also highlighted the significance of culturally
sustaining pedagogies, linguistic diversity, and ecological responsibility.
These dimensions intersected with opportunities: valuing analogue
practices alongside digital ones, recognizing platform-native civic ex-
pressions (memes, short-form videos, collaborative storytelling), and
empowering learners to author civic narratives that reflect their lived
realities. Collectively, these opportunities underscored that postdigital
citizenship education was not merely an instructional goal but a situated
practice of ethical cohabitation, made visible when educators, learners,
and communities embrace complexity as a site of possibility.

5.3. Ways forward: reorienting citizenship as relational, critical, and
ecosystemic

The collective insights highlight that subtle, yet critical, shifts are
required across all aspects of curriculum design, pedagogical execution,
and institutional commitment. These shifts demand an enduring focus
on equity while remaining cognisant of the wider contextual factors at
play in local educational policy. Future praxis cannot sit in isolation;
rather, it must be understood as an integrated interplay of the myriad
factors that constitute postdigital citizenship. This aligns with post-
digital citizenship’s emphasis on co-creation and collaborative problem-
solving, recognising that meaningful civic participation emerges
through relational and contextually embedded practices.

Ecopedagogies emerging from postdigital perspectives further illu-
minate these pathways forward. We hereby redefine educational prac-
tices that are actively open to civic co-creative relationships and the
local contexts that nurture them as “ecopedagogy”. Such approaches
promote dialogue, critical reflection, and relational ethics, valuing
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teacher sensemaking, emotional labor, and cultural positioning [32,48].
They extend traditional critical pedagogy (e.g., [49]) by foregrounding
ecological consciousness and examining how digital technologies are
deeply entangled with ecological and social systems [26]. Rather than
teaching about the environment in isolation, postdigital ecopedagogies
ask how learners and educators can live, learn, and act responsibly in a
world where digital and ecological realities are inseparable. This
perspective also calls for resisting the acceleration of Al-driven educa-
tional models in favor of slower, more caring, community-based prac-
tices that reaffirm education as a human-centered, ethical, and situated
endeavor [24].

Postdigital citizenship thus moves beyond the notion of simply using
digital tools or being present online. It emphasizes critical awareness of
how technology shapes identity and participation in social, political,
cultural, and civic life [26,29]. It requires ethical and responsible action
across both digital and physical spaces, acknowledging the blurred
boundaries that characterise contemporary civic experience [22].

Postdigital educational ecosystems must find ways to foster learners’
agency, critical engagement, and ethical cohabitation across hybrid
environments through contextualized scenarios. These ecosystems must
also address persistent inequalities of access and use. Acting within such
local and relational contexts allows learners to experiment with active,
reflective, and socially just forms of postdigital citizenship, developing
competencies that can be transferred across digital, material, and hybrid
ecosystems.

6. Conclusion

The collaborative discourse that shaped this paper led the authors to
recognize that postdigital ecosystems are complex and require exami-
nation from multiple perspectives in the development of digital citi-
zenship education. Throughout the polylogue, tensions uncovered
through the analysis of responses were not treated as problems to be
resolved but as invitations to examine the structural and systemic forces
shaping digital citizenship. Tensions emerged through policy-practice
disconnects, narrow curricula, persistent inequities in access and
participation, and the contradictory role of digital technologies in
educational ecosystems. These tensions created opportunities to
reimagine ways forward that could support more just and agentic
participatory practices across educational ecosystems. Opportunities
appeared in hybrid and entangled learning spaces, students’ everyday
digital practices, and more relational and dialogic approaches to civic
learning.

In answering the question about how postdigital ecosystems invite us
to reimagine citizenship through education, the findings outline ways
forward such as curricular transformation, lifelong and relational
learning, equity-centered design and access, ecopedagogical orienta-
tions, and policy development that reflects ecological complexity. Edu-
cators and policymakers should adopt a postdigital approach to
education by designing digital and non-digital learning environments
that foster learner agency and active participation, while thoughtfully
addressing the increasingly fluid boundaries between human activity
and technology systems.

Sustaining ethical, equitable, and empowered citizens in a post-
digital ecosystem requires a thoughtful shift in educational philosophy
that moves beyond technical compliance to embrace systemic aware-
ness, relational approaches, and collaborative meaning-making. Central
to this reorientation is a reconceptualization of agency, which emerges
as both essential and contested, as learners have too often been posi-
tioned to adapt to, rather than actively shape, the digital systems that
structure their participation.

To realize the potential of postdigital citizenship, educational in-
stitutions must therefore cultivate students’ capacity to understand
themselves as co-constructors of their community and civic environ-
ments across both digital and analog contexts, while also embracing
digital citizenship education as a lifelong learning endeavor. This
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includes fostering intercultural competence and leveraging these tools to
expand participation while remaining attentive to their limitations and
embedded biases. Together, these perspectives point to essential policy
directions centered on active participation, collaboration, and inclu-
sivity, offering a clear path forward for advancing postdigital citizenship
in education.

The polylogue further revealed that postdigital citizenship education
resists a universal definition. As Toshinori argued, it "is given a distinct
interpretation that reflects the dominant values and norms of the lo-
cality," a locality-dependence that mirrors the globally inequitable na-
ture of postdigital ecosystems themselves. Yet this is not meant to
encourage relativism: postdigital citizenship education can equally be
positioned as "a constant attempt to seek the possibility of dialogue in a
society where disparate values coexist." Together, these observations
offer a direct response to the overarching research question: considering
postdigital ecosystems invites us to reimagine citizenship through edu-
cation as a locally inflected yet dialogically oriented practice, continu-
ously negotiated across the boundaries of postdigital life.

6.1. Summary of contributions and implications

This study contributes to the field in several key ways. First, it ad-
vances a postdigital conceptualization of digital citizenship that fore-
grounds relationality, sociotechnical entanglement, and context-
dependence over fixed individual competencies. Secondly, our find-
ings suggest several implications for policymakers, educators and re-
searchers. A postdigital viewpoint of citizenship shifts from a narrow
skill-based model to ecosystematic approaches that acknowledge how
policy, infrastructure, cultural norms, and platforms co-shape civic
participation. Policies should support equitable access to learning en-
vironments, ensure transparency and accountability in data and Al
systems, and foster participatory cultures in schools and communities to
enact citizenship as an agentic practice. Critical data literacy, socio-
technical awareness, and ethical engagement should be part of learning
experiences to help learners navigate the complexities of citizenship.
Educators can use dialogic and co-constructed practices to mirror civic
practices of deliberation, critical thinking, collaborative problem solv-
ing, and understanding across differences.

Finally, we also demonstrate how a polylogue methodology offers a
productive framework for examining complex topics such as educational
ecosystems while modeling the concepts of dialog, reflection and shared
realities of postdigital experiences in different cultures, experiences and
environments. The polylogue functioned not only as a methodological
approach but also a framework to enact the citizenship practices it
sought to study: dialogue, negotiation, mutual recognition and ethical
engagement across cultural and technological boundaries.

6.2. Limitations

This polylogue endeavour presents several limitations. Although the
EDUsummlIT working group represented different geographic and
institutional contexts, all contributors work within education and
related academic disciplines, which may shape their perspectives and
limit the range of lived experiences represented in the discussion.
Moreover, the (voluntary) respondents voiced perspectives from three
countries only, namely Canada, Japan and Ireland, with a clear under-
representation of other countries' experiences in this post digital land-
scape. We acknowledge that, throughout the polylogue, we sought to
address a wider range of environments in order to account for a multi-
plicity of points of view. Finally, in the data analysis, while recursive
coding and measures to ensure trustworthiness were applied, we
recognize that some errors may have occurred when applying codes or
attributing them to one specific lens or viewpoint, over another. This
may have influenced the overall insights portrayed by the current
manuscript.
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6.3. Future perspectives

Future research may explore both the polylogue methodology and
also the conceptual contributions on citizenship of this work. Polylogue
methodology offers a promising approach for examining complex issues
with multiple perspectives, and future studies might employ it in other
areas to support critical reflexivity and collaboration. The enactment of
postdigital citizenship within varied ecosystems requires further study
to understand how infrastructures, algorithms (including artificial in-
telligence), cultural norms, and geopolitical conditions shape opportu-
nities for agency, participation, and justice. These directions invite
continued interdisciplinary work that advances the understanding of the
lived realities of postdigital citizenship within educational ecosystems.
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