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Introduction
Digital Citizens
Ramón Reichert and Karin Wenz

Today, engagement and participation are considered key when we investigate
media and user practices. Participation has become a popular imperative of
digital societies: “Calls for greater transparency and participation are heard not
just by elected officials, but also in corporate headquarters” (Geiselhart 2004). A
number of theoretical reflections on digital societies assume that social media are
becoming a dominant media channel for participatory engagement.
Practices of participation and engagement are an indispensible part of our
digital everyday lives: from chat rooms to community forums, from social media
platforms to image boards, and from rating platforms to whistle-blowing websites.
The Internet is used for a wide variety of forms of participation in culture,
education, health, business and politics. On the one hand these digital collectives
are deemed the torchbearers of the coming social and political transformation
or hailed as self-organized collective intelligence. On the other hand state apparatuses are asking for participative activities to increase efficiency and to avoid
friction. It is argued that the use of technology fosters participation and processes
of consensus-building.
This discourse almost implies that these processes can be hardwired into
digital technologies. The terms “cultural citizenship” and “digital citizenship” are
expected to provide a broader but also a more critical approach to citizen engagement. In the meantime, there are numerous studies that examine the different
forms and effects of participation on the Internet and its limitations (e. g. Fuchs
2014; Trottier/Fuchs 2015). Critical voices show that participation has long become
a buzz word, often related to one-sided, positive perspectives: applauding the possibilities of user engagement and ignoring issues such as information politics and
a digital divide, not only based on technological access but also on a lack of digital
literacy (e. g. Jordan 2015; van Dijck et al. 2017). We observe not only liberation of
users based on participatory practices but exploitation at the same time. The information politics behind design decisions are a relevant topic for a deeper understanding of the interrelation of technological developments and user practices.
Participation and sharing data by users also led to critical debates about surveillance (Albrechtslund 2013; Lyon 2017) and whether privacy matters any longer if
we “have nothing to hide”. Under which circumstances do we have to consider
privacy a commodity and how can we reestablish mechanisms of forgetfulness?
Surveillance as observation and control from those in power has been accompa-
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nied by a discussion about “sousveillance”, a term coined by Mann, Nolan, and
Wellman (2003) to describe instances in which people watch and control those
in power. What tools have been developed both for collecting private data and for
protecting our privacy and in how far do they challenge our platform society?
In our special issue we are including different approaches from fields such
as: digital sociology, STS, digital media studies, cultural studies, political sciences
and philosophy reflecting on the role of the digital citizen. We are asking for the
role and value of a digital sociology exploring the practices of digital citizens and
we have collected contributions that are critically reflective about online practices
in relation to new concepts of surveillance and control society.
In the first chapter of our special issue we deal with a historical and methodological overview of the digital citizenship. The investigations are opened by a
literature review. In their article “Mapping a Changing Field: A Literature Review
on Digital Citizenship” Louise Jørring, António Valentim and Pablo Porten-Cheé
focus concepts of digital citizenship that have the potential to capture the shifting
role of citizens under online conditions. Their article provides a comprehensive
review of literature on digital citizenship. In this context they were investigating
a sample of 139 articles and they identify three dominant approaches to digital
citizenship: the normative, the conditional, and the contextual. In her paper “The
Ironies of Digital Citizenship: Educational Imaginaries and Digital Losers across
Three Decades” Lina Rahm addresses the question of how the concept of the digital
citizen has been historically constructed. In this sense the digital citizen itself is
a rhetorical construct of pedagogical discourse and in its historical development
the digital citizenship became a primary target for educational solutions. The
author examines the following topics: awareness campaigns, social programmes
and adult liberal education about computers. The investigation period covers the
following periods: the 1950s, the 1980s, and today.
Nelson Obinna Omenugha and Henry Chigozie Duru investigate in their
paper “The New Media, the Youth and Renegotiation of Ethnic and Religious
Identity in Nigeria” the new media use of the population of young Nigerians “with
the view to assessing how much their use habit may have exposed them to this
sort of socialization”. In their analysis, they conclude that the quest to promote
cross-ethnic and cross-religious tolerance and harmony in Nigeria should discuss
the opportunities presented by the new media. Against this background, they
suggest that policymakers and other relevant institutions should work towards
maximizing online intercultural communication especially among the youths.
James Steinhoff initiates a discussion on the social consequences of Artificial
Intelligence discourses. Before this background he is discussing the utilities and
infrastructures of AI. In relation to the main topic of this issue he sketches how
the idea of AI frames a social awareness beyond the groundbreaking issues of
algorithmic control and the automation of work.
In his paper “Platform Humanism and Internal Opacity: The Limits of Online
Service Providers’ Transparency Discourse” Artur de Matos Alves explores the
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rhetorical figures on transparency of online service providers. His paper argues
that online service providers share some of the “users’ concerns and policy priorities concerning government requests for information, judicial overreach, and
generalized surveillance”. In their contribution “‘Going Rogue’: Re-coding Resistance with Type 1 Diabetes“, Samantha D. Gottlieb and Jonathan Cluck examine
practices of self-documentation, self-objectification and self-measurement.
Specifically, they analyze in case studies the lives of patients who are living with
Type 1 diabetes (PWT1D). In their paper, they “focus on a community of patients,
caregivers, and coders, to whom we refer as T1D hackers.” In their work, Gottlieb
and Cluck demonstrate that patients have developed digital skills to better govern
their own lives. The paper “Beyond Technological Literacy: Open Data as Active
Democratic Engagement?” written by Caitlin Wylie, Kathryn Neeley and Sean
Ferguson focuses the concept of the digital citizen in the history of science and
technology: “Using the ethics of care, we explore a digital citizenship project about
civic open data in Charlottesville, Virginia, as an example of stakeholders caring
about and for the construction of digital technologies as well as relationships of
mutual interdependence between government and citizens.” In their case study,
the two authors elaborate the significance and potential power of intrinsic motivation for democratic engagement.
In his contribution “Understanding Cosmo-Literature. The Extensions of
New Media”, the author Reham Hosny examines “the role of new new media in
establishing world democracies and changing the social, cultural, and political
world map”. In this context, he has set up new thesis in the field of philological
research and is investigating the terms of “global village” and “cosmopolitanism”
in relation to literature. The paper “Letters from the Future: Science Fiction as
Source Material for Thought Experiments Describing Potential Arctic Futures”
written by Marcin Dymet analyses the construction of the digital citizenship in
the Arctic region concerning the mutual interrelation of climate change and the
development of Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs).
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Mapping a Changing Field
A Literature Review on Digital Citizenship
Louise Jørring, António Valentim and Pablo Porten-Cheé

Abstract
Digitalization is transforming the face of political participation. Citizens increasingly engage in politics in new and creative forms online.
The concept of digital citizenship has the potential to capture the
shifting role of citizens under online conditions. Yet this concept has
been used inconsistently, provoking theoretical and operational shortcomings that complicate its analytical usability and may limit its academic and societal impact. This article provides a systematic review of
literature on digital citizenship. Based on a review of 139 articles, we
identify three dominant approaches to digital citizenship: the normative, the conditional, and the contextual. Additionally, we provide a
systematization of alternative approaches to digital citizenship and
discuss their potential to inform literature on this concept. Finally, we
put forward a citizenship norms approach that may reconcile the different perspectives on digital citizenship. In sum, this article presents
a review of the digital citizenship research and provides new avenues
for the concept to be used in future research on the moving target that
political participation presents under online conditions.
Keywords: digital citizenship; literature review; citizenship norms;
political participation

Introduction
On February 14, 2018, a student opened fire against students and staff at Marjory
Stoneman Douglas high school in Parkland, Florida, in what was one of the deadliest
school shootings in modern times. Within just a few days, surviving students created
a Facebook page, slogans, and hashtags that rapidly became widely used on various
social media platforms (e.g., #NeverAgain and #EnoughIsEnough), aiming to push
lawmakers to take legislative action concerning gun control. The students managed
to organize multiple regional protests and the nationwide demonstration “March for
Our Lives”, which in Washington, D.C. alone, its main event, is estimated to have
attracted between 200,000 and 800,000 participants. What started out as posts
on social media quickly turned into the widespread movement Never Again MSD.
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The movement is an exemplary case of how digitalization is dramatically
changing the face of political participation and citizenship. It is an illustrative
example of what Bennett and colleagues have called connective action, which
stresses how technology changes the role of citizens, making it possible for them
to plan and mobilize collective action on a large scale, without the support of organizations (Bennett/Segerberg 2013).
Traditional citizenship understandings typically refer to the belonging to a
nation state and revolve around different lists of expectations framed as the rights
and responsibilities of the citizen (e.g., Marshall 1950). However, citizenship is also
a concept that, affected by societal and historical events, is under constant change
(Hartley 2010; Lünenborg/Klaus 2012; Schudson 1998; Pykett/Saward/Schaefer
2010). In recent decades, digitalization has become one of the main factors
affecting the changing shape of citizenship, its conceptualization, and its practice.
Besides being an exemplary case of the impact of digitalization on activism and
citizenship, the Never Again movement further illustrates how everyday citizenship practices are being transformed; today, people are more and more frequently
turning to the Internet to get informed, to communicate with others about politics,
to contact politicians, to sign petitions, and, vitally, to form social movements with
like-minded peers.
Many concepts have been suggested in an attempt to capture the transformations in citizenship brought about by digitalization. Digital citizenship, however,
has been the most influential concept and has been used since the early days of
digitalization. On top of that, the concept allows for the integration of all transformations deriving from digitalization in general, thus being more comprehensive than alternative concepts (e.g., e-citizenship or Internet citizenship). As such,
the concept of digital citizenship has the potential to aggregate the theoretical
means for exploring the shifting role of citizens in a democracy under conditions
of online communication. However, the concept has been used in dispersed, and
at time contradicting, ways that may hinder digital citizenship research from
informing scholars, civil society, and political actors in a coherent way.
Aiming to contribute with a systematization of the concept of digital citizenship and to overcome the abovementioned shortcomings, this article provides a
comprehensive and systematic literature review of the concept of digital citizenship. We systematize the literature by categorizing it according to different definitions of and empirical approaches to digital citizenship. Against this background,
we map three different strands of digital citizenship research: the normative, the
conditional, and the contextual. Additionally, we provide a systematization of alternative approaches to the transformations of citizenship in the digital world and
how these can further our knowledge on the concept of digital citizenship. Finally,
by applying a citizenship norms approach, the article sets a multidisciplinary
agenda for future research on digital citizenship, that brings insights from the
different strands outlined here together with the alternative models and previous
research on citizenship.

Mapping a Changing Field

Method
Scope
This literature review builds upon previous endeavors to reconcile the multiple
approaches to digital citizenship. Moonsun Choi (2016) conducted a conceptual
analysis of digital citizenship, providing useful insight into the different uses of
the concept. Choi (2016) argues that there are four major elements comprising the
concept of digital citizenship; ethics, media and information literacy, participation/engagement, and critical resistance, reflecting the multi-dimensionality and
complexity of the concept of digital citizenship.
However, a number of aspects in Choi’s (2016) analysis need to be revised.
First, Choi focuses on defining different elements that together constitute digital
citizenship. Choi scarcely discusses how different strands within the digital citizenship literature have different analytical approaches, which do not easily
integrate into a cohesive concept but are, rather, often in conflict with each other. In
contrast, our study identifies these different analytical approaches and shows how
they conflict and overlap. It further explores whether digital citizenship possesses
aspects of a coherent sub-discipline and discusses what conceptual contractions
future scholars will need to overcome.
Second, Choi’s conceptual analysis focuses on key scholarly texts and blog
posts and how these conceptualize digital citizenship. In contrast, we put forward
a comprehensive review of academic studies related to this concept. In doing so,
we aim to provide an overview of the scholarly debate around this concept and to
map the different approaches to it and their influence.
Last, Choi’s main aim is to define digital citizenship within an education
research framework and to discuss how it can be implemented in teaching (Choi
2016). Instead, the present study offers a revised concept of digital citizenship for
all fields of social science. Our more specific aim is to explore how the concept is
beneficial for future research on political participation and civic engagement in a
digitalized world.
Against this background, our literature review revolves around the following
questions:
1.
2.

Which different strands of digital citizenship literature can be identified, and
how do the strands conflict and overlap?
What other theoretical conceptualizations of citizenship in the realm of
digitalization exist, and how can they inform the literature on digital citizenship?
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Search Procedure
The literature search was carried out in March 2018, using three databases:
Scopus, Communication Source, and Google Scholar. We only included literature
published in 2000 and onwards due to the fact that most popular social media
platforms were developed in these years (as illustrative examples, Facebook was
launched in 2004, Reddit in 2005, and Twitter in 2006). Similarly, an initial
explorative search (outlined below) clearly showed that the academic literature on
digital citizenship began to emerge in the early 2000s.
We used a two-step search approach: In the first step, we applied an explorative
approach, in which we used a wide range of different search terms without limiting
the search by using specific inclusion criteria. This step was necessary to gain
insight into the size and directions of the body of literature and helped us identify
important authors and alternative vocabulary used to describe digital citizenship.
In the second step, we narrowed the search and defined a set of inclusion
criteria. We reduced our search to the following search terms: “digital citizenship”,
“Internet citizenship”, “cyber citizenship”, “online citizenship”, and “media citizenship”. By definition, at least one of the search terms had to be a part of the article’s
title, keywords, or abstract.1 Furthermore, we delimited our search to include only
English-language peer-reviewed articles, books, and book chapters. Thus, book
reviews, dissertations, editorials, white papers, and blogs were not included.
Our initial search yielded 221 sources, which were collected, read, and deemed
relevant or irrelevant for the review. The literature was deemed irrelevant if access
to the literature was denied, the articles proved to be not peer-reviewed, or the literature had digital citizenship in the title but did not conceptualize it or empirically
focus on it. As a result, a total number of 139 sources were included in the review.

Results
The Three Strands
In this section, we present the three strands of digital citizenship literature: the
normative, the conditional and the contextual. All sources were included in one of
these strands, although not every source fits neatly into these categories. However,
this classification makes it possible to grasp and present the main arguments in
the literature and how they interrelate.
Scholars within the normative strand understand digital citizenship as the
appropriate way to act online, those within the conditional strand focus on the
1

Only Scopus allows one to include the abstract and keywords in the search. Thus,
the searches on Google Scholar and The Communication Source were limited to the
titles of the sources.
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capability to participate online based on the given social conditions, and those
normative
The conditional
The contextual strand
within the contextual strandThefocus
onstrand
digital citizenship
asstrand
a fluid, context-dependent concept. Before thoroughly introducing each strand, we will briefly compare
their prevalence and how they developed over time.
The normative strand is the most prevalent of the strands, with 70 publications, corresponding to 50 % of the total number of publications included in this
review (see Figure 1). The contextual strand consists of 50 publications, which is
equivalent to 36 % of the reviewed literature, and the conditional strand is the
smallest of the strands, consisting of 19 publications, or 14 % of the literature.
Figure 1: Distribution of publications on digital citizenship by strand
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Figure 2 shows that digital citizenship has gained more attention from around 2011
onwards, at which point both the normative and contextual strands began to contribute an increasing amount of research. This development can most likely be explained
by the vast popularity of social media platforms at the beginning of the 2010s.
Figure 2: Number of publications on digital citizenship over time (2000–2017)
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The conditional strand, in contrast to the contextual strand, developed earlier.
However, it has not accompanied the normative and contextual strand in their
latest increase in number of publications. This might have to do with the fact that
the contextual strand has broadened the meaning of digital citizenship and encapsulates aspects of the conditional strand. In order to answer our first research
question, we will proceed to analyze the three identified strands and discuss their
interrelations.

Normative strand
From the perspective of the normative strand, digital citizenship is understood as
the ideal way to act online. This understanding of digital citizenship can be seen
in relation to a common understanding of citizenship as there being a number of
rights and duties that the members of a community should follow to be considered
“good” citizens (see Kligler-Vilenchik 2017).
Mike Ribble (2015), who can be seen as one of the founders of the normative
strand, defines digital citizenship as the norms of appropriate and responsible
behavior concerning the use of technology. Ribble (2015) further defines nine
general areas of behavior that constitute digital citizenship: etiquette, communication, education, access, commerce, responsibility, rights, safety, and security.
This digital citizenship model is frequently used within the normative strand,
being very influential in studies exploring what impacts this form of digital
citizenship (e.g., Hollandsworth/Donovan/Welch 2017; Kim/Choi 2018). Likewise, several authors stress responsibility, respect, awareness, and safety as the
deciding elements of what it takes to become a “good” digital citizen (e.g., Armfield/Armfield/Franklin 2016; Greenhow/Robelia 2009; Jones/Mitchell 2016)
(see Table 1).
The ideal type of digital citizens is seen as a goal that ought to be actively
pursued by educators, parents, and society in general (e.g., Citron/Norton 2011;
Hui/Campbell 2018; Ohler 2010). Accordingly, this strand of research mostly
revolves around youth behavior and stems from education studies. It is characteristic that the literature is composed of guidelines that should be followed and skills
that should be learned in order for digital citizenship to be achieved (e.g., Berson/
Berson 2004; Curran/Ribble 2017). The research typically applies a micro-level
analytical approach, focusing on individual behavioral patterns and relations
between, for instance, teachers and students. Although the empirical focus is
on the micro level, the role of meso- and macro-level institutions in developing
this form of citizenship is often acknowledged. Moreover, in more recent years,
there has been a shift toward acknowledging digital citizenship as a multifaceted
concept (e.g., Choi/Cristol/Gimbert 2018).

Mapping a Changing Field

Table 1: Outline of the normative strand
Prototypical
publications
Berson/Berson
2004
Ohler 2010
Hollandsworth/
Dowdy/Donovan
2011
Ribble 2015

Areas of focus

Definition of digital citizenship

“Despite the natural enthusiasm that many young people
have for online activities, they
are often unaware that the
privilege of ‘cybercitizenship’
requires skills beyond the techThere is a particular
focus on young people’s nical capacity to search out information, engage in dialogue,
ethical behavior and
how it can be fostered by or play games” (Berson/Berson
2004: 5).
educators, parents, and
society in general.
“[D]igital citizenship is
described as the norms of appropriate, responsible behavior
with regard to technology use”
(Ribble 2015: 10).
There is one way to be
a digital citizen: behave
appropriately and responsibly online.

The normative approach can be used to describe and discuss ethical and moral
considerations in relation to online participation. Moreover, it earns the merit of
focusing on education as a tool to protect generations that have an ever-increasing
exposure to online platforms and on how important societal issues, such as hate
speech or cyber-bullying, can be tackled. However, the normative strand can
also be criticized for having too narrow an idea of the meaning of digital citizenship. The implication of this can be that specific groups and alternative political
behaviors online get labeled, excluded, or overlooked. In sum, the normative
perspective might be useful for specific educational purposes, but applying this
perspective requires that scholars critically and openly reflect on their own normativity so that the proposed guidelines for “good” digital citizenship are not seen
as definite.

Conditional strand
Authors within the conditional strand understand access to the Internet to be a
necessity or even a right (e.g., Dias 2012), as it allows individuals to be politically
informed, perform their civic duties, and acquire economic gains (Mossberger/
Tolbert/McNeal 2008). Therefore, Internet access is seen as a necessity for individuals to be full citizens in modern democracies.
The conditional strand of research adopts very comprehensive definitions of
digital citizenship, such as it being one’s ability to participate in society online
(Mossberger et al. 2008), and focuses on differential conditions of online access.
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It argues that for digital citizenship and the democratic potential of the Internet to
be fulfilled, all citizens must have equal access to the online public sphere (Mossberger et al. 2008).
Although the normative strand of research also mentions skills one should
possess in order to be a full digital citizen, the general focus of the normative and
conditional research streams is very different and thus worth stressing. While
the normative strand of research is concerned mostly with cataloguing the skills
students should be able to develop to be responsible users of online platforms, the
conditional strand focuses on how socioeconomic inequalities impact one’s online
access and, consequently, one’s access to civil society. As such, the conditional
strand focuses on skills that allow citizens to participate in the digital society,
while the normative strand focuses on what skills allow citizens to participate
well in it. Some articles draw on both the normative and conditional strands, for
example by aiming to develop “good” digital citizenship among young people
but acknowledging that how this is achieved also depends on the given living
conditions (e.g., Searson/Hancock/Soheil/Shepherd 2015; Powell/Henry 2017a,
2017b).
Research on citizenship has traditionally focused on issues of belonging
and exclusion. There has been extensive research on the digital divide between
those who are able to participate online and those who are not. Such literature
has focused on how conditions of Internet access and the absence of skills needed
for online participation might deter people from overcoming socioeconomic
inequalities in accessing civil society (e.g., Zillien/Hargittai 2009). In this vein,
the concept of the digital divide might be more frequently used than digital citizenship, which might also explain why the conditional strand is not as prevalent
as the other strands in this review (see Figure 1).
The conditional strand of research on digital citizenship is interested in
the same issues as those covered in the literature on the digital divide. As such,
empirical studies within this strand have shown how gender or education impact
access to the online public sphere (Buente 2015). Further, studies have shown
that those who do not possess a set of technological skills (Beam/Hmielowski/
Hutchens 2018; Shelley et al. 2004; Simsek/Simsek 2013) and those who belong
to ethnic and racial minorities (Mossberger/Tolbert/Anderson 2017; Shelley et al.
2004) are hindered from acting as citizens due to limited access to the Internet.
As such, policy solutions to overcome this divide are often presented within this
literature (e.g., Mossberger 2008). With a focus on social differentiation and
stratification structures, this strand often applies a macro-level approach (see
Table 2). Micro-level aspects, such as individual experiences and identities, are
rarely included.

Mapping a Changing Field

Table 2: Outline of the conditional strand
Prototypical
publications
Shelley et al.
2004;
Mossberger/
Tolbert/McNeal
2008;
Simsek/Simsek
2013

Areas of focus

Definition of digital citizenship

There is one way of
being digital citizen:
having the required
material and immaterial
resources for democratic
participation online.

“The authors contend that
becoming a digital citizen is a
process influenced by technological attitudes that may
have the effect of widening
the digital gap; in turn, racial
and educational differences
may have independent effects”
(Shelley et al. 2004: 259).

There is a focus on the
effect of living conditions (e.g., one’s socioeconomic, ethnic, and
racial background) and
one’s technological skills
on Internet access.

“‘Digital citizenship’ is the
ability to participate in society
online […] We define ‘digital
citizens’ as those who use the
Internet regularly and effectively – that is, on a daily basis”
(Mossberger et al. 2008: 1).

The conditional approach to digital citizenship has been important in explaining
how social, economic, demographic, and ethnic conditions can impact one’s
participation in society in an increasingly digitalized world. As such, this strand
has a critical role in stressing how the Internet’s democratic potential will not be
merely self-fulfilling and how policy-makers should take that into consideration.
However, it has focused mostly on the demand-side effects of Internet participation, leaving how individuals participate in this digitalized society mostly
out of its scope. As such, this strand of research provides an important body
of literature related to how participation in the online world can be shaped by
socioeconomic conditions, but it has left the in-depth analysis of what digital
citizenship actually looks like (i.e., how individuals participate in politics and
civic life online, and how that impacts traditional notions of citizenship) mostly
unexplored.

Contextual strand
In recent years, a set of authors have presented a more contextual and critical
notion of digital citizenship, clearly differentiating it from the previous predefined conceptions of the normative and conditional strands. From the perspective of the contextual strand, digital citizenship is seen as a context-dependent
concept, interwoven with offline citizenship and shaped within political, cultural,
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and socioeconomic relations (Couldry et al. 2014; Isin/Ruppert 2015; McCosker/
Vivienne/Johns 2016; Vromen 2017).
The contextual strand’s fluid conception of digital citizenship leads to varying
descriptions of what digital citizenship is and how digital citizenship can be
researched. The definitions are often based on empirical studies, in particular
a great number of ethnographic studies, that investigate diverse experiences of
digital citizenship. As some examples, certain empirical studies explore how local
memory websites can be seen as acts of collective digital citizenship (de Kreek/
van Zoonen 2016) and others explore how political activists display stories and
pictures of family members as a form of digital citizenship practice (Barassi 2017).
A sub-group of this strand focuses specifically on digital citizenship and political
participation in connection to the structures of local or national governmental
systems (e.g., Adorjan/Yau 2015; Corradini/Paganelli/Polzonetti 2007; Schou/
Hjelholt 2017).
Influenced by critical citizenship studies, a great number of authors within
the contextual strand emphasize that digital citizenship is marked by control and
power struggles (e.g., McCosker et al. 2016; Hintz et al. 2017; Isin/Rupperts 2015).
Besides the power structures commonly referred to in citizenship studies – those
related to aspects such as race, religion, gender and socio-economic inequalities – newer power structures linked to the use of data-traces, algorithms, and
digital surveillance are explored (e.g., Barassi 2017; Hintz et al. 2017). Furthermore, a number of more radical approaches criticize forms of digital citizenship
as based on neoliberal citizen ideals, highlighting how citizens in the digital era
are expected to follow market-like dynamics, practicing a competitive, flexible, and
efficient citizenry (e.g., Emejulu/McGregor 2014; Schou/Hjelholt 2017; Siapera
2016).
Given the wide range of articles within this strand, the analytical approach
shifts between all three levels of analysis: micro, meso, and macro (see Table 3).
This strand focuses on personal experiences of digital citizenship, how it is created
through group dynamics, and how social power structures might influence it. In
that sense, the contextual strand encompasses the analytical levels of both the
normative and conditional strands.

Mapping a Changing Field

Table 3: Outline of the contextual strand
Prototypical
publications
Isin/Ruppert
2015
Barassi 2017
McCosker/
Vivienne/Johns
2017
Vromen 2017

Areas of focus

Definition of digital citizenship

There are many ways
to be a digital citizen;
the concept is a fluid
and context-dependent
construct.

“If indeed the premise of this
book is that there is an emerging political subject called ‘the
digital citizen’, we cannot assume that this subject is without
history and geography. We cannot simply assume that being
a citizen online already means
something (whether it is the
ability to participate or the ability
to stay safe) and then look for
those whose conduct conforms
to this meaning […]” (Isin/Ruppert 2015: 19).

There is a focus on
individual citizenship
practices and how power
structures influence
these.
The digital is seen as
ubiquitous, and the
boundary between the
“virtual” and “real” are
typically blurred.

“Digital citizenship, we argue, needs reframing through
empirical research and critical
scholarship so it can better reflect the diverse experiences that
constitute a life integrated with
digital and networked technologies” (McCosker et al. 2017: 1).

In sum, the concept of digital citizenship in the contextual strand encompasses
very diverse experiences of what it is like to live as a citizen in the digital age. For
those same reasons, this strand can be criticized for being too ambiguous and hard
to test empirically. However, one can argue that both citizenship and the digital are
abstract realms that are under constant change, which is why digital citizenship
should also be investigated as a fluid and changeable concept. Furthermore, the
fluidity of the concept makes it possible to investigate new individual participation
patterns and media-transmitted identity building. All in all, the contextual strand
of research provides a much-needed effort to stress the multi-faceted nature of the
concept of digital citizenship, but further efforts are needed in order for it to be
combined with empirical testing.
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Alternative Citizenship Models
Our classification of the three strands provides an overview of the different
approaches to digital citizenship. Nevertheless, in order to better discuss how
the concept of digital citizenship is useful for future research on citizenship and
political participation, it is important to draw on other useful theorizations that,
although they do not use the term digital citizenship, focus on the changes in citizenship in the digital era.
Kligler-Vilenchik (2017) has reviewed several citizenship models, arguing that
alternative citizenship models have in common the argument that citizenship is
changing, partially due to the role of new media. Following the same argument
and as a response to our second research question, in this section we will analyze
alternative models of digital citizenship, which are a collection of relevant conceptualizations of citizenship in the digitalized world. Further, we will make suggestions about how these conceptions can inform understandings of what digital citizenship is.
Similar to the literature reviewed in the previous sections, these models
examine new ways in which citizenship and political participation are being
transformed by digitalization (e.g., Bennett 2008; Loader/Vromen/Xenos 2014;
Rainie/Wellman 2012; Vromen/Xenos/Loader 2018a). These scholars use neither
the term digital citizenship nor any of the search terms used in this review,
referring instead to citizenship generally or creating their own conceptualization
of new emerging forms of citizenship. As such, these authors highlight a number
of processes that are critical to understanding current citizenship and that have
been largely neglected by studies on digital citizenship.
Taken together, there are two main and common points raised by these
authors that are particularly relevant for digital citizenship: the changing (but
not decreasing) nature of current political participation and the transformation of
value structures and forms of socialization and participation.
First, in opposition to what some authors (e.g., Putnam 2000) have claimed,
these authors argue that political and civic participation is not decreasing, it is
changing (e.g., Bennett 2008; Loader et al. 2014). As such, these authors argue that
citizenship practices are going through strong transformations, which are partially
due to (e.g., Vromen et al. 2018) or made stronger by (e.g., Bennett 2008) digitalization.
Second, these authors argue that industrialization and the development of
the Internet have strongly impacted value structures, participatory behaviors,
and socialization in general in Western, post-industrialized countries (e.g.,
Bennett/Segerberg 2013; Inglehart 1977). Post-industrial societies have been
characterized by increased social fragmentation and lower identification with
party politics and institutional settings, making citizens participate more in
lifestyle politics (Bennett 1998; Giddens 1991). Lifestyle politics entail an increased
sense of individual purpose and participation in the form of personalized acts,
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enacted through engagement with horizontal peer groups (Bennett/Wells/Rank
2009).
At the same time as more personalized forms of participation are emerging,
the Internet in general and social media in particular foster connectedness as a
new value and as a new form of social and interpersonal interaction (e.g. Bennett
2008; Bennett/Segerberg 2013; van Dijck 2013; Vorderer/Hefner/Reinecke/Klimmt
2018). Hence, even though citizens are increasingly more engaged in personalized forms of participation, digitalization has made them increasingly and permanently connected to others, in what some authors have called networked individualism (Castells 2001; Rainie/Wellman 2012). This refers to how networks today
are different from previous collectives (such as the family or neighborhood), being
looser, more fragmented and more disperse. Although larger networks can be
fostered, today it is the individual who is at its core (Castells 2001; Rainie/Wellman
2012). Thus, citizenship practices also have to be explored with the individual as
the point of departure.

Agenda for Future Research
The two abovementioned arguments raised by the alternative models of digital citizenship have been mostly left out of the literature on digital citizenship, making it
a clear limitation of this research. Against this backdrop, this section will suggest
a norms approach to digital citizenship, as it allows for the integration of aspects
of the different strands of research together with the alternative models of digital
citizenship presented above.
Citizenship norms are a set of expectations about citizens’ roles in society,
which shape political behavior by prescribing or proscribing what behaviors
citizens are expected to enact as “good citizens” (Dalton 2008). Norms are a socially
shared set of standards that assert what is expected and what is considered normal
within a group or society (Forsyth 2010). By exploring what people and social
groups think is expected of them as citizens, research on citizenship norms has
been used as a tool for studying the changing patterns of political behavior and
for understanding the rise of less traditional forms of engagement (e.g., Bolzendahl/Coffé 2013; Copeland 2014; Dalton 2008). Nevertheless, the perspective of
participants themselves regarding the characteristics of a good citizen is often left
unexplored.
Changing patterns of political behavior can be explored in many ways. Today
it has become popular to study personal data traces on digital platforms to analyze
and predict citizens’ behavior (e.g., Barassi 2017). However, we argue that the
abovementioned citizenship norm approach is more constructive (and ethically
correct). Instead of uncovering a perceived “truth” based on personal data traces,
it is more useful to better understand the situated and experienced reality of the
citizens themselves. That is, how citizens in their given context experience their
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roles as citizens and what they expect from society in general, and political institutions in particular. In this way, possible expectations can better be met, challenges better detected, and political participation better understood. Thus, such
an approach would be an important way to explore current changes in political
engagement, which are fostered by digital platforms.
Additionally, a citizenship norms approach to digital citizenship allows one to
combine the different strands reviewed in this article. According to this approach,
there are certain ways of being a good citizen; nonetheless, and – in opposition
to what is argued in the conditional and normative strands – such a normative
notion is not rigidly defined a priori, being instead based on the beliefs citizens
hold. As such, citizenship norms allow for the exploration of how different groups
of activists, as well as different age and socioeconomic groups, see citizenship in
different ways and how this affects their political participation.
Citizenship norms are not merely individually defined notions of what citizenship ought to be. At a more macro level, a citizenship norms approach allows for
the integration of the impact of the cultural and historical background of citizens
in their participation (e.g., Coffé/van der Lippe 2009). Thus, and given that norms
have been shown to impact the effect of values in behavior (e.g., Bardi/Schwartz
2003), this approach can be a way of understanding the effects of changing values
in the understanding of what citizenship is and its impact on political and civic
engagement. Furthermore, it allows for an exploration of the effects the Internet,
social media, and the abovementioned networked individualism might have on
citizenship without isolating it from offline practices of citizenship or from how
the impact might differ between different cultural and historical contexts.

Conclusion
In this article, we have presented a comprehensive and systematic review of
digital citizenship literature, identifying the different strands making up the field.
Through this review, we have elucidated the multidimensionality of digital citizenship, identified the main – and at times contradicting – arguments of digital
citizenship research, and set up a future research agenda on this concept.
Our findings uncover three main strands of digital citizenship literature:
the normative, the conditional, and the contextual. The different strands reveal
that there are many overlapping and conflicting areas within digital citizenship
literature. Of particular relevance, the three strands differ on their assumptions
concerning whether there is one way or multiple ways in which to be a digital
citizen. As such, while the normative and conditional strands stress ideal forms
of being a digital citizen – such as behaving in a certain normative manner and
having access to the Internet, respectively – the contextual strand moves away
from such conceptions to stress how digital citizenship can be enacted in multiple
ways and emphasizes its changing and contextual nature.

Mapping a Changing Field

Being aware of the large body of literature studying currently changing
patterns of citizenship, we reviewed what we called alternative models of digital
citizenship. These are theoretical contributions studying the effect of digitalization on citizenship but using different concepts that stress the changing nature
of political participation and of value structures in post-industrial societies, topics
that have often been ignored in digital citizenship literature. Incorporating such
arguments with the different strands reviewed earlier, we have put forward a citizenship norms approach to combine and expand the study of digital citizenship.
In sum, this article contributes to the existing literature in a number of ways. It
offers a comprehensive overview of the digital citizenship literature, highlighting
the necessity of being aware of changing forms of citizenship and of being politically active. Moreover, by exploring the alternative models of digital citizenship
and suggesting a norms approach to digital citizenship, this article provides a
valuable effort in combining multiple approaches from different academic traditions to exploring the concept of digital citizenship and new forms of political
participation.
However, the study also has limitations and room for further development.
The fact that the study only focuses on academic journals, books, and book chapters
was a conscious choice, but this can also be seen as a limitation. By including
discourse on citizenship in the digital era appearing in newspapers or the contributions made more recently by citizen journalists, it would be possible to add other
perspectives on the phenomenon. Future research should explore the notions of
digital citizenship these sources offer as a first exploration of the existing norms
underlying digital citizenship.

References
Reviewed literature
The normative strand
Akcil, U./Aksal, F./Mukhametzyanova, F./Gazi, Z. (2017): ”An Examination
of Open and Technology Leadership in Managerial Practices of Education
System”. In: EURASIA Journal of Mathematics, Science and Technology Education 13/1, pp. 119–131. https://doi.org/10.12973/eurasia.2017.00607a
Akcil, U./Altinay, Z./Altinay, F. (2016): “Assessing the Effects of Managers in the
Digital Age on the Management Process of Digital Citizenship Roles”. In: The
Anthropologist 23/1–2, pp. 209–217. https://doi.org/10.1080/09720073.2016.11
891943
Algarni, A. (2018): “Digital citizenship and the role of educational process in its
accomplishment: Analytical Study”. In: Journal of Fundamental and Applied
Sciences 10/4, pp. 1–6. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.4314/jfas.v10i4s.1

25

26

Louise Jørring, António Valentim and Pablo Por ten-Cheé

Alqahtani, A./Alqahtani, F./Alqurashi, M. (2017): “The Extent of Comprehension
and Knowledge with Respect to Digital Citizenship among Middle Eastern and
US Students at UNC”. In: Journal of Education and Practice 8/9, pp. 96–102.
Alturki, K./Alharbi, W. (2017): “Social Media Contribution to the Promotion of
Digital Citizenship among Female Students at Imam Mohammed bin Saud
Islamic University in Riyadh”. In: English Language Teaching 11/1, pp. 80–92.
https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v11n1p80
Al-Zahrani, A. (2015): “Toward Digital Citizenship: Examining Factors Affecting
Participation and Involvement in the Internet Society among Higher Education Students”. In: International Education Studies 8/12, pp. 203–217. https://
doi.org/10.5539/ies.v8n12p203
Area, M./Sanabria, A. (2014): “Changing the rules: from textbooks to PLEs”. In:
Cultura y Educación/Culture and Education 26/4, pp. 802–829. https://doi.org/
10.1080/11356405.2014.979068
Armfield, S./Armfield, D./Franklin, L. (2016): “The Shaming: Creating a Curriculum that Promotes Socially Responsible Online Engagement”. In: R. Papa/
M. D. Eadens/W. D. Eadens (eds.), Social Justice Instruction, Cham: Springer,
pp. 271–280.
Bawa, K./Choudhary, K. (2013): “Digital and Virtual Era: Digital Citizenship”. In:
International Journal of Engineering and Advanced Technology 3/2, pp. 101–102.
Beauchere, J. (2014): “Preventing Online Bullying: What Companies and Others
Can Do”. In: International Journal of Technoethics 5/1, pp. 69–77. https://doi.
org/10.4018/ijt.2014010106
Bennett, L./Aguayo, R./Field, S. (2016): “At Home in the World: Supporting Children in Human Rights, Global Citizenship, and Digital Citizenship”. In: Childhood Education 92/3, pp. 189–199. https://doi.org/10.1080/00094056.2016.11
80892
Berson, M./Sheffield, C. (2012): “Cyber Behavior in Social Studies Education”. In:
Z. Yan (ed.), Encyclopedia of Cyber Behavior (Vol. 1), Hershey, PA: IGI Global,
pp. 1124–1135.
Berson, M./Berson, I. (2004): “Developing Thoughtful ‘Cybercitizens’”. In: Social
Studies and the Young Learner 16/4, pp. 5–8.
Choi, M. (2016): “A Concept Analysis of Digital Citizenship for Democratic Citizenship Education in the Internet Age”. In: Theory and Research in Social Education 44/4, pp. 565–607. https://doi.org/10.1080/00933104.2016.1210549
Choi, M./Cristol, D./Gimbert, B. (2018): “Teachers as digital citizens: The influence of individual backgrounds, internet use and psychological characteristics on teachers’ levels of digital citizenship”. In: Computers and Education 121
(June), pp. 143–161. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.03.005
Choi, M./Glassman, M./Cristol, D. (2017): “What it means to be a citizen in the
internet age: Development of a reliable and valid digital citizenship scale”. In:
Computers & Education 107, pp. 100–112. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.COMPEDU.
2017.01.002

Mapping a Changing Field

Christel, M. (2015): “Presenting My Selfie to the Digital World: Visual Composition for Better Representation”. In: D. M. Baylen/A. D’Alba (eds.), Essentials of
Teaching and Integrating Visual and Media Literacy, Cham: Springer, pp. 119–
145. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05837-5_6
Citron, D./Norton, H. (2011): “Intermediaries and Hate Speech: Fostering Digital
Citizenship for Our Information Age”. In: Boston University Law Review 91,
pp. 1435–1484.
Crichton, S./Pegler, K./White, D. (2012): “Personal Devices in Public Settings:
Lessons Learned From an iPod Touch/iPad Project Learning Innovations ,
Calgary Board of Education , Calgary , Canada”. Education 10/1, pp. 23–31.
Çubukcu, Z./Çubukcu, A. (2017): “The Detection of Public Policy in the Formation of Digital Citizenship”. In: Pesa International Journal of Social Studies 3/3,
pp. 140–150.
Curran, M./Ribble, M. (2017): “P-20 Model of Digital Citizenship”. In: New Directions for Student Leadership 2017/153, pp. 35–46. https://doi.org/10.1002/yd.20228
Davis, V. (2014): Reinventing writing: The 9 tools that are changing writing, teaching,
and learning forever, New York, NY: Taylor and Francis.
Díez-Gutiérrez, E./Díaz-Nafría, J. (2018): “Ubiquitous learning ecologies for a critical cyber-citizenship”. In: Comunicar 26/54, pp. 49–58. https://doi.org/10.39
16/C54-2018-05
Elcicek, M./Erdemci, H./Karal, H. (2018): “Examining the relationship between
the levels of Digital Citizenship and Social Presence for the graduate students
having online education”. In: Turkish Online Journal of Distance Education 19/1,
pp. 203–214.
Gallagher, F./Stewart, K. (2011): “Information Literacy Beyond The Library. Cable
in the Classroom”. In: College & Undergraduate Libraries 18/1, pp. 111–118. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10691316.2011.550537
Gazi, Z. (2016): “Internalization of Digital Citizenship for the Future of All
Levels of Education”. In: Education and Science 41/186, pp. 137–148. https://doi.
org/10.15390/EB.2016.4533
Good, B./Fang, L. (2015): “Promoting Smart and Safe Internet Use Among Children with Neurodevelopmental Disorders and Their Parents”. In: Clinical
Social Work Journal 43/2, pp. 179–188. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10615-015-0519-4
Greenhow, C./Robelia, B. (2009): “Informal learning and identity formation in
online social networks”. In: Learning, Media and Technology 34/2, pp. 119–140.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439880902923580
Hill, V. (2016): “Digital Citizens as Writers: New Literacies and New Responsibilities”. In: E. A. Monske/K. L. Blair (eds.), Handbook of Research on Writing and
Composing in the Age of MOOCs, Hershey, PA: IGI Global, pp. 56–74.
Hill, V. (2015): “New Library World Digital citizenship through game design in
Minecraft”. In: New Library World 1168/7, pp. 369–382. https://doi.org/https://
doi.org/10.1108/NLW-09-2014-0112

27

28

Louise Jørring, António Valentim and Pablo Por ten-Cheé

Hill, V. (2017): “Digital citizenship in participatory culture”. In: A. Stricker/B.
Calongne/Cynthia Truman (eds.), Integrating an Awareness of Self hood and
Society into Virtual Learning, Hershey, PA: IGI Global, pp. 60–73.
Hollandsworth, R./Donovan, J./Welch, M. (2017): “Digital Citizenship: You Can’t
Go Home Again”. In: TechTrends 61/6, pp. 524–530. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11528-017-0190-4
Hollandsworth, R./Dowdy, L./Donovan, J. (2011): “Digital Citizenship in K-12: It
Takes a Village”. In: TechTrends 55/4, pp. 37–47. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528011-0510-z
Howard, P. (2015): “Digital Citizenship in the Afterschool Space: Implications for
Education for Sustainable Development”. In: Journal of Teacher Education for
Sustainability 17/1, pp. 23–34. https://doi.org/10.1515/jtes-2015-0002
Hui, B./Campbell, R. (2018): “Discrepancy between Learning and Practicing
Digital Citizenship”. In: Journal of Academic Ethics, pp. 1–15. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10805-018-9302-9
Johnson, M. (2015): “Digital Literacy and Digital Citizenship: Approaches to Girls
Online Experiences”. In: J. Bailey/V. Steeves (eds.), eCitizens, eGirls, Ottawa:
University of Ottawa Press, pp. 339–360.
Jones, L./Mitchell, K. (2016): “Defining and measuring youth digital citizenship”.
In: New Media & Society 18/9, pp. 2063–2079. https://doi.org/10.1177/146144 4
815577797
Kara, N. (2018): “Understanding University Students’ Thoughts and Practices
about Digital Citizenship: A Mixed Methods Study”. In: Journal of Educational
Technology & Society 21/1, pp. 172–185.
Karaduman, H. (2017): “Social studies teacher candidates’ opinions about digital
citizenship and its place in social studies teacher training program: A comparison between the USA and Turkey”. In: Turkish Online Journal of Educational
Technology 16/2, pp. 93–106.
Keppell, M. (2014): “The Future of Learning and Teaching in Next Generation
Learning Spaces Personalised Learning Strategies for Higher Education”.
In: International Perspectives on Higher Education Research 12/12, pp. 23–46.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1108/S1479-362820140000012001
Khalid, K./Musa, N./Eldakak, S. (2015): ”Evidence-based management in C3 digital
citizenship: The inherent gap of knowing-doing”. In: Advanced Science Letters
21/7, pp. 2315–2317. https://doi.org/10.1166/asl.2015.6262
Kim, M./Choi, D. (2018): “Development of Youth Digital Citizenship Scale and
Implication for Educational Setting”. In: Source: Journal of Educational Technology & Society 2120611787/211, pp. 155–171. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/
stable/26273877
Kirkman, J. (2014): “Building a Culture of Trust”. In: Australian Educational Computing 29/1, pp. 1–10. Retrieved from http://journal.acce.edu.au/index.php/AEC/
article/view/27

Mapping a Changing Field

Lane-Kelso, M. (2016): “Fast-tracking technology integration toward global education in Oman”. In: I. H. Amzat/B. Yusuf (eds.), Fast forwarding Higher Education Institutions for Global Challenges Perspectives and Approaches, Singapore:
Springer, pp. 1–9.
Lange, J. (2013): “Building Literacy through Media-Rich Projects”. In: K. Kennedy/L.
Green (eds.), Collaborative Models for Librarian and Teacher Partnerships Hershey,
PA: IGI Global, pp. 132–144.
Lim, W./Tan, C./Nizam, M./Zhou, W./Tan, S. (2016): “Toward Digital Citizenship
in Primary Schools: Leveraging on Our Enhanced Cyberwellness Framework”.
In: C. Chai/C. Lim/C. Tan (eds.), Future Learning in Primary Schools, Singapore: Springer, pp. 97–107.
Martin, F./Wang, C./Petty, T./Wang, W./Wilkins, P. (2018): “Middle School Students’ Social Media Use”. In: Journal of Educational Technology & Society 21/1,
pp. 213–224.
Masters, J. (2013): “The Loddon-Mallee Cyber Safety Project: An Australian community initiative to nurture digital citizenship”. In: R. Hanewald (ed.), From
cyber bullying to cyber safety: Issues and approaches in educational contexts,
Hauppauge, NY: Nova Science, pp. 193–203.
McQuiggan/S., Kotsurko/L., McQuiggan, J./Sabourin, J. (2015): “Balancing Power:
Data Use, Privacy, and Digital Citizenship”. In: S. McQuiggan/L. Kosturko/J.
McQuiggan/Sabourin (eds.), Mobile Learning: A Handbook for Developers, Educators, and Learners, New Jersey; NY: Wiley, pp. 305–324.
Nordin, M./Ahmad, T./Zubairi, A./Ismail, N./Rahman, A./Trayek, F./Ibrahim,
M. (2016): “Psychometric Properties of a Digital Citizenship Questionnaire”.
In: International Education Studies 9/3, pp. 71–80. https://doi.org/10.5539/ies.
v9n3p71
Ohler, J. (2011): “Digital Citizenship Means Character Education for the Digital
Age”. In: Kappa Delta Pi Record 47/1, pp. 25–27. https://doi.org/10.1080/002289
58.2011.10516720
Ohler, J. (2010): Digital community, digital citizen, Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin
Press.
Panke, S./Stephens, J. (2018): “Beyond the Echo Chamber: Pedagogical Tools for
Civic Engagement Discourse and Reflection”. In: Journal of Educational Technology & Society 21/1, pp. 248–263. https://doi.org/10.2307/26273884
Powell, A./Henry, N. (2017a): “Sexual Violence in a Digital Age”. In: A. Powell/N.
Henry (eds.), Sexual Violence in a Digital Age, London: SAGE, pp. 237–269.
Powell, A./Henry, N. (2017b): “Sexual Violence and Harassment in the Digital
Era”. In: Deckert A./Sarre R. (eds.), The Palgrave Handbook of Australian and
New Zealand Criminology, Crime and Justice, Cham: Palgrave Macmillan,
pp. 205–220.
Ribble, M. (2015): Digital Citizenship in Schools: Nine Elements All Students Should
Know (3rd Ed.), Eugene, OR: International Society for Technology in Education.

29

30

Louise Jørring, António Valentim and Pablo Por ten-Cheé

Ribble, M. (2012): “Digital Citizenship for Educational Change”. Kappa Delta Pi
Record 48/4, pp. 148–151. https://doi.org/10.1080/00228958.2012.734015
Ribble, M./Miller, T. (2013): “Educational leadership in an online world: Connecting students to technology responsibly, safely, and ethically”. In: Journal of
Asynchronous Learning Network 17/1, pp. 137–145. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.
org/10.24059/olj.v17i1.310
Searson, M./Hancock, M./Soheil, N./Shepherd, G. (2015): “Digital citizenship
within global contexts”. In: Education and Information Technologies 20/4,
pp. 729–741. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-015-9426-0
Shariff, S. (2013): “Courting digital citizenship: Keeping schools out of court”. In:
R. Hanewald (ed.), From cyber bullying to cyber safety: Issues and approaches in
educational contexts, Hauppauge, NY: Nova Science, pp. 169–190.
Son, J./Lee, S./Cho, E./Kim, H. (2016): “Examining online citizenship behaviours in social network sites: a social capital perspective”. In: Behaviour and
Information Technology 35/9, pp. 730–747. https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.
2016.1143032
Spears, B. (2012): “A review of initiatives using technology to promote cyber-safety
and digital citizenship”. In: A. Costabile & B. A. Spears (eds.), The impact of
technology on relationships in educational settings, London: Routledge, pp. 188–
203.
Stone, G./Andrew Fiedler, B./Kandunias, C. (2014): “Harnessing Facebook for
Student Engagement in Accounting Education: Guiding Principles for Accounting Students and Educators”. In: Accounting Education: An International Journal
23/4, pp. 295–321. https://doi.org/10.1080/09639284.2014.908730
Thieman, G. (2011): “Emerging Trends in Digital Citizenship in Pre-Service
Teacher Practice”. In: Oregon English Journal 33, pp. 41–45.
Thomas, S. (2018): “Promoting digital citizenship in first-year students: Framing
information literacy as a tool to help peers”. In: College and Undergraduate
Libraries 25/1, pp. 52–64. https://doi.org/10.1080/10691316.2017.1329675
Tomé, V./De Abreu, B. (2016): “Developing Digital Citizenship in Children aged
3 to 9: A Pilot project in the Portuguese region of Odivelas”. Media Education
7/2, pp. 215–233. https://doi.org/10.14605/MED721604
van de Oudeweetering, K./Voogt, J. (2018): “Teachers’ conceptualization and
enactment of twenty-first century competences: exploring dimensions for new
curricula”. In: Curriculum Journal 29/1, pp. 116–133. https://doi.org/10.1080/09
585176.2017.1369136
Wang, X./Xing, W. (2018): “Exploring the Influence of Parental Involvement
and Socioeconomic Status on Teen Digital Citizenship: A Path Modeling
Approach”. In: Journal of Educational Technology & Society 21/1, pp. 186–199.
Xu, S./Yang, H./MacLeod, J./Zhu, S. (2018): “Social media competence and
digital citizenship among college students”. In: Convergence: The International
Journal of Research into New Media Technologies, pp. 1–18. https://doi.org/10.11
77/1354856517751390

Mapping a Changing Field

Yang, H./Oh, K. (2011): “A Study of the Digital Citizenship Standard for a Good
Information Society”. In: International Journal of Policy Studies 2/2, pp. 2–3.

The conditional strand
Altınay, Z./Ossiannilsson, E./Kalaç, M./Başarı, G./Aktepebaşı, A./Altınay, F.
(2016): “Establishing a Framework on OER Practices for ICT Competence of
Disabled Citizens”. In: Turkish Online Journal of Educational Technology 15/3,
pp. 68–72.
Altinay, Z./Saner, T./Bahçelerli, N./Altinay, F. (2016): “The Role of Social Media
Tools: Accessible Tourism for Disabled Citizens”. In: Journal of Educational
Technology & Society Educational Technology & Society 19/1, pp. 89–99. Retrieved
from http://www.jstor.org/stable/jeductechsoci.19.1.89
Beam, M./Hmielowski, J./Hutchens, M. (2018): “Democratic Digital Inequalities:
Threat and Opportunity in Online Citizenship from Motivation and Ability”.
In: American Behavioral Scientist 00/0, 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764
218764253
Buente, W. (2015): “Digital Citizenship or Inequality? Linking Internet Use and
Education to Electoral Engagement in the 2008 U.S. Presidential Election
Campaign”. In: Bulletin of Science, Technology & Society 35/5–6, pp. 145–157.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0270467615624756
D’Haenens, L./Koeman, J./Saeys, F. (2007): “Digital Citizenship Among Ethnic
Minority Youths in the Netherlands and Flanders”. New Media and Society 9/2,
pp. 278–299. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444807075013
Dias, M. (2012): “Australia’s Project for Universal Broadband Access: From Policy
to Social Potential”. In: First Monday 17/9. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.5
210/fm.v0i0.4114
Fielden, K. (2008): “ICT-Enabled Communication in the New Zealand Family
Court”. In: I. Chen/T. T. Kidd (eds.), Social Information Technology, IGI Global,
pp. 190–203. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-59904-774-4.ch014
Millard, A./Baldassar, L./Wilding, R. (2018): “The significance of digital citizenship in the well-being of older migrants”. In: Public Health 158, pp. 1–5. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2018.03.005
Mossberger, K. (2008): “Toward Digital Citizenship: Addressing Inequality in the
Information Age”. In: P. N. Chadwick, A./Howard (ed.), Routledge Handbook of
Internet Politics, London: Routledge, pp. 173–185.
Mossberger, K./Tolbert, C. J./Anderson, C. (2017): “The Mobile Internet and Digital
Citizenship in African-American and Latino Communities”. In: Information
Communication and Society 20/10, pp. 1587–1606. https://doi.org/10.1080/136
9118X.2016.1243142
Mossberger, K./Tolbert, C. J./Franko, W. (2013): Digital Cities: The Internet and the
Geography of Opportunity, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

31

32

Louise Jørring, António Valentim and Pablo Por ten-Cheé

Mossberger, K./Tolbert, C. J./McNeal, R. S. (2008): Digital citizenship: The Internet,
society, and participation, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. https://doi.org/10.1002/
asi.20906
Mossberger, K./Tolbert, C. J./Hamilton, A. (2012): “Measuring Digital Citizenship: Mobile Access and Broadband”. In: International Journal of Communication 6, pp. 2492–2528. https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2010.533571
Poland, M. K./Naficy, H. (2012): “The American Place at Hartford Public Library:
Tackling Digital Citizenship.” In: National Civic Review 101/4, pp. 27–29.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ncr.21089
Ramasubramanian, S. (2016): “Racial/ethnic identity, community-oriented media
initiatives, and transmedia storytelling”. In: The Information Society 32/5,
pp. 333–342. https://doi.org/10.1080/01972243.2016.1212618
Servaes, J. (2003): “Digital citizenship and information inequalities: Challenges
for the future”. In: J. Servaes (ed.), The European Information Society: A Reality
Check, Bristol: Intellect Books, pp. 231–237.
Shelley, M./Thrane, L./Shulman, S./Lang, E./Beisser, S./Larson, T./Mutiti, J. (2004):
“Digital Citizenship: Parameters of the Digital Divide”. In: Social Science Computer Review 22/2, pp. 256–269. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894439303262580
Simsek, E./Simsek, A. (2013): “New Literacies for Digital Citizenship”. In: Contemporary Educational Technology 4/2, pp.126–137.
Thrane, L. E./Shelley II, M. C./Shulman, S. W./Beisser, S. R./Larson, T. B. (2005):
“E-Political Empowerment”. In: Journal of E-Government 1/4, pp. 21–37. https://
doi.org/10.1300/J399v01n04_03

The contextual strand
Adorjan, M./Yau, H. (2015): “Resinicization and digital citizenship in Hong Kong:
Youth, cyberspace, and claims-making”. In: Qualitative Sociology Review 11/2,
pp. 160–178.
Albury, K. (2016): “Politics of sexting revisited”. In: A. McCosker/S. Vivienne/A.
Johns (eds.), Negotiating Digital Citizenship: Control, Contest and Culture (Vol. 11),
London: Rowman & Littlefield, pp. 213–230.
Barassi, V. (2017): “Digital citizens? Data traces and family life”. In: Contemporary
Social Science 12/1–2, pp. 84–95. https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2017.1338353
Cappello, G. (2017): “Literacy, Media Literacy and Social Change. Where Do We Go
From Now?” In: Italian Journal of Sociology of Education 9/1, pp. 31–44. https://
doi.org/10.14658/pupj-ijse-2017-1-3
Cerda, A. (2013): “Internet Freedom is not enough: Towards an Internet Based on
Human Rights”. In: SUR International Journal on Human Rights 10/18, pp. 16–32.
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2399603
Coleman, S. (2006): “Digital voices and analogue citizenship: Bridging the gap
between young people and the democratic process”. In: Public Policy Research
13/4, pp. 257–261. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1070-3535.2006.00451.x

Mapping a Changing Field

Corradini, F./Paganelli, E./Polzonetti, A. (2007): “The e-Government digital credentials”. In: International Journal of Electronic Governance 1/1, pp. 17. https://
doi.org/10.1504/IJEG.2007.014341
Couldry, N./Stephansen, H./Fotopoulou, A./MacDonald, R./Clark, W./Dickens,
L. (2014): “Digital citizenship? Narrative exchange and the changing terms of
civic culture”. In: Citizenship Studies 18/6–7, pp. 615–629. https://doi.org/10.10
80/13621025.2013.865903
Črnič, T. (2012): “Idea(l)s on e-democracy and direct online citizenship”. In: Southeastern Europe 36/3, pp. 398–420. https://doi.org/10.1163/18763332-03603006
de Kreek, M./van Zoonen, L. (2016): “Collective Digital Citizenship through Local
Memory Websites”. In: A. McCosker/S. Vivienne/A. Johns (eds.), Negotiating
Digital Citizenship – Control, Contest and Culture, London: Rowman & Littlefield, pp. 247–263.
de Moraes, J./Andrade, E. (2015): “Who are the citizens of the digital citizenship?” In: International Review of Information Ethics 23/11, pp. 4–19. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11245-014-9252-9
Emejulu, A./McGregor, C. (2016): “Towards a radical digital citizenship in digital
education”. In: Critical Studies in Education, pp. 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1080/1
7508487.2016.1234494
Fauzanafi, M. (2016): “Searching for Digital Citizenship: Fighting Corruption
in Banten, Indonesia”. In: Austrian Journal of South-East Asian Studies 9/2,
pp. 289–294. https://doi.org/10.14764/10.ASEAS-2016.2-7
Fink, M./Črnič, T. (2014): “Digital citizenship as multiple political participation?
Predictors of digital political participation in Slovenia”. In: Teorija in Praksa
51/6, pp. 1284–1303.
Flew, T. (2009): “The citizen’s voice: Albert Hirschman’s Exit, Voice and Loyalty
and its contribution to media citizenship debates”. In: Media, Culture and
Society 31/6, pp. 977–994. https://doi.org/10.1177/0163443709344160
García Galera, M. C./Fernández Muñoz, C./Porto Pedrosa, L. (2017): “Youth empowerment through social networks. Creating participative digital citizenship”. In
Communication & Society 30/3, pp. 129–140. https://doi.org/10.15581/003.30.3.12
9-140
Gleason, B./von Gillern, S. (2018): “Digital Citizenship with Social Media Participatory Practices of Teaching and Learning in Secondary Education”. In:
Journal of Educational Technology & Society 21/1, pp. 200–212.
Goggin, G. (2016): “Reimagining Digital Citizenship via Disability”. In: A. McCos
ker/S. Vivienne/A. Johns (Eds.): Negotiating Digital Citizenship: Control, Contest,
and Culture, London: Rowman & Littlefield, pp. 61–79.
Gozalvez, V./Contreras-Pulido, P. (2014): “Empowering media citizenship through
Educommunication”. In: Comunicar 21/42, pp. 129–136. https://doi.org/10.39
16/C42-2014-12

33

34

Louise Jørring, António Valentim and Pablo Por ten-Cheé

Hernández-Merayo, E./Vílchez-Robles, M./Martínez-Rodríguez, J. (2013): “Interactive youth and civic cultures: The educational, mediatic and political meaning
of the 15m”. Comunicar 20/40, pp. 59–67. https://doi.org/10.3916/C40-2013-02-06
Hintz, A./Brown, I. (2017): “Enabling Digital Citizenship? The Reshaping of Surveillance Policy After Snowden”. In: International Journal of Communication 11,
pp. 782–801.
Hintz, A./Dencik, L./Wahl-Jorgensen, K. (2017): “Digital Citizenship and Surveillance| Digital Citizenship and Surveillance Society – Introduction”. In: International Journal of Communication 11, pp. 731–739.
Iliadis, A. (2015): “The Right to Nonparticipation for Global Digital Citizenship”.
In: The International Review of Information Ethics 23(11), pp. 19–34.
Isin, E./Ruppert, E. (2015): Being Digital Citizens, London & New York: Rowman &
Littlefield.
Johns, A./Rattani, A. (2016): “‘Somewhere in America’ The # MIPSTERZ Digital
Community and Muslim Youth Voices Online”. In: A. McCosker/S. Vivienne/A.
Johns (eds.), Negotiating Digital Citizenship: Control, Contest and Culture, London:
Rowman & Littlefield, pp. 169–189.
Kane, R./Ng-A-Fook, N./Radford, L./Butler, J. (2012): “Conceptualizing and contextualizing digital citizenship in urban schools: Civic engagement, teacher
education, and the placelessness of digital technologies”. In: Citizenship Education Research Journal 6/1, pp. 24–38. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.20906
Kurubacak, G. (2007): “Transformative Power of Digital Citizenship: Critical Perspectives on Culture, New Media and Pedagogy”. In: Journal of Educational
Technology 4/2, pp. 1–14.
Longford, G. (2005): “Pedagogies of Digital Citizenship and the Politics of Code”.
In: Techné: Research in Philosophy and Technology 9/1, pp. 68–96. https://doi.
org/10.5840/techne2005916
Luke, T. W. (2010): “Digital Citizenship”. In: P. Kalantzis-Cope/K. Gherab-Martín
(eds.), Emerging Digital Spaces in Contemporary Society, London: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 83–96. https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230299047_14
Lupton, D. (2016): “‘Mastering Your Fertility’: The Digitised Reproductive Citizen”.
In: A. McCosker/S. Vivienne/A. Johns (eds.), Negotiating Digital Citizenship:
Control, Contest and Culture, London: Rowman & Littlefield, pp. 147–166.
Marichal, J. (2013): “Political Facebook Groups: Micro-Activism and the Digital Front
Stage”. In: First Monday 18/12, pp. 1–16. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.5210/
fm.v18i12.4653
Mascheroni, G./Murru, M. (2014): “Digital Literacies and Civic Literacies: Theoretical Issues, Research Questions and Methodological Approaches”. In: Medijska
Istraživanja 20/2, pp. 31–53.
McCosker, A. (2016): “Managing Cyberbullying: The Three Layers of Control in
Digital Citizenship”. In: A. McCosker/S. Vivienne/A. Johns (eds.), Negotiating
Digital Citizenship: Control, Contest and Culture, London: Rowman & Littlefield, pp. 21–39.

Mapping a Changing Field

McCosker, A. (2014): “Trolling as Provocation: YouTube’s Agonistic Publics”. In:
Convergence: The International Journal of Research into New Media Technologies
20/2, pp. 201–217. https://doi.org/10.1177/1354856513501413
McCosker, A./Johns, A. (2014): “Contested Publics: Racist rants, Bystander Action
and Social Media Acts of Citizenship”. In: Media International Australia 151,
pp. 66–73. https://doi.org/doi/10.1177/1329878X1415100109
McGillivray, D./McPherson, G./Jones, J./McCandlish, A. (2016): “Young people,
digital media making and critical digital citizenship”. In: Leisure Studies 35/6,
724–738. https://doi.org/10.1080/02614367.2015.1062041
Musgrave, M. (2016): “Gamer Girls, Gold Farmers, and Activism in Real Life”. In:
Children’s Literature in Education 47, pp. 161–176. https://doi.org/10.1007/s105
83-015-9265-z
Pajnik, M. (2005): “Citizenship and mediated society”. In: Citizenship Studies 9/4,
pp. 349–367. https://doi.org/10.1080/13621020500211321
Richards, R. (2010): “Digital Citizenship and Web 2.0 Tools”. In: MERLOT Journal
of Online Learning and Teaching 6/2, pp. 516–522.
Sánchez, D. M. (2018): “Concientization among People in Support and Opposition of President Trump”. In: Journal of Educational Technology & Society 21/1,
pp. 237–247.
Schou, J./Hjelholt, M. (2017): “Digitalizing the welfare state: citizenship discourses
in Danish digitalization strategies from 2002 to 2015”. In: Critical Policy Studies,
pp. 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1080/19460171.2017.1333441
Seto, A. (2017): Netizenship, Activism and Online Community Transformation in
Indonesia, Singapore: Springer.
Siapera, E. (2016): “Digital Citizen X: XNet and the Radicalisation of Citizenship”.
In: A. McCosker/S. Vivienne/A. Johns (Eds.), Negotiating Digital Citizenship:
Control, Contest and Culture, London: Rowman & Littlefield, pp. 97–114.
Third, A./Collin, P. (2016): “Rethinking (children’s and young people’s) citizenship through dialogues on digital practice”. In: A. McCosker/S. Vivienne/A.
Johns (eds.), Negotiating Digital Citizenship: Control, Contest and Culture, London:
Rowman & Littlefield, pp. 41–59.
Vivienne, S. (2016): “Intimate Citizenship 3.0”. In: A. McCosker/S. Vivienne/A.
Johns (eds.), Negotiating Digital Citizenship: Control, Contest and Culture.
London: Rowman & Littlefield, pp. 147–165.
Vivienne, S./McCosker, A./Johns, A. (2016): “Digital Citizenship as Fluid Interface Between Control, Contest and Culture”. In: A. McCosker/S. Vivienne/A.
Johns (eds.), Negotiating Digital Citizenship – Control, Contest and Culture,
London: Rowman & Littlefield, pp. 1–11.
Vivienne, S./Robards, B./Lincoln, S. (2016): “‘Holding a Space’ for Gender-Diverse
and Queer Research Participants”. In: A. McCosker/S. Vivienne/A. Johns (eds.),
Negotiating Digital Citizenship: Control, Contest and Culture, London: Rowman &
Littlefield, pp. 191–212.

35

36

Louise Jørring, António Valentim and Pablo Por ten-Cheé

Vromen, A. (2017): Digital Citizenship and Political Engagement. The Challenge from
Online Campaigning and Advocacy Organisations, London: Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-48865-7
Wahl-Jorgensen, K./Bennett, L./Taylor, G. (2017): “Digital Citizenship and Surveillance| the Normalization of Surveillance and the Invisibility of Digital
Citizenship: Media Debates After the Snowden Revelations”. In: International
Journal of Communication 11, pp. 749–762.
Yu, H. (2006): “From active audience to media citizenship: The case of post-Mao
China”. In: Social Semiotics 16/2, pp. 304–326. https://doi.org/10.1080/10350330
600664888

Other references
Bardi, A./Schwartz, S. H. (2003): “Values and Behavior: Strength and Structure of
Relations”. In: Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 29/10, pp. 1207–1220.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203254602
Beam, M. A./Kosicki, G. M. (2014): “Personalized News Portals”. In: Journalism &
Mass Communication Quarterly 91/1, pp. 59–77. https://doi.org/10.1177/107769
9013514411
Bennett, W. L. (1998): “The UnCivic Culture: Communication, Identity, and the
Rise of Lifestyle Politics”. In: PS: Political Science & Politics 31/04, pp. 741–761.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096500053270
Bennett, W. L. (2008): “Changing Citizenship in the Digital Age”. In: The John D.
and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation Series on Digital Media and Learning,
pp. 1–24. https://doi.org/10.1162/dmal.9780262524827.001
Bennett, W. L./Segerberg, A. (2013): The logic of connective action: digital media and
the personalization of contentious politics, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.
Bennett, W. L./Wells, C./Rank, A. (2009): “Young citizens and civic learning:
two paradigms of citizenship in the digital age.” In: Citizenship Studies 13/2,
pp. 105–120. https://doi.org/10.1080/13621020902731116
Bolzendahl, C./Coffé, H. (2013): “Are ‘Good’ Citizens ‘Good’ Participants? Testing
Citizenship Norms and Political Participation across 25 Nations”. In: Political
Studies 61/S1, pp. 45–65. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9248.12010
Castells, M. (2001): The Internet galaxy: reflections on the Internet, business, and
society, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Coffé, H./van der Lippe, T. (2010): “Citizenship Norms in Eastern Europe”. In:
Social Indicators Research 96/3, pp. 479–496. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205009-9488-8
Copeland, L. (2014): “Conceptualizing political consumerism: How citizenship
norms differentiate boycotting from boycotting”. In: Political Studies 62/S1,
pp. 172–186. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9248.12067

Mapping a Changing Field

Dalton, R. J. (2008): “Citizenship norms and the expansion of political participation”. In: Political Studies 56/1, pp. 76–98. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.
2007.00718.x
Dijck, J. van. (2013): The culture of connectivity: a critical history of social media,
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Forsyth, D. R. (2010): Group dynamics (4th ed.), Belmont, CA: Thomson Wadsworth.
Giddens, A. (1991): Modernity and self-identity: self and society in the late modern age,
Cambridge: Polity Press.
Hartley, J. (2010): “Silly citizenship”. In: Critical Discourse Studies 7/4, pp. 233–
248. https://doi.org/10.1080/17405904.2010.511826
Inglehart, R. (1997): Modernization and postmodernization: cultural, economic, and
political change in 43 societies, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Kligler-Vilenchik, N. (2017): “Alternative citizenship models: Contextualizing new
media and the new ‘good citizen’”. In: New Media and Society 19/11, pp. 1887–
1903. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444817713742
Loader, B. D./Vromen, A./Xenos, M. A. (eds.) (2014): The Networked Young Citizen –
Social Media, Political Participation and Civic Engagement, London: Routledge.
Lünenborg, M./Klaus, E. (2012): “Cultural Citizenship. Participation by and through
media”. In: E. Zobl/R. Drüeke (eds.), Feminist Media. Participatory Spaces, Networks and Cultural Citizenship, Bielefeld: transcript, pp. 197–212.
Marshall, T. H. (1950): Citizenship and Social Class: And Other Essays, London:
Cambridge University Press.
Putnam, R. D. (2000): Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community. Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community, New
York, NY: Simon & Schuster.
Pykett, J./Saward, M./Schaefer, A. (2010): “Framing the Good Citizen”. In: The
British Journal of Politics and International Relations 12/4, pp. 523–538. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-856X.2010.00424.x
Rainie, H./Wellman, B. (2012): Networked: the new social operating system, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Schudson, M. (1998): The good citizen: a history of American civic life, New York:
The Free Press.
Vorderer, P./Hefner, D./Reinecke, L./Klimmt, C. (eds.). (2018): Permanently online,
permanently connected: living and communicating in a POPC world, New York:
Routledge.
Vromen, A./Xenos, M. A./Loader, B. D. (2018). “The Networked Young Citizen as
POPC Citizen”. In: P. Vorderer/D. Hefner/L. Reinecke/C. Klimmt (eds.), Permanently Online, Permanently Connected Living and Communicating in a POPC
World, New York: Routledge, pp. 208–219.
Zillien, N./Hargittai, E. (2009): “Digital Distinction: Status-Specific Types of
Internet Usage”. In: Social Science Quarterly 90/2, pp. 274–291. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1540-6237.2009.00617.x

37

