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Abstract

This thesis explores how meaningful the concept of digital citizenship is to young people in
AotearoaNew Zealand. In an increasingly digitaityediated society, the way young people
learnwhat it means to beatizenonline, and the behaviours consistent with belonging and
connecting to digitallymediated communities, are increasingly importabigital
citizenship however,is an evolving concepDigital citizenship arises whethe inherent
compl exi ty ofi ztehnastbrseptsdithahe interfelatimal spaces offered by
digital technologies ands a resulinakes possible new ways of beiagitizenand doing
citizen(ship)practices | n educati on, definitions of d
digital citizen by outlining desired behaviours, dispositions, and skillsch normalie
particular ways of being and doing. How meaningful idealised concepts are to young people,
and whether definitions align withtobeaung

digitally-mediated citizen, has not been fully examined in New Zealand.

To explore how meaningful the concept of digital citizenship is to young people, this
thesis operates at a theoretical junction, drawing upon multiple historical conceptraisat
of citizenship (see for example, Heater, 2004; Mutch, 2005), understandings of discourses
(Foucaul t, 1972), notions of space and pl
practice (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992), specifically notions of capital abdus. Taking
a qualitativeapproach, | conducted focus groups and individual interviews with 28 young
people, aged between 16 and 25, from diverse backgrounds. The resultingedata w
analysed using an iterative, inductive approach to explore youngepéopl m-enaking n g
and ways of being and doing digital citizenship. These findings are presented in four parts
that focus upon the way young people defined, shaped, located, and practised their
citizenship and digital citizenship.

The findings show thatdii t al ci ti zenship is indeed,

P

a

(Vivienne, McCosker, & Johns, 2016, p. 15).

participants, they drew upon their understandings of citizenship to define digital citizenship
ashabitus(or ways of being}hat, along witkdigital capital isembodied through digitalty
mediated practices. They located their digital citizen habitus through their sense of
belonging and connectedness to places and spaces, and they embodied their digital citize

habitus through practices that reflected their lived realities. For these young people, digital



iv

citizenship was a fluid and nuanced process of digialiated, participatory citizenship

practices informed by everyday lived experiences. | argue that,d di gi t al citizen
be meaningful for young people, there is a need for educators to recognise young people as
expertson their lived realities, to encourage reflection upon takergranted digital

practices and spaces, and to highlight thati@hal aspects of citizenship practices online

and offline. While the young people in this study offered definitions of digital citizenship,

creating a meaningful and shared concept requires a-geutric approach that recognises

everyday citizenship pctices and empowers young people taconstruct ways of being

and doing citizen(ship) in digitalynediated spaces.

Key words: digital citizenship; education; New Zealand; young people; young adults;

students; habitus; capital; participation; belongufigjtal spaces; digital practices
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Chapter 1 Introduction 1

Chapter 1: Introduction

The concept of what it means to be a citizen and do citizenship, both online and offline, is
more important than ever in Aotearoa New Zealand. As | complete this thesis in the wake
of the mass shootings in Christchurch, New Zealand on March 15, 2013ytheeople use

digital technologies, how they interact on social media sites, and the responsibilities of social
media platforms to address harmful digital content have taken on greater significance
Bennett, 2019, March 25; Cooke, 2019, March E8)lowing the events of March 15, New
Zealand and France initiated a global campaign that recognises digital spaces transcend
national boundaries anéims to address the way social media companies regulate user
content. Meanwhile, Australia rapidly passed legisn requiring social media sites to
remove fiabhor r e (AssociatedoPressn2019,mari, ¥hilst members of

the European Union had already developed draft legislation aimed at regulating social media
(Sachdeva, 2019, April 11Though scial media sites are now being held accountable for
controlling the behaviour of users through legislative means, arguably there is a need to
educate individuals in what it means to be and do citizenship practices in digital spaces.

Specifically, thereima need to educate young peopl e in

Young people face an increasingly digitathediated future and are situated at the
crossroads of applying 6digital é to the con
their lived experiences, young people require an educational pathway that acknowledges
their meaningmaking and clarifies the messy field of the digital spaces that they inhabit.
Unfortunately, the concept of 0 d(Vigenne a | cit
McCosker, & Johns, 2016igital citizenship arises when the inherent complexity of the
noti on of 6citizenshipéo i ntersects wi t h t
technologieswithin, and through, these digitalipediated interrelational spas, new ways
of being citizen and doing citizen(shippracticesare made possibleYet, historical
conceptualisations of citizens as active participants in democratic communities contribute to
expectations of citizens in digital spa¢ésn & Ruppert, 2015; McCosker, 201%As Isin
and Rupperf2015)st at e, Afany attgmptl atitheensaingg

the historical figure of the citizen before

This thesis begins therefore by exploring the many historical layers of assumptions

and meanings underpizenshgpdthencondepttof uac
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of o6digital citizenshipo. I argue that in t

citizenshipbdb is merely yet another evolution

1.1 The Evolution of Citizenship

Citizenship is not a fixed notion. Rather citizenship is polysemic, signifying multiple
meanings and open to interpretation in diverse sogiral, political, and historical
contexts(Baglioni, 2016; Clarke, Coll, Dagnino, & Neveu, 2014; Faulks, 2000tdtiea
2004; Loader, 2007Historically (see Figure-1), what citizenship entails, and who belongs
and does not bel ong as <citizen, has been a
concept (Isin & Wood, 1999, p. 6). Citizenship has historically encesgaanotions of
community, connectedness, and belonging formed through commonalities of interest.
However, primarily, the concept of citizenship outlines the relationship between an
individual and a politically defined geographical region or state. Withia context,
citizenship is a status that confers rights upon an individual, as well as duties and obligations
of specific practicegDwyer, 2010, p. 2; Heater, 2004)hus, the status of citizenship
signifies not only who is included, but also who islaged from this relationship with the
state. Over time, the notion of citizenship has been political and subject to variation (Shklar,
1991).

The modern concept of citizenship is generally regarded as originating in the Ancient
Greek cities of Athens ang8&rta between 600 and 400 B@eater, 2004)Citizenship was
tied to land ownership (Faulks, 2000), thus conneatitigenshipstatus toownership of
place whilst excluding denizens, or inhabitants, as well as those who could not be trusted
with political participation, such as women, slaves, children, and the eld@a&lyer, 2010;
Faulks, 2000; D. K. Hart & Wright, 1998)jlowever, over time, changing social and political
structures shaped the way citizenship was unders&dtbshugh it continued to remm an
unequally awarded statufor instance, during the Roman Empire, citibgmsvas an
awarded statuased as dorm of social controlover conquered populationhat granted

limited legal rightswhilst imposng obligationsto the statesuch as paymtaxes(Dwyer,

1 Although Isin and Wooq1999, p. §ar gue t hat clai ming, Aithat the West
originated with the Greeks, is an 6historicistd clail
conception of <citizenshipo. T h ey ahaf ghy moted sinilagitiee f or e, t

between historical and modern conceptions of citizenship.
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2010; Faulks, 2000; Isin & Wood, 1999; Pocock, 198ibwever, by the Middle Ages, the

role of the state was diminished, and medieval Europe saw an increased focus on the

i ndividual 6s obligations t owa rhe Ghurthhadohngr mor ¢
with increasing expectations that citizens would practice citizenship through active
participation (Faulks, 2000; Heater, 2004).

A BRIEF HISTORY OF CITIZENSHIP

Ancient Greece

Citizenship status tied to place, withpectations of
political participation for the common goot

Roman Empire

Citizenship awarded by state, provides limited
legal rights and duties and no political agency.

Medieval Europe

Limited citizenship rights due to hierarchical feuc
systems. The focus
obligations towards the community and the Chur

17th & 18th Centuries

Citizenship represents a passive status as an
identity associated with a natieate, with
rights andresponsibilities, including an
entittement to equal treatment for all citizens a
basic right.

1950

T.HMarshall ds Social Mo
rights to include social rights. Citizenship is a pass
status associated wittationtstate, incorporating
rights and responsibilities, and recognising citizer
a member of multiple social communitie

Figure 1-1 Historical Conceptions of Citizenship

Source: Adapted from multiple soura@wyer, 2010; Faulks, 2000; D. K. Hart & Wright,
1998; Heater, 1999, 2004; Isin & Wood, 1999; T. H. Marshall, 1950; Pocock,.1981)
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In the Seventeenth and Eighteenth centuries, notions of citizenship continued to shift
as increasing trade and commerce, a monetised economy, the industrial revoluteom, and
increasing focus upocapitalism contributed to changing social and political structures in
Western societies. Natiestates developed clearer boundaries and citikerked towards
developing political communities to deliver the rights and obligations of citizenship (Faulks,
2000; Heater, 2004). Gradually, and fuelled by philosophical discussions of the relationship
between the state and the citizedividual (Faulks 2000), citizenship evolved to represent
a passive status as an identity associated with a retatg, and thus an entitlement to equal
treatment for all citizens as a basic right (Dwyer, 2010; Faulks, 2000; Isin & Wood, 1999).
This view of citizenshipas a passive status with associated rights continues in modern

conceptions of citizenship.

In 1950, T. H. Marshall posited a new social model of citizenship that focussed upon
the rights of the citizefT. H. Marshall, 1950)Marshall argued that citizerigave three
forms of rights: civil rights, (or the right to individual freedom), political rights (that allow
a citizen to participate wit(mHMashalel9%0p!| i ti ca
Marshall (1950)argued that social rightsencomg s t he ri ght to basic |
and securityo, as wel/l as the right to full\
according to the standards prevailing in s
condition of citizenship, Mahall extended the concept of citizenship beyond the historical
realm of civl and political rights. His contribution continues to influence and direct modern
understandinggDwyer, 2010; Faulks, 2000; Giddens, 1982; Isin & Wood, 1999; Turner,
2001) althowgh his model has drawn criticism on several levels.

Mar shall 6s (1950) noti on t hat citizensh
progression from basic civil rights, to civil plus political rights, through to adding social
rights, has been critique@ee fo instance, Dwyer, 2010; Faulks, 2000; Giddens, 1982,
Turner, 2001) Marshall took a decidedly Anglocentric view, formulating his social model
of citizenship by examining British and European history. Thus, it is argued that his posited
sequence of progrsise rights may not necessarily hold true for nastates that have not
experienced the same historical progression of civil, political, economic, and social events
(Turner, 2001)Additionally, Marshall does not explain the social mechanisms and digisio
at play within society that shape definitions of citizengfiprner, 2001) Whilst Marshall

acknowledges divisions created through social class status, he ignores social divisions such
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as race, gender, and age, which have historically been usedge o#fmenship rights to
groups of peopléTurner, 2001) Instead, Marshall appears to treat citizenship as uniform
and does not differentiate between the different forms citizenship has taken within varied
contextg(Faulks, 2000; Giddens, 1982; Turnerp2)

I n Iight of the above summation of <citi z
we take all this to mean within the New Zealand context? Namely that the evolution of
citizen rights in New Zealand has mot f ol
Although New Zealand is a former British colony, and the citizenship context may appear
similar to that of Britaindés, civil, politi
Zealand shifted from the role of colonial outpost and began toaeitslown identity. For
Il nstance, in 1853 the first New Zeal and p
considered eligible for suffrage was based upon British tradition, which treated the right to
vote as a privilege of trust based upon connectgiace(Atkinson, 2012) Consequently,
only male, British citizens, who were over 21 years old, and who had links to property
through individual ownership or lease, were initially allowed to vote in New Zealand
elections. Ethnicity, gender, and classistatis well as age, denied many inhabitants equal
civil, political, and social rights. Gradually, more groups gained civil and political rights,
al though the honouring of civil and politic

works to resole Treaty of Waitangi grievances (Lunt, Spoonley, & Mataira, 2002).

As a result, the New Zealand citizen enjoys civil, political, and social rights due to
their status. However, some rights are also available to mangitmens. For instance,
since 1975permanent residents of New Zealand, have had political and social rights, such
as voting rights, and access to social support such as free education or welfare benefits, even
though they do not have citizen status. Furthermore, while some social rigtiisasu
economic support, are often restricted to citizens and permanent residents, civil rights, or
freedom from interference within the law, are available to all inhabitants and visitors.
Notably, however, young New Zealand citizens remain disenfranchisddhey are 18
years old, meaning that, citizenship status or not, some are still excluded from some

citizenship rights.

As T. H. Marshall (1950) acknowledges, having a citizenship right does not
guarantee the ability, or desire, to exercise that right.instance, despite having political

rights to vote, a sizeable proportion of eligible voters in New Zealand (approximately 23%
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and 20% at the 2014 and 2017 general elections respectively) do not exercise that right even
when enrolled (Electoral Commies New Zealand, n.d.). Often rights may be constrained

by financial or other considerations. For instance, all citizens may have the right to utilise

the judicial system for redress of a perceived wrong, however, many cannot afford the legal
costs assoctad with doing so. Similarly, those living in New Zealand, for the most part,
have the civil 6rightdé to access the interne
for criminal activities, imprisoned, or denied service by internet service proyl&&rs) for

various reasons such as failure to pay for services, illegal copyright breaciés,

nui sance activities such as sending 6spambd.
find their ability to access the internet restricted due tor tigepbgraphical location
(Consumer, 2016, March Qdlue to infrastructure limitationgndbr due to personal and

familial budgetary constraini®ascand, 2013; Elliot, 2018yVhile New Zealand citizens

may have universally available rights, inequalitieshsais socioeconomic status may impair

the universal enjoyment of those rights (Dwyer, 2010).

While T. H.Mar shal |l 6s (1950) soci al mo d e | adds
conceptualises a citizen who is still subject of and to the natate (Dwyer, @10). Yet
increasingly, legal, political, and social rights (and obligations) are not dependent upon
citizenship status. As political and economic shifts move naiates towards globalisation,
the role of the natiostate in ensuring rights and benefits citizen individuals has
diminished. Many citizens leave theirnatsnt at e communi ty to Al i ve a
in which they wer e n ¢loaddr,e007, p.@Populatioos flonn at ur al
across traditional geographic borders and imtligis gain (and lose) rights and obligations
across multiple traditional natiestates. For many, the citizen identity increasingly
incorporates a range of seklected identifications with communities of belongimgernet
access and digital communiaatitools allow individuals to create new global communities
that challenge traditional concepts of the citizen as a geographically designated political

identity. As a result, individual identification with a natistate is becoming less important.

1.2 Citizenship in the Digital Age

In recent decades, conceptualisations of citizenship have continued to evolve. As cultural
aspects of citizenship have become more important in discussions around belonging and
community, some aut hor s thiazveen suhsiepdd tthoe atdedrrne

citizenship encompasses diverse communities and pra¢ktass & Lunenborg, 2012)
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Recognising the discursive influences upon ways of being and doing citizen is important, as
technology use has become widespread and nexemipiractices have become possible.

Digital technologies have provided new spaces of interaction between individuals, business
interests, governments and other organisations, and governments and businesses have
capitalised upon the opportunities offefedader, 2007)In online spaces, businesses have
coopted O6émoral d obligations of citizen beh
through &6éTerms and Conditionsd for service
moving tavards digital mediation of civ participation and forms of -government.
Underpinning moves towards digitaligediated interactions is the assumption that digital
participation is an available and desired option for many citizens. Potentially, citizenship
participation via digitallynediated spaces may exclude or limit the participation of some

groups, such as children and young people.

Young people have historically been excluded from traditional notions of
citizenship. When citizenship is understood in terms of democratic and political
participation, then young people who are considered too young to vote are excluded from
engaging fullyin citizenship practices. HoweveajongsideT. HH Mar shal | 6s conc
citizenship as encompassing equal rigtitere has been a growing social acknowledgment
of the rights of children to belong and participate equally within their communities
(UNCRC, 1989, 20 Novemberjhich has opened new ways to consider the role of young
people as citizen@Baraldi & Cockburn, 2018; Earls, 2011; Hartung, 20F8r instance,
young people may be discursively positioned
rights, but little agency, and/qositionedas agenti c Od6actived citi
contributing to societyBaraldi & Cockburn, 2018; Hartung, 201¥Yhen what counts as
active participation is often defined and controlled by ad@tzaldi & Cackburn, 2018),
young peopleds ways of b ethewgystheydrdistwsivedyg ci t i

positioned within social contexts

For young people, learning toe and do citizen now occurs in a social context
dominated by the use of digital tewlogies. Access to the internet, especially social media,
has opened the way for new understandings of social interactions and ways of doing youth
culture(A. Bennett & Robards, 2014; Hartung, 201Ypung people no longer have to be
connected to geogrhpi ¢ a | place to join and engage Wwi

communities may be global in scale and offer the opportunity to join communities built upon
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common interest rather than common location. Yet even as technology has increased young
p e o pdcaess 0 information and multiple communities, traditional expressions of citizen
engagementsuch as participation iformal political proceses are on the wane. For
instance, young New Zealanders under 30 years old are increasingly likely to faiblto en
and turnout to vote in general electidiowles, Coffé, & Curtin, 2017)However, young

people increasingly engage in acts of political participation via alternative means, such as
social media. The Pew Research Center found that in the United fhateger people
increasingly use online sources, such as social networking sites like Facebook, to access
news items and information about their soci@itchell, Gottfried, Barthel, & Shearer,

2016, 7 July )For young people, digital technologies haveated new online spaces for
democracy and participation and new opportunities for ways of being and doing digital

citizen.

0Citizenshi p6 andsoieheooaboeseptd oE.MWrkki gi t al
we might concei ve soft héedipgiatcali ccei toifz edrosi hnigp 6 ca
mediated spaces, or perhapeing citizenshipusing digital technologiesmultiple
conceptual i sat imakethisunderstanding & braad coschpbgs digital
citizenship entail civit or democratic participatioonling? Formal or informalpolitical
participation? Is digital citizenship a recognised status that provides wastb@tlined in
Chapter 3, educatiebased definitions of digital citizenship tend to emphasise civil
responsilities to the community whilst ignoring the role of the citizen as a civil and
political actor. In doing so, policies around digital citizenship normalise young people as
agentic and participatory in digitaliyediated spaces, whilst continuing to igndre ¢tivic
and political capacities of young people this thesis, | adopt the commonheld
understanding afligital citizenshipas the norms and values of appropriate technology use

with the underlying goal of developing individuals who can fully papate in an

2'n this thesis, |l use the term O6civicd with regards
engagement encompasses fbrsibilitias ascaimembdriwofaal cédrenunityl. Iqusetthe and r
term O6politicaldé in respect to the formal participati
and informal actions, such as activism, that seek to influence the democratic prooegh thxtra
parliamentary measures. Notabl vy, there may be some o
based upon membership of the natsbate and engaging for the common good may also be considered as a

form of political participation. Ifurtar not e that O6civicsd is used as a ter

knowledge about how to be a good citizen, including knowledge of the democratic process, as will be covered
in Chapter 3.
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increasingly technologynediated society for individual and societal bengfge Chapter
3).

In New Zealand, the concept of digital citizenship is integrated into the New Zealand
Curriculum(Ministry of Education, 2007hrough the Digital Tealologies Stran{Te Kete
Ipurangi, n.ckb). The definition promoted by the New Zealand Ministry of Education to
schools has been developeddryindependent organisation, Netsaémddraws upon the
core values and competencies of the New Zealand Cumic(Ministry of Education,
2007) Ne t s anodelaitlined in Chapter 3focusses on the skills, attitudes, and
behaviours deemed necessary to be a New Zealand digital etiteno overt mention of
civic or political participationIn New Zealand, dig#l citizenship is therefore more about
ways of being and doing digital citizen in digitalyediated spaces, than it is about political

participation per se.

However digital citizenship is defined, embedded in the definition is an assumption
that studentsvill desire, and be capable of, engaging as a digital citizen. By outlining the
requirements to be a digital citizen a binary is creé®egion, 2007) To be a digital citizen
istofulflanddoc er t ai n citi zenship pr aationataltural, such
and e c onomiNetsate201b,Beptemberd@pwever, for those who are unable,
or unwilling, to participate due to life circumstancasd/or accessibility issues,this
definition and binary constructs the nparticipant asd n o t a good <citizen
fuelling the very disenfranchisement that citizenship education aims to ag8redart,
2009) The way people participate as citizens is shaped by emotions and sense of belonging
to communities (B. E. Wood, 2013). Inrnes of the global (and geographically boundless)
6onlined community, t he q u-esediatedospaces provele s as
young people with the same sense of belonging as material local communities, and how this

may affect online participatio

1.3 The Research Problem and Core Research Questions

Weaving citizenship education i nto curric
participatory citizenshigB. E. Wood, 2013)Defining digital citizenship and promoting the

concept through the Ministryf Education and pedagogical resources serves to discursively
normalise particular ways of being and doing citizen using digital technologies. Yet how

does this translate to reality for young New Zealanders who may face accessibility issues
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and other corigints? There is a need therefore, to consider what is expected from digital
citizens in contemporary society, and conversely to consider what young people feel is

expected of them as digital citizens.

Bennett, Wells, and Ran2009)argue there has be@nchange in the way many
young people understand what it means to be citizen. They argue that young people are less
inclined to engage in traditional 6duti ful
engagement. Instead, there has been a shiff ofunger peopl e -t owards
actualizing citizensd, socially aware and i m
sources via digital technologies. This raises considerations about how young people can be
taught about ways of being and doicitizen. Central to these considerations is whether
being a digital citizen is constructed as different to, or an extension of, everyday ways of
being citizen. For instance, is the aim of digital citizenship education to produce civic
minded citizens whare comfortable utilising digitallynediated spaces as tools to support
their performance of 6offlineb6 <citizenship"
Christchurchos Student Vol unt eer Ar my , wh o
community volunteeactions following the Christchurch earthquaké&ebster, 2011, April
8). Or is educating for digital citizenship about encouraging a new way of being and doing
citizen in digitallymediated spaces? If so, how relevant are these constructions of digital
citizen habitus to young people and their lived experiences? If education is to address
digitally-mediated citizenship, there is a need to understand how young people construct
citizenship and digital citizenship, and how they perceive technology shapingiiasiag
and doing citizen.

To explore these issues, | devised research questions (see TBbikal | then
utilised to inform my theoretical and methodological approach to the overall research

project.
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Table 1-1 Research Questions

Core Research Question:
How meaningful 1s the concept of

Sub-Questions: 1. How do young people under st

2. Howdoyoungpeoplander stand Ociti ze

3How meani ngf ul i's the defin
"citizend to young people?

4 Where do young people feel belonging and/or engaged with
* communities?

5 How do young people feel their digital practiceflect the

concept of digital citizenship?

| undertook my research in the months after September2014 general election
campaign in New Zealand, collecting data betw@etober2014 and Jun®015. Doing so
provided me with an unique opportunity to c
the focus had recently been upon political citizenship practices. The 2014 campaign was
touted as one of the o6dir t(Voiesebal 20a7)ahdle w Ze a
interestingly, issues of digital security and privacy were raised repeatedly. A new political
party, InternefMA N A, was formed to Acampaign agains
l i berties and ag &bowles etal.ndl gb)as well aseupoh issaes ofe 0
social inequality. The publication of the bod&krty Politics (Hager, 2014)highlighted
cybersecurity issues and the manipulation of digiaibdiated political spaces by drawing
upon hacked emails from a righving blogger hat indicated collusion between National
Party members to manipulate political conversations online. The New Zealand government
was accused of mass surveillance of its own citizens by Edward Snowden, a former United
States National Security Agency whisbewer(Biography.com Editor2019, January 16
Fisher, 2017, November 28hternational issues, such @ United States Net Neutrality
law which aimed to ensure internet data delivery was treated neutrally, dominated the
internet evenin New Zealand. At the same time, issues surrounding what it meant to be a
citizen in New Zealand were prevalent, with discussions of income inequality and citizens

living in poverty prior to the electiofyowles et al., 2017)As | found during the interviews,
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young New Zealanders were aware of these topics, and it is likely to have shaped the way

these young people (and I) were thinking about tfuggital) citizenship.

1.4 Acknowledging My Positioning as Researcher

As researchers, we cannot avoid inserting ourselves into the research (B. Davies et al., 2004;
Denzin & Lincoln, 1998; Finlay, 2002; Miller, Birch, Mauthner, & Jessop, 2012). Our
various positionings willnform and shape our research aims, design, and implementation

(B. Davies et al., 2004; Denzin & Lincoln, 1998; Guillemin & Gillam, 20a2)iring the
research process, our backgrounds, our current contexts and lived experiences, and our
reflections, shapene way we approach the reseatEmlay, 2002) Our understandings of

the research process as an ethical endeavour shape the way we react to ethical moments
(Miller et al, 2012) It is relevant, therefore, that my reflexivity begins from the outset with

an acknowledgment of the way | approached this research project.

My interest in young people and their use of digital media evolved from the research
conducted for my Master of Arts (MA) thesis (Blanch, 2013). In my MA, | looked at the use
of Facebook foeducational purposes by a teacher and her students, and the impact this had
upon studentsd identity negotiations. My i n
continue the focus on social media and look more specifically at the way young New
Zealanders used social media in their everyday lives. However, whilst developing the
doctor al research proposal, lin tlkedNevweZeaddaod o0 s s t h
curriculum. Yet, when | informall gseansed ed peo
unaware of this concept, and many teachers were either unaware or seemed to focus on
cybersafety concerns, rather than the definition contained within the Ministry of Education

E-learning frameworKTe Kete Ipurangi, n.eb).

Upon looking at the etailed definitions of digital citizenship offered by Netsafe
(Netsafe, 2015, September 16)was dubious whether any one person could fulfil the
idealised criteria provided. As an avid and, | believed, relatively competent user of
technology, I wasevennsur e about whether | coul d meet
Reading the broad and subjective criteria, | found myself confubkv competent do |
need to be in managing ICT challenges? Does the need to understand the languages of digital
technobgies mean | need to be able to write/code software programs? If | stopped shopping

online, was | failing to participate economi



Chapter 1 Introduction 13

e-books and other-media are only rented, not owned by the purchaser, thaésnean |
could not be a digital citizen? If, as a relatively confident technology user, | was struggling

with these definitions, | wondered how those who perhaps felt less confident would fare.

| considered that perhapsiddieageva,s -BJluesh U
European mot her of thr eka tédekingigteals ,i mmiwgarsa ro
(2001,2010)mi ght cal | me . I decided to ask my own
rolling their eyes atnsyet wemraot haers oo fb edrMiusnedd:
definition of a digital citizen. Furthermore, they were unaware of any overt teaching of
digital citizenship at school beyond lectures on appropriate use of the schBohétivork
and the dangers of social media.tAs was an anecdotal and limited indication of the role
of &6di gi toéaithinthe curiicalemlsvasiinferested as to what might be happening

on a broader scale.

Like citizenship education, digital citizenship is woven through the curriculum and
may not be overtly addressed. More subtly, digital citizenship concepts may be reinforced
every time students are reminded about appropriate researdmsite<ite digital material
appropriately when referencing their work. How schools were deliveangerhaps not
delivering, digital citizenship education was interesting, but | kept returning to my struggle
to develop my own understanding of digital citizenship. Furthermore, | wondered, if the
topic is not addressed openly, could the concept ofalligitizenship be meaningful for
young people? My interest piqued, | decided to explore the concept of digital citizenship

further, and specifically how young people understood digital citizenship.

Citizenship and belonging are issues that | have begplgrg with on a personal
level in recent years. | was born overseas to an English citizen parent, and a New Zealand
citizen parent, both of whom grew up in New Zealand. As a family, we returned to New
Zealand when | was very young. | grew up in New Zeaaland considered myself a New
Zealand citizen. Yet, after living and working in New Zealand for many years, | was
surprised to be told, in my | ate twenties,
been born overseas. | began to feel a sendesobnnect from my childhood memories of
place. It seemed that the communities | felt | belonged to, and the connections | had made
through my life, had been judged invalid. If | was not a New Zealander, where did | belong?
I had only vague memories of nife before New Zealand. Yet | was apparently supposed

to identify with my birthplace, rather than with the country I lived in and where | had grown
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up. | felt both relieved and aggrieved when at a later date | was informed that, whilst
0t e c hnitzen bfINewdZeadanddased on parental citizenship, | would have to follow
an application process and purchase confirmation of this status. Whilst on paper the issue of
my legal citizenship was addressed, the sense of disconnect and limbo | felt during the
process lingered for some time. It was this experience | believe, that led me to feel a sense
of recognition when | read of citizenship as belonging, and that has informed my readings

of citizenship with regard to participation, membership, and community.

Similarly, my experiences during my studies have shaped this thesis. My MA studies
had |l ed me to exploring young peopleds wuse
specifically Facebook. From these studies, evolved my theoretlwadigd Springer
Reference book chapter on place and space that has informed my understandings of young
peopl ebds part i-madiatedtspacgBlanchn201d)il lgavetdawnl ugon the
concepts of blurred boundaries and interrelational spaces that | explorethaokehapter
as a theoretical basis for this thesis (see Chapter 2).

Thus, | acknowledge that my life experiences have shaped my theoretical approach
and informed my research design. In maintaining a reflexive approach throughout the
research project, leek to acknowledge these influences upon my research practice and

recognise the role these play as I, and my participantpstruct the resulting knowledge.

1.5 Significance of the Research

Many writers note the complexity of citizensl{gee for example, Bellamy, 2008; Clarke et

al., 2014; Faulks, 2000; Heater, 200@)gital citizenship is equally messy. Nevertheless,

while young peoplebds under st anekploredseforf t heir
example B. E. Wood, 2010, 2012, 2013; P. Wood, 2Q01iBkre is little, if any, academic

research conducted that explores how young people understand their lived experiences of
digital citizenship in New Zealand. In this thesis, | aimatidress the gap betweére

theoretical conceptand the prescription of appropriate digital practidgsexploring young

peopl eds un ddgitalscitizemshig.As ¥igienne fet al. (2016nh ot e, Adi gi t e
citizenship is a highly contested notion .. [which] needs reframing through empirical

research and critical scholarship so it can better reflect the diverse experiences that constitute

a |ife integrated with digital and networked
number of writergfor example, Atif & Chou, 2018; Burridge, 2010; Couldry et al., 2014;
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de Moraes & de Andrade, 2015; Gibbs, 2010; Goggin, 2016; Isin & Ruppert, 2015; Isman
& Gungoren, 2013; McCosker, 2015; Mossberger, Tolbert, & McNeal, 2088bdring

the theoretical comptualisation of digital citizenship, how digital citizenship may be
understood, and how this may shape the practices of doing digital citizenship.

In this thesis, | privilege the views of young New Zealanders as they discuss their
digital practices and eoonstruct meaning of what it means to be and do digital citizen.
Much of what is written about digital citizenship and digital citizenship education focusses
upon shaping digital practices as a way
among tudents. Yet, the voices of young people as users of digital technologies appear to
be absent. | explore the way young people in New Zealand construct and claim their
identities as digital citizens through discussing their digital citizenship practicesurAs
understanding of citizenship continues to be shaped by global, political, and social changes,
how young people understand their roles as citizens, both online and offline is important.
This thesis therefore seeks to go to the core of what it meaysuog people to be citizens

in a digital age.

It is important to acknowledge the temporal nature of research. | completed this
researchas the new Digital Technologies curriculum was being implemented in New
Zealand schools flly implemented from 2020).Whilst the focus of the Digital
Technologies curriculum is overtly skilsased, topics exploring what it means to be a
digital citizen are also suggested and the Netsafe definition | utilised in this research
continues to be promoted to scho@4inistry of Education, n.da). Given that the digital
practices my participants engaged in reflect the ways young people have been reported to
use digital spaces in a range of literature since at least 2006 (see Chapter 3), and that the
discursive context of risknd opportunity is equally resilient (see Chapter 2), it is likely that
the ways the young people in this study understood digital citizenship are not unique and
similar understandings may be held by others. Nonetheless, the digital environment
continues @ shift and will continue to shape ways of being and doing citizenship in digital
spaceswhich only reinforceshe need foe ducat ors to take into

lived experiences in discussions around digital citizenship.

of

ac
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1.6 Mapping the Thesis

This thesis comprises nine chapters exploring how meaningful the concept of digital
citizenship is to young people. |l argue that
define the oO0ideal 6 digital cigdleilzstad l&rgubi t us a
young people make sense of their lived experiences as digital citizens by drawing upon
discourses of digital participation, locating themselves as belonging to digiatlated

spaces and places, and making explicit their meamizkjng through practices that open

opportunities for new interpretations of ways of doing digital citizenship.

In Chapter 2, | outline the theoretical frameworks that underpin this thesis and shape
the |l ens used to expl ore igtlwitizgnshpeFompthee 6s un
purposes of this study, | operated at a theoretical junction, informed by understandings of
discourses (Foucault, 1972, 2002), notions of space and place (Massey, 2005), Bourdieusian
notions of field, capital, and habitus (Boied, 1977; Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992), and
understandings of citizensh(pee for example, Dwyer, 2010; Faulks, 2000; D. K. Hart &
Wright, 1998; Heater, 1999, 2004; Isin & Wood, 1999; T. H. Marshall, 1950; Mutch, 2005;
Pocock, 1981)Drawing upon multipletheories underscores tmiancedcomplexity of
citizenship and the myriad ways of conceptualising what it isetand do citizen in an
increasingly digitallymediated society. | therefore seek to position these multiple theoretical
approaches as the thetcal framework that shaped the development, enactment, and
analysis of this research and | introduce relevant conceptual terms, such as discourse,

habitus, and capital that | use throughout this thesis, in order to give insight into the

analyticaltoolsut i | i sed. This chapter also provides
citizenshipd to indicate an wundemedidgedndi ng
citizenship.

In Chapter 3, | introduce research pertinent to this thesis with a focus &eythe
themes in the I|iterature around young peopl
digital citizenship. This chapter delves into the way digital citizenship has been variously
constructed in the literature, before moving to outline the New Zeatartdxt within which
young New Zealanders are learning ways of be(congjtimensand doing citizenship and

digital citizenship.
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In Chapter 4, | discuss my methodological approach to the research, the contexts in
which | undertook the project and the uking methods of data collection and analytical
approach. | highlight my approach to ensure ethical research practice, the ethical
considerations inherent in researching with young people, and the ethical moments that gave

me pauseand where a reflexivapproach ensures a respectful and ethical process.

In Chapters Five to Eight, | present the substantive findings based upon my research
data. Chapter 5 begins by analysing the discursive cues embedded in the websites, resources,
and definitions that shapithe way the use of digitalynediated spaces is constructed. The
chapter then explores the ways young peopl e
and challenging the subjective assumptions they perceived as underpinning expectations of
attitudes behaviours, and skills. Chapter 5 conc
defined digital citizenship, yet in doing dbey drew upon similar constructions of
citizenship as formal definitions. Chapter 6 explores the discourses that shape young
peopl e 6 smaking @andwagsyfbeing and doing (digital) citizen. In Chapter 7, | move
to focus on how young people locate their (digital) citizenship in places and spaces through
notions of belonging and connectedness. In Chapter 8, the final fincliagter, | focus on
the ways young people are doing digital citizenship by makieighabitus explicit through
enacting digital practices. In this chapter | also explore the alternative digital practices

through which young people offer new concepsatlons of digital citizenship.

Finally, in Chapter 9, | draw together the findings of this study that have looked at
the ways young people are makimganing of their lived experiences to (re)frame what it
means to be a digital citizen. | outline my ceptualisation of digital citizenship, not as an
ideal set of subjective criteria, but as a process of constamiagining and reinvention. |
discuss the implications of working with young people taconstruct the concept of digital
citizenship and makeecommendations for what this may mean for digital citizenship
education through the curriculum. Finally, | acknowledge the contributions and limitations
of this study, and propose further research that may build upon my findings, before offering
a reimagning of citizenship models as a model of digital citizenship sorde concluding

thoughts.
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Chapter 2: Being and Doing (Digital) Citizen: Focussing
the Lens

In the preceding chapter, | provided an outline of the way Western conceptualisations of
citizenship have evolved. Historically, ways of being and doing citizen have eviobvad
considering citizenship as a set of legal privileges and rights associated with membership of
a nationstate, to include layers of participatory practice, belonging, and more personalised
ways of being.The way we think of citizenship shapes the wag think of digital
citizenship A coreargument of this thesithereforeis that digital citizenship is discursively
constructed and reflects the being and doing of citizen(ship) in digital spaces, via digital

technologies.

The purpose of this chaptes to make explicit the theoreticpkrspectiveghat
underpinned my exploration of ways of being and doing digital citizemstdpnformed my
approach and analysis throughout this studythis thesis, ladopted a multiple focus
theoretical lens anddrew upon multiple theoretical strands: understandings of
poststructuralist discourses (Section 2.1); Bourdieusian concepts of field, habitus, and
capital (Section 2.2); concepts of online and offline as mediated spaces (Section 2.3); and
theoretical understalimgs of (digital) citizenship (Section 2.4). These theoretical concepts
do not necessarily fit together smoothly, although the multiple approaches also do not
conflict. Rather, these multiple theories underscore the complexity of thinking about digital
citizenship and the myriad ways of conceptualising what it is to be and do citizen in an

increasingly digitallymediated society.

2.1 Discursive Constructions

At the ooreof this thesis is the way citizenship and digital citizenship are understood within
a socal context. To understand that citizenship, and by inference, digital citizenship, is
socially constructed, we need look no further than the fact that citizenship has evolved, at
least in Western societies, socially, culturally, and historically. Citizpmsicontextualised,
taking on different values and meanings according to social and political cqAtedessen

& Siim, 2004; Lister, 2007b; Siim, 2000)Vithin social contexts, individuals make meaning

of their practices, shared understandings develog social norms around what it means to

de and do citizebare reinforced through the language used to describe practices.
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An example of the way language gives meaning is in the terminology | draw upon
to describe citizens and citizenship. Throug
of beinganddoing, terms which imply multiple ways of being and multiple waysahg.
|l ndeed, the term 6doing citizend incorporate
practices. It is in doing practices that are recognised (or misrecognised) as practices of
citizenship, that individuals become citizen. Citizens theredoeehe site of (re)production

of discourses and knowledge of what it means to be citizen.

Social constructionism holds that our understanding of reality, and the way we make
meaning of our lived experiences, is shaped by our social context and thetionsrave
have with othergBerger & Luckmann, 1966; Crotty, 1998; Gergen & Gergen, 2008;
Gergen, 2012) I n ot her words, citizenship is not
meaning as individuals make meaning and interpret particular ways of beagresenting
citizenship within their social context. Furthermore, language serves as a medium to share
meaningmaking and construct understanding. For instance, the language used to describe
various concepts of citizendépaptisuphtasy odi
shapes understandings of particular ways of being and doing citizen. Language gives the
world meaning, acting as symbolic representations that shape social réBigiger &
Luckmann, 1966; Crotty, 1998; Edley, 2001; GergeGergen, 2008; S. Hall, 199&nd

serves to reflect and construct how citizenship is understood.

Understanding that language shapes reality moves social constructionism towards a
poststructuralist understanding of language as discourse, or practicesotissitute
knowledge (Foucault, 1972) A poststructuralist approach acknowledges the power of
discourses to make possible multiple meanings and interpretations through associated
Al anguakee s {BsDadas 2000, p. 88such as embodied cues tlwanvey
meaning. In other words, meaning is produced not just through the language or words used,
but through the discursive cues associated with, and conveyed through, laf®udg#,
1997) Discursive cues are the contextual markers that guide meanaiking in ways that
invite recognition of particular discourses and particular ways of seeing the (Badklell,
2015; Metzger, 2019) For i nstance, the term obdsedyi t al C
citizenship practices and opens the possibilftyrderstanding those who use technology
to be doing digital citizenship, when oOci ti

Similarly, | anguage wused in digital citizer
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6cybersafetyo, docinvite anausderstanding ofrdigital \spaces as asgy,
and of digital citizenship as involving particular digitaityediated practices. In terms of
digital citizenship, language and discourses shape how citizenship is understood, and how
practices are uredstood to constitute citizenship.

2.1.1 Discourses

Discourses offer a way to explore how beliefs and meamaking shape reality through

| anguage. Foucault (1972) defined discour se
objects of whi@b sbeyr speiak aadip pat GiiHale 0 g u a g €
1997, p. 44)together constructing meaning and ways of knowing (Foucault, 1972).
Moreover, discourses are often unquestioned and become embedded and normalised in
society, coming to appear as common sense and making it difficult to conceive of alternative
ways of thirking (Somers & Gibson, 1993; St. Pierre, 2Qd@)other words, discourses are

the tools of social construction, making possible certain ways of knowing and doing, but at

the same time, restricting other ways of knowing and d@togcault, 1972; S. Hall,997)

For example, discourses around formal citizenship illustrate the-takgmnanted need for

a relationship between natient at e and t he Ol egal <cstatetozendé a
monitor and control some citizen practices, such as interrattravel. However, bringing

into being the concept of the Ol egal -citize
citizeno. Di scour ses, therefore, are never
contradictory sets of practices thaperate to construct, and yet constrain, possibilities and

ways of thinking.

When multiple discourses converge around one object, they form what Foucault
(1972) termed a discursive formation. Discursive formations are organising principles that
connect ecurring ways of thinking and knowing about an obj&anaher, Schirato, &
Webb, 2000; Foucault, 1972or instance, evolving concepts of citizenship have led to
multiple discourses of citizenship, where to be a citizen is constructed through discourses
such as status, political engagement, belonging, and participation. In any particular socio
historical context, different discourses may be dominant, and allow us to discuss citizenship
in different ways, yet all are connected in a discursive formatidribeursively constructs

how we perceive citizenship.
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Discourses are not neutral. Indeed, Foucault argued that discourses, and discursive
formati ons, mu s t be troubled and recognised
multiplicity of discursive e e ment s t hat can come (Foudawt, pl ay i
1978, p. 10Q)For instancediscourses around digital citizenshvere notpossible until the
social context included the digital aspeciqually, discourses of digital citizenship are
historically contextualised througtiscourses of citizenship. To think about citizenship is to
draw upon centuries of western discursive conceptualisations of citizenship and what it
means to be and do citizenship. To think about digital citizenship impose these
discursive constructs of citizenship within a digital context. Further complicating
understandings of digital citizenship are discourses that construct young people as
decomingcitizens, as well as discourses that construct technology psejal/ by young
people, as risky, yet also offering opportunity. Thus, the discursive formation of digital
citizenship has woven in multiple, at times contradictory, discourses that operate to construct
and constrain ways of being and doing in digitafigdiated spaces. Acknowledging the role
of discourses in shaping ways of being and doing allows me to explore the ways that

di scourses operate to shape young peopl edbds u

2.1.2 Discourses, power, resistance, and agency

Discourss often reflect social hierarchical structures. Dominant discourses reflect the
hegemonic sociocultural beliefs reproduced through practices (Foucault, 2002). Discourses
therefore reflect social poweglations butlepend upon the actions of social institas and

social actors to reproduce power relatighsucault, 2002; Weedon, 198Hocial actors

(and institutions) take up discourses and reproduce discourses through their practices in

ways that serve to reproduce the hierarchies within social stegctuch as class, race,

gender, (dis)ability, and agB. Davies, 200Q)For instance, the construction of a definition

of digital citizenship privileges particular discourses of citizenship over others. When a
definition of digital citizenship is promotddly t he gover nment ds Mini st
schools, it reinforces the discursively constructed definition and further reinforces
discourses around citizenship as subjectto the natbnrat e 6s abi | sfvgys t o def |

of being and doing.

For Fouault (1972, 2002), knowledge and power are linked. The ability to exercise
power is the ability to produce what is known. To be able to construct what it means to be

and do (digital) citizen, natiestates must be supported by power relations and dissourse
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that position citizens as subjects of the state. The nataie must then be able to exercise
that power in ways that allow the natistate, through its actors, to name and elicit particular
citizen practices. In other words, discourses make posg#ye of being citizen and enable

the nationstate to strategically promote and elicit particular discursive practices to shape
what it means to be and do citizgfoucault, 2002)

Discourses are the tools through which power, and agency, are exercised. As
Cameron (200lp oi nt s out, Foucault noted that d@Aa g
exercised not by brute physical force or even by economic coercion, but by the activities of
Oexpertsod who are | icensed tpoe odpelfeion e(,p .d els6c)r.
this is because dominant discourseake the social hierarchy seem common sense and
reinforce the social structure kpgositionng individuals and institutions imetworks of
powerrelations Yet , fAwhere thkesistiascpowdFoutctaed & ,i
individuals can exercise agenby enactingpractices that challenge and resist dominant
constructions. For instance, young people are increasingly resisting dominant discourses that
position yout hlenadisendager ramnpoliticgl participatidmstead, they
are choosingo engage in political activism in alternate ways, such as through protests and
informal participation,a recent example being the yoithe d o6 St ri ke 4 CIl i m;.
protests takinglace globally(Munro, 2019; Watts, 2019)n doing so, young people are
exercising agency in taking up particular discourses of political participation and active

citizenship, whilst resisting discourses of youth as disengaged.

Having multiple discoursesf citizenship available to draw upon makes possible
agency in ways of being and doing citizen. For instance, a poststructuralist stance positions
the citizenaspr oduct of di scourses as Osubjectb. /
surrounding thenfrom birth, they become subjects, positioned as subject to, and subject of,
discoursegBelsey, 2002, p. 57)Yet agency means the subject may resist that positioning
and perform discursive practices in a way that forms a new subje¢8viBierre, 2000 In
other words, subjectivity is the way individuals make meaning of the discursive positionings
available to thenB. Davies, 2000; St Pierre, 2000; Weedon, 198tpjectivity therefore
represents the soci al(Wetherelt, @d8x & concept ndlaropr i v a
Bour di e u 6 s habitaspthee ipteérnaligetl, durable ways of being shaped by
experiences and that shape ways of d¢inga c quant , 1992; Wacquant

White, Wyn, & Robards, 2017How young people understand whamnigans to be and do
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digital citizen will be shaped by their awareness of the multiple discourses in their

sociocultural and historical context.

It is at this point that | step away from a poststructuralist discourse analysis approach
to introduceBour di eudé tripartite theory of practic
(digital) citizen. Including a Bourdieusian understanding féld, habitus and capitals
allows me to consider the social position of the individual and consider relationalsasipect
bel ongi ng, a central notion wunderpinning ci
analysisof i el d emphasi ses the relational and al |l
and product of t h(K. Tmomds,a20i50m 41)By ihcaporatiwge r 0
Bourdieuds concept s, I take i nto account th
individual and shared understandings of digital citizenship and what it means to be and do

digital citizen.

Discourse analysis is not incompatible withBo di eués t heory of ©pra
Bourdieu critiqued aspects of discourse analiBaurdieu, 1991; Sayer, 2018ourdieu,
like Foucault, was interested in the way language operated as a tool for power and
domination( Bour di e u,-Cz1e9r9wii 2@ESK Gages, 2018)Indeed, Bourdieu
(1991) viewed language as a site of struggle for domination, where language is an expression
of habitus. Part of the problem is that Bourdieu never clearly defined what he meant by
6di scour sed ev e nused thetarm,tandmach 6f hie agtigue ftdiscpurse
analysis appears to centre around detailed linguistic analysis techfidugsbzse r wi &Es k a
2015) However, Bourdieu acknowledged that discourses opératelation tohabitus,
providing possibilities ad meanings thahight betakenup and reproduced by social agents
whose position in the fieldbs power hierarch
others( K gbzse r wi Es. knathervibfild, the discourses taken up by dominant power
groupsin the field are more likely to become the dominant discourses of that field, and
perhaps of society. A focus on discourses and the way they contribute to norms allows us to
consider the discursive influences upon habitus and the way discursive conssrudtio
capital contribute to reproducing power. I n

theoretical tools in more detail.
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2.2 Ways of Being and Doing Citizen

Throughout his wor k, Bourdieu Atried to un:
peopdreadcssti ces and the cont ext $Webb, Sciiratm& whi ¢ h
Danaher, 2002,p.21) To do so, Bourdieu posited key t
(Grenfell, 2012, p. 2ysuch adields habitus andcapital. Whilst habitus carfe used to

explain aspects of the way individuals practice citizenship, those practices emerge within
social contexts or fields. At the same time, the possession of capital explains the constraints

on the forms of citizenship available to the individuar Bourdieu, the concepts of field,

habitus, and capital are interdependent, forming a relational theory of practice that can be

used to explain the practical world.

2.2.1 Social space and field

Bourdieu envisaged the social world as comprised of relationalesgBourdieu &

Wacquant, 1992; Hilgers & Mangez, 201ble called these relational spaces fields, where

a field is defined as fna network, or confic
(Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 97ach field, or distiat social sphere, has its own

Adi scour ses, i nstitut i ohwhich proadcas &d fransfonml e s a
attitudes (Wabletalr2002tpi2tBewdeu offers the metaphor of field as

an arena or force field of sorts, within whiéndividuals are involved in a struggle to
determine and gain the valued form of cap{@&burdieu & Wacquant, 1992rhomson,

2012 Webb et al., 2002 Although the logics of the field constrain actions, individuals

become socialised into a field and dieyea feel for the game, learning to negotiate the rules

and regulations as they seek to shape the field to their adv@atagght & Hartman, 2018

Hilgers & Mangez, 2013Nebb et al., 2002 Fields are therefore fluid and dynamic, subject

to challengeand transformation by the individual actors within the field. Those individuals

or groups who possess most of the valued capital and occupy high positions within the field

can exercise the most power and will seek to maintain the value of what they held. T
added advantage of wielding this positional
to designate what is O6authenticbé capital o,
2002, p. 23).

Bourdieubs field t heoently Wasquantgacquant & h o ut
Ak-ao] | u,a stderdt 7and collaborator of Bourdieu, has argued for a



26 Chapter 2 Being and Doing (Digital) Citizen

reconceptualisation of fields as a way of «cl
fields has been critilowsangields thare alksndwhege uncl e a
exactly the boundaries between the fieldg lie[ or i g i n(ddas, Kknibp & Skmners ]

2011, p. 22; see also Hilgers & Mangez, 2015; Thomson, 20id8ed, his explanations of

0fi el dé have been dadieurintelcladgingisternimologywithy 6, wi t
social space and social fiellsWac quant & A KHewaver Wacquant2afyles )

that i f we considercatoegaly & parce faiseltd ea D mtoh
space arising when a domain oftian and authority becomes sufficiently demarcated,
autonomi zed, and monopolizedd then It can
frequency( Wacquant & Ak - a &(cihl space 2sdsf thought.of aé the
Aanchor tctwaegoagbd &201Kkp. #3) which contains multiple

overlapping fields where capital is concentrated and distributed within an institutionalised

and bounded space.

As well as multiple fields within social space, Bourdieu further envisioned each field
as divided intosgbf i el d s, shaped by the | ogics of the
internal | ogi ¢ s ,(Thomsdneg2812,.n7dforrinstance| ealucatianiises 0
field, containing multiple suffields, such as early childhood, primary, secondarg an
tertiary subfields. While education as a field holds its own principles, rules, and values,
each suHield will also have its own principles, rules, values, and be{gfenfell & James,

1998) Similarly, it is possible to consider digital platformack as social media sites, as
fields that require individuals to acquire certain capital in order to negotiate the distinct
cultures, rules, values, and ways of being. Within each social media site mayfleddsjb
focussed around common interests, val@ad ways of being. For example, Instagram may
be considered a field, but contains gighds focussed around interests such as rugkend
beauty, photography, celebrity culture, and so on. Each field interconnects with other fields,
and boundaries arftuid. Individuals inhabit these multiple sites of practice and can move
and swap capital between fields. Furthermore, valued capital and power in one field may be
utilised by individuals to gain valued capital and power in another fi&ldright &
Hartman, 2018; Thomson, 2012)alued capital of literacy within the education field, is
also valuable in digital fields, allowing individuals to access and understand information
more easily, and use those skills to gain capital in other forms, sucbras@c or social
capital(Ignatow & Robinson, 2017; Witte & Mannon, 2009)
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The links between fields can influence changes in the values and rules within these
fields. As the need for certain capitals in digital fields has been recognised, values and
discouw ses around young peopleds use of digital
recognition of the role of education as a system for developing valued digital capital in terms
of the skills and competencies needed to use digital technologies. Knowinow t o o6 p | a\
gamed in education can therefore help indiyv
this metaphor, if the field is the game, then habitus is the disposition that lets us instinctively
know how to play the game.

2.2.2 Habitus

One wayto think of citizenship is as practice, or enactment of habitus. Habitus is an

i ndi vi dual 6 osta,8Burkeo& Mullpley,i2818) |t | s -gebteraing st r at
principle enabling agents to cope with unforeseen andahasrging situations . . .system

of l asting and transposable dispositions
thoughts and action@Bourdieu, 1977, as cited in Wacquant, 1992, p. Habitus is the
unconscious way of knowing how to act, the habitual practices which gtayndividuals

across contexts and time. As individuals inhabit a field, they internalise the values, rules,

and constraints of that field; they develop a feel for the game. They then carry, or transpose,
these internalised dispositions through to othetd$, and these durable dispositions
influence their thoughts and actions within those fields. In other words, habitus is a learned
process, shaped by interactions within fields, and that shapes interactions within fields. In
terms of digital citizenshiphabitus is the learned ways of being and doing citizen that are
enacted in online, or digital spaces. Furthermore, habitus is written upon the body. It is
embodied and shown in the way hexidg)yi dualhs ac
through deortment or facial expressiorfgVebb et al., 2002)When digitallymediated,

habitus is reflected in the ways individuals choose to embody themselves as avatars, and
even through which sites they choose to in
t hemsel ves i (bbyd, 200& 2088)yndthey wdrds, hadbitus is made visible in

online spaces through digital practices.

Habitus is initially learnt through socialisation within the family, through
interactions with the familial habitus andiltural capital. However, the interaction of
individual habitus with (and within) the cultural field also gives rise to a form of shared

habitus. In other words, individuals who share common social conditions will internalise
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similar dispositiongBurke, 216; Maton, 2012)For Bourdieu, the shared habitus was

classed, based around access to classed cultural capital and economic capital. However,
habitus can also be understood as a collective concept beyond class. Thinking of habitus as

a shared, collectiveoncept allows us to consider the relationship between field, individual,

and the fAcoll ect i vemdtplgindividuelsvi t @i at adppractut
[original emphasis{Burke, Emmerich, & Ingram, 2013, p. 16@he notion of a shad or

collective habitus opens possibilities for the shaping of individual habitus not just through

the field, but through interactions with others and collective practices within {Bldke

etal., 2013)

The notion of habitus as modifiable through experiences addresses concerns that
habitus may seem essentialist. l ndeed, Bour d
history, it is an open system of dispositions that is constantly subjected toeexpsriand
therefore constantly affected by them in a way that either reinforces or modifies its
st r u c(Baurdieus ®acquant, 1992, p. 13¥abitus is shaped, both individually and
collectively, by the experiences of the individual and the shardelctiok experiences of

the group, providing boundaries for action, but not determining a@t¥ib et al., 2002)

In order to understand practices as a result of habitus, we must understand the field
within which the individual is activéMaton, 2012)Fr exampl e, a young pe]
citizen habitus, or way of being digital citizen, will be developed within multiple fields.
Familial habitus and access to technological or digital capj@dsison & Isaacs, 2018;
Park, 2017)will shape the young persod s i ni t i al access and pract
towards technology and understanding of what it means to be a citizen. The education field
will further shape, through schooling practices and the curricjjumu n g dearaimgyl e 6 s
around ways of bag and doing citizen. With digital technologies becoming more prevalent
within schools, the ways that teachers and peers construct the use of technology will
influenceik ndi vddual eping habitus. The | earned hab
interactions on the internet (or within the field of the internet), the sites where they feel
comfortable, and the way they engage in digital practices. However, through engaging
online, the young person may learn new ways of being and their digital citizéumshaby
evolve as, for example, new sfiblds of sites arereatedand peers collectively engage
with new sites in different ways. Habitus is shaped through sociaiqeztiences buhay

also be learned through training and educatiwler, 1996) Thus, habitus is structured
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by both the field and experiences within that field, and in turn, structures the field through

the modification of practices.

Bourdieu emphasised the relationship between field and habitus. He noted that for
those who have interhsed the habitus of the field, the normed way of being, the individual
finds themselves Adas a fish in waterodo, it
worl d about i (Baurdi¢uf& Wlaagwant,dl993a, p.t127) dather words, for
those who have internalised the norms of the field, there is a fit between individual and
collective habitugMaton, 2012) For example, those who inhabit digitaltyediated spaces
learn skills and ways of being that help them feel comfortable interamtinge. They may
take for granted what 1 s required to comfo

wat er 6 i nh armadatedsppcesli gi t al |y

As individuals internalise their habitus, they begin to perceive the fields where they
wi || nofi b ©On water 0. They wil |l begin to
themselves and those with a simitabitus andnay automatically deem other options as
unthinkable(Webb et al., 2002)Furthermore, it may seem natural that some options are
|l i mited. Bourdieu terms this unconscious su
a r do&a(Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992; Maton, 2012; Webb et al., 2@d@jaoccurs, not
because the individual agrees with the situation, but because the uadivakes the
situation for granted and assumes there are no alternatives. Because their habitus is
structured by the field and in doing so structures the field, the indivislaalight up in the
way the world is They accept the social ordex s 6 n and bec@re @omplicit in
reinforcing social power relation8ourdieu termshis misrecognitiorassymbolicviolence
(Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992jvhere the wlence is not physical, but instead reproduces
the soci al hi er a rgoolpyg oceupychg phivilegyed ipdsigoas tocnaintaim i n
domi nance over ot her s o Horweample theough aymbolic 2 0 0 2
violence, the different power positions occupied by young people, adults, and agents of the
nationstate seem naturaleaclers and studentare complicit inreinforang the nation
s t a texe@isng of power over citizens by acceptipgrticular understandings of
citizenshipand reproducing thegbrough educatiarSymbolic violencehereforeworks to
reinforce dominance by st groups in a field through the doxic acceptahgeless

dominantgroupe f t he oO6natural orderdé of the worl d.
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Ultimately, habitus is capital embodied through interactions thigtfield (Maton,
2012) Habitus can be wused tlonessaggsl(bath actuafidnd w s o c
symbolic) shape i ndi v({OBriema& GFathaigh,a00gm63 and ac
other words, habitus (both collective and individual) can be used to explain the way
discourses shape social spaces and fields, andhlapg collective and individual ways of
being and doing. In terms of substantive citizenship, habitus explains how discourses shape
ways of being and doing citizen. However, B
important. The types of capital awahle shape the way habitus is ultimately expressed
through practices. Just as the value of a particular habitus may vary between fields, so too

does capital.

2.2.3 Capitals

For Bourdieu, capital is fAa resoufaheun(t hat i
1993, p. 69) As noted earlier§ection2.2.1), within fields, individuals strive to maximise

their capital as the possession of valued capital is associated with the ability to exercise
power within that field. However, Bourdieu expands the notfarapital beyond that of the
objective material form or economic capital, to include the immaterial forms of symbolic
and social capital, and the multiple forms of cultural caf@alhoun, 1993)For Bourdieu,

having one form of capital makes it eastegain other capitals, and all forms can be traded

for rewards(Bourdieu, 1986)However, the value of capital is subjective, contextual, and
can vary between fields. Thus, capital will only have worth if it is recognised as valued in
that field. For examlp, the symbolic capital or status of formal New Zealand citizenship
may not be recognised as valued in anotibentry butserves to act aaninclusionary and
exclusionary force within New Zealand. On the other hand, while the technological capital
of knowing how to build and use computers may have little value in workplaces without a
technology component, individuals can exchange technological capital for economic capital
in workplaces that do require those skills. Those with greater skills will, inicdrelds,

gain social and symbolic capital, and the ability to exercise power. As technology becomes
more prevalent in society, technological capital may be more readily converted to alternative
forms of capital. In terms of digital citizenship, capitpt®vide a way to understand the

constraints upon individual practices or enactments of habitus.

Bourdieu outlined several key forms of capifaburdieu, 1986)economic, social,

cultural, and symbolic capitalsEconomic capital, or financial wealth, ierpaps the
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simplest form of capital. It is simple to measure, easy to trade for rewards, and inheritable.
Economic capital can be converted to the other forms of capital more easily than the reverse.
It can be traded for cultural capital in the form ofrinag and qualifications, for example to

gain technological skills (or capital). These skills and qualifications can then hopefully be
converted to further economic capital through vpelld employmen{Bourdieu, 1986)For
example, possession of adequat®nomic capital makes it easier to gain technological
skills. It allows families and individuals to purchase technology equipment, pay for
resources such as adequate internet access, and if necessary, to pay for training in using
technology to increase ik, and thus increase cultural capital in that field. Similarly,
economic and cultural capitals may be converted to the symbolic capital of formal national
citizenship status through payment of fees and meeting eligibility criteria. Economic capital,
however, is not easily converted to social capital directly without utilising cultural capital
(O'Brien & O Fathaigh, 2005For instance, wealth cannot buy social capital, or status, but

it can be used to increase cultural capital, such as skillguaiifications, as well as symbols

of prestige, such as ownership of new technologies, and these may then provide access to

digital spaces and be used to increase social standing, or social capital.

Social capital is, therefore, the resources accruedghhou i possessi on of
network of more or less institutionalised relationships of mutual acquaintance and
recognitonior i n other wor ds, (Boordieneld86,gr2d48jtisp i n a
the social network of connections that provide actiei®e collective economic and cultural
capitals and provides a multiplier effect. Membership of the group allows an individual to
call upon the social, and other, capmtpbssessed by other members of the group. For
instance, in terms of citizenship, s&ccapital gained through marriage may help an
individual gain access to formal citizenship. Similarly, knowing a member or citizen of a
group may make it easier for an individual to access and join that group. Social capital may
allow individuals to accss digital spaces and communities, such as gaming communities,
or even to access new technologies through friends with more access to economic and

cul tur al capital s. Put simply, it is O6who vy

The third form of capital Bourdieu refersigcultural capital, which can take three
forms: embodied, objectified, and institutionalis@burdieu, 1986) Bourdieu describes
embodied cultuflalstcagi tddlspasifili omg of t he

1986, p. 243). Embodied culturalptal is the way capital becomes associated with the
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body, for instance as classed linguistic styles. Because it is borne by the body, embodied
capital i s not Oinheritabled per se, but mu:
individual,andd# s wi t h the individual. However, e mb c
of unconscious traits learnt from family. It is the mannerisms, pronunciations and bearing,

how an individual thinks and moves, that indicate status which is usually classed.While t

embodied state is not overtly recognised as a capital in its own right, it can denote symbolic

capital through association with status. For instance, as a New Zealand citizen, an individual

is a member of a national group. As a member of the natiooapdhe individual is likely

to have learnt embodied markers of that status, such as mannerisms, language, accents, ways

of dressing, and so on, that indicate to others that they are New Zealanders. Within that
national group, variations in embodied cudtiucapital are judged as higher or lower status

and contribute to perceptions of symbolic ca
to power. Embodiedapital therefore, can be used to identify and include, or exclude, others

by making visible dferences(Cederberg, 2015)

Institutionalised forms of cultural capital are similarly limited to the individual and
their lifetime. Institutionalised forms of cultural capital are essentially academic
gualifications gained from the various educationslitates the individual attends. Although
confined to the individual, academic qualifications are objectified and given value within
particular fields. This allows for comparisons to be made and a hierarchy created of
gualifications, which places valuesarpthe qualification and thus the qualified individuals
(Bourdieu, 1986). Once a value has been placed, the conversion to economic capital is
simplified. However, value is related to the field and the application of the credentials. For
instance, while ackemic credentials may hold little value in some employment situations,
they may be of value if applying for formal citizenship to a country where there is a shortage
of that qualification. Credentials become a commodity that can be traded for social

advanage in some fields.

The objectified state of cultural capital is perhaps the closest to economic capital and
therefore seemingly the easiest to grasp. In effect, the objectified state is the possession of
6t hingsdé or val ued c ulst digrtah tlevicgsp lmodks, ,artwsriky c h  a s
musical instruments, and so on, which can be purchased using economic capital. Indeed,
cultural goods become positional goods, a symbolic indicator of the possession of excess

economic capital allowing their purchase,datihus associated with social class status
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(Bourdieu, 1986)However, cultural capital goes beyond mere possession of physical goods.

To gain benefit from cultur al goods the d&hc
and 6consumed pitdl evithie (Bbuedibw €1986). cira terms of digital
technologies, it is not enough to own the objectified cultural capital of computers and other
digital devices. To gain benefit, the individual must possess the attitudes and skills that

provide the desirand capability of using the devices.

Throughout this chapter, | have referred to symbolic capital: capital that is
recognised as valued and that provides advantage, prestige, honour, and privilege within a
field (Bourdieu, 1977; Calhoun, 1993; Moore, 201Ryurdieu defines symbolic capital as
Athe form that the various species of capit
as | e g (Bourdiea 19890p. 17)Symbolic capital requires the expenditure of other
capitals, particularly economic,ey is perceived as holding a value greater than was
expended. Moreover, the conversion of material, economic capital to symbolic capital is
concealed within fithe action of the soci al
that the value of symboli@agpital is takerfor-granted. In other words, symbolic capital holds

arbitrary symbolic value within a field.

Bourdieudbs concepts were wuseful for this
t he way young peopl ebds habi tingssand psacticehaf wn t h
digital citizenship when they inhabit multiple overlapping fields, such as education, national
and cultural fields, and digital spaces. Although Bourdieu never wrote about digital
technologies, his concepts of capital, habitus, a&ld fiave proven useful in examining the
Ainterrelations between economic resources,
in digital spaceglgnatow & Robinson, 2017, p. 962kxploring how young people
understand digital citizenship through auBdieusian perspective provides some structure
to consider young peoplebs possessions of
visible through online practices, their relative positioning in society, and how that
positioning shapes their ability take-up or resist discourses around their use of digital
technologies. However, digital spaces are not separate immaterial spaces, as | shall outline

further in the next section, and this has implications for the way habitus is enacted.
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2.3 Spaces of Being andoing

Having added structure in the form of Bourdi
enrich the relational aspect through the incorporation of a more abstract notion of space and
spacesetweenMassey, 2005)By this, | mean that digital spacemay be structured within

fields (Ignatow & Robinson, 2017)but digital spaces also include social spaces of
interaction. In part, this view is at odds with Bourdieu who felt that focussing upon the
interactional led to overly focussing upon social alpét the expense of examining
common structural relations to pow@ostill, 2008) However, digital spaces asecial,and

habitus is created and enacted through interactions in social spaces. In exploring the way
young people understand digital citizhips it is important to acknowledge that digital
spaces offer opportunities to disrupt relational structures. Networked media, such as the
internet, has disrupted notions of the traditional nasitate based cultural field and citizen
habitus or ways ofding, offering instead opportunities for shaping the collective habitus

through new interactional spad@4vienne et al., 2016)

I draw here upon Masseyods (2005) conceptu
incomplete. Space, Mass@005)argues, isit he product of Spamiserr el at
soci al, the result of interactiormsetwetemeden i
no two spaces will be the same. Interactions between individuals are unique, meaning space,
and the experience tifat space, varies for individuals. Within group settings, such as online
communities, the multiple interactions between group members create multiple possibilities
where fAdi st i nrecxti sttroa j(eMatsosreiye,s 2c000 5, p . 9) . A ¢
under constructiono and always in a state of
conceptualisation of space, online communities may be viewed as communities of
interactions and embedded pr acaddreseUnifon | ocat ec

Resource Locators (URLS).

Space is fluid and constantly under construction (Massey, 2005). Members of
communities create shared meanings and understandings of space and place through shared
interactions and embedded practices. However, this concdprm@fitsspace is not fixed and
compl ete because it is the result of Athe (s
practices i nv(Bddgems, 004y ip.t283Eathhneemier of a community is
interrelating to others, creating multiple spa and places dfeing and doing (Rodgers,

2004) As new members join the community, new interrelations become possible, opening
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further multiple spaces of possibilities in the shared space/place. The community space
becomes a fAsi misdftaarnoe i (tMa sasde) ys & o2l0iOpds,acpe i s fit
point of these ongoing storieso (Rodgers, 2

Space is discursive (Massey, 2005). The way we think about space shapes the
possibilities of that space. Initially, discursive constructions oftaligspaces were as
immaterial, disembodied spaces distinct from materadlged space€Sunden, 2003)

These views were shaped through | anguage
oonlined and oO6offlinebod. Yet acu thdt space idual i s
interrelational, and digital spaces are created through interactions and-lsp&eesn

individuals (Blanch, 2015; de Freitas, 2010; Massey, 206%) instance, as individuals

interact online, they learn new ways of being, becoming ksethn using technologies to

fluidly engage in practices that reflect their way of being or habitus, in multiple spaces
(Crowe & Bradford, 2006; Madge, Meek, Wellens, & Hooley, 2009; Robertson, .2009)
Although digital spaces may provide opportunities &perimentation with identity

perfor mance, as individuals interact and pe
6of fl i ned e mbo(8undar A003)Digital spakbes, iherefares are not fixed,
virtual real ms c otnittaiienseod saesp afrbaa uen dferdo ne nt h e

2004, p. 278). Instead, digital spaces are created and evolve through interrelations between
individuals and mediated through digital tools. In other words, digital spacesyéedly-

mediated spaces

Thediscursive construction of digital space not only shapes understanding and use
of digital opportunities, but also serves to construct users of digital space. As young people
enact ways of being and doing in online communities, they are doing so in alspiaice
constructed through shared understandings and practices of ways of being and relating
within that space. Each young person is at
the interpretations of others, as well as by the perceived history wittialm such relations
operateo (Rodgers, 2004, p. 278). For insta
the embodiment of particular digital capital, such as the attitudes and skills of digital
citizenship, the definition reflects a cultural gralitical worldview that serves to shape and
position the habitus against that criteria as well as against historical conceptions of what it

means to be citizen. Yhedaedspagues opdigiwmlcciizenstspe o f
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practices are therefe shaped by discursive constructions that construct digitaigiated

spaces, as well as notions of citizenship, in terms of particular ways of being and doing.

In this section, | have outlined how a focus on space as interrelational can incorporate
the interactions between individuals that shape both individual and collective habitus and
create fluid social spaces of practices. Incorporating understandings of space as discursively
constructed contributes to understanding digital or online spaces aallyghgiediated
spaces of possibilities shaped by shared sbisitorical understandings. Whilst recognising
digital spaces as digitalsnediated interrelational spaces, | nonetheless continue to use the
terms O6onlined and 0 cefdfglei nehdati m otnHiisn etdh easnids .6
at odds by implying a distinction between spaces, a concept | have just argued against. Yet
it is also important to acknowledge that Oor
meanings through shared dissive constructions of the mode of interrelational
transmission. Therefore, like Leander and McK{@003) | acknowledge common
understandings and choose to use the terms
interrelational spaces are digitallyediaed, or not. In order to understand how digitally
mediated spaces shape citizenship, | turn now to theorising citizenship. In the previous
chapter, | outlined the way citizenship has been historically constructed. How citizenship is
discursively constructeshapes the way citizen habitus and practices are understood.

2.4 Theorising (Digital) Citizenship

In Chapter 1, | outlined that there has been an historical progression and deepening of
citizenship, from citizenship as membership of a polity, towards citgres belonging

and identity within multiple groups (Faulks, 2000; Heater, 2004). Citizenship is polysemic
(Clarke et al., 2014)it has multiple layers and perspectives and embedded within is the
notion of membership, or belonging to a community, whettimtrcommunity is based upon

a shared sense of nationhood, or commonality markers and shared iBakasitsy, 2008;
Dwyer, 2010; T. H. Marshall, 1950; Spoonley, Bedford, & Macpherson, 20@3) there

is still, for nationality and legal purposes, andarpinning concept of citizenship as
connection to, and recognition by, the natgtate. Indeed, Heater (2004) argues that
citizenship is tied to the natiestate, and without the natiestate the concept of citizenship

is weakened. Decoupled from theatst relationship, the rights and claims of modern
conceptualisations of citizenship are meaningless and lack sub§tiater, 1999, 2004;
Joppke, 2007)On the other hand, when acknowledged as natiate related, the notion of
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citizenship reflects theocial contract between the citizens and the state. It incorporates
expectations of behaviour, of duties, of rights and obligations on both sides. For the nation
state, individual citizenship practices are expected to benefit both individual and the
colledive nationstatebased community for the greater social good.

Traditionally, <citizenship has been cons:s
substantive term@sin & Nielson, 2@.3b). Formal citizenship denotes legal membership of
a nationstate, either through birttight, or through statapproved grant. Alam with this
formal status, citizens may also benefit from substantive citizenship, or the mutually
constituted rights and responsibilities of state and citizen. These two traditional forms of
citizenship are not always mutually dependent. Historicallyn&rcitizenship has not
guaranteed substantive citizenship. For instance, in New Zealand, some groups such as
wo men, MUOori, and young peopl e, have histor
the type and level of citizenship and citizenship rightt they have been granted by the
nationstate (see Section 1.1). Even when citizZeargelegal status, some groups such as
young people or prisoners, have been denied substantive rights and responsibilities, such as
the ability to vote in national elections. Despite formal citizenship status, some citizen

identities have been constructed esskithan or incomplete.

Conversely, aspects of substantive citizenship may be granted to those who choose
to apply to reside in a natiestate, but who carry no legal formal citizenship claim. For
instance, permanent residency visas in New Zealand aliewholders to reside in New
Zealand, albeit with limited rights and responsibilities, whilst retaining formal citizenship
of their birth natiorstate. In recent decades, some nasitates have allowed citizens to
hold dualcitizenship, a move that chatiges gegpolitical border restrictions traditionally
associated with citizen status. Furthermore, the multiplicity of citizenship has continued to

develop. There are now multiple ways®a citizen and talo citizenship(lsin, 20L3).

2.4.1 Untangling the multiple constructions of citizenship

| have noted previously that the Western conceptualisation of citizenship is dayeitéd

and developing concept, evolving over time from-gettically defined membership and

status to encompass multiple forms of belog and participation within multiple
communities (see Chapter 1) . Concepts of (

citizenship as a passive status based upon
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citizen belongs and participatesand withtheir communities and has rights and obligations
towards multiple groups or communities (Faulks, 2000; Kennedy, Hahn, & Lee, 2008; Tilly,
1995). In a thick conceptualisation of citizenship, the citizen is actively engaged in multiple
interactiors within the community and has rights based upon membership of groups with
which they identify and have the right to identifyor example as woman, mother, and
student. As notions of citizenship have moved from thin to thick, the notion of
connectednes$elonging, and identification with the community or group has also grown
(see Table A).

The various models of citizenship, set out in Tablef@r comparison, helped inform
my analysis of data as | sought to understand how the young people in thisrefedstood
citizenship and digital citizenship. At the thin end, citizenship can be viewed as a passive,
civil, legal status where rights are privilegéehulks, 200Q) Citizens do not have tdo
citizenship beyond possessing the legal right to be calb#tzen. The political participatory
model adds obligations towards fellow citizens, and the responsibility for citizens to
participate in the political process. In this case, citizémsitizenship through practices of
voting and becoming politicaliypformed. As more rights and obligations are added, citizens
become more interdependent and belonging deepens. The emphasis moves from the
citizenos rel at i-states toiapconeeptuallsation ofecitizanghipi tlean
i ncor por at eial telatemnship with other oitézens is groups and communities.
Citizens do citizenship bybeing citizens who identify with various groups and enact
citizenship practices that follow cultural norms. Citizenship becomes more personal for
citizens and ther are multiple ways adoing citizen. Citizensdo citizenship through their
performative practices and ways of being. Thick citizenship therefore entails a sense of

social connectedness and belonging as a member of social spaces.
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Table 2-1 Models of Citizenship
Hi stori . My Model for
Evol ut i Gilbert (2004) Mutch (2005) Analysis
Citizenship as
. Identity.
.Tthk . ) ] Recognising and
Citizenship Ci t i zen§g peing recognised a:
Social M ldentit member of
Citizen Bel ongi group(s).
Rights Many i den" " Citzenship as
obligati me mb e r Belonging.
sense of Citizenship as group(s)| Affective sense of
and i den Participation in belongingness and
me mb er o f| Decision Making. connectedness to
the righ place/space.
rights; . .
identi ti CFilatrltZiiri]S;
grosup Agency: Citizeng
practicg Particify
devel o] (Mutchds
connect e
Citizens
Citizensh Citizenshipg_s; Public P Citizens
particiFLegaI_andPoI_nmaI For mal s Public P
Rights Public Practice. || aws and (Mutchos
obligati cul tural
pol i ti d
particip Citizenship as Citizens o
good o0f |identityandaSeto] Democrati Citizens
state. Moral and Participa Democrat
Democratic Virtues] d e mocr at i| (Mutchos
Citizengtg . .
Legal St C|St|zens
Privile . . tatus -
Rights a Citizenship as Member sh ClStlzens
. -§ tatus
Thin derived Status. nat_sba.te Mutchos
" - . passi ve;
Citizenship | me mber s hi
. and respo
pol ity

The multiple definitions used to describe citizenship, and the multiple views these
definitions represent, have led to confusion over what citizenship entails, how it may be
taught, and how this aligns with the lived reality of being and acting as anditilzeKian,

1995; Mutch, 2005, 2013; Ratto & Boler, 201A¥ a result, some scholars have attempted
to clarify what citizenship may entail. For instance, Gill{€f04)outlined a concept of

citizenship with four categories: ast&@tus,with associatedights and dutiesas andentity
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with a set of moral and democratic virtueslexgl and political public practicaith shared

rules about ways of being and doing; angasicipationin decisioamaking. This model

was then adapted by Mutch (2005) to clarify what citizenship may entail in New Zealand.
Mutch splits out the concept of the democr at
citizenship: as status; as identity; as ttemocratic ideal; as public practice; and as

parti c(Mptct2018,p.d2) I n this thesis, I have furtdt
citizenship by pulling belonging out as a separate category to reference the affective sense

of belonging and conneatress to place and space.

Mutchos (2005, 2013) mo d e | reflects the
outlined in Chapter 1. Some aspects reinforce the understanding of citizenship as linked to
the nationstate, other aspects lean towards more indalidnderstandings of citizenship.
For instance, the concept of citizenship séatusreflects thehistorical civic model of
citizenship. It denotes the formal relationship with a nasitate that indicates membership
of a national and political communityand has associated substantive rights and
responsibilities. This legalistic view of citizenship is encapsulated in the definitions used by
nationstates to denote who is included and excluded from accessing the benefits of being a

citizen.

Citizenship as @emocratic ideatiraws upon historical Western conceptualisations
that citizenship entails notions of democracy and expectations of participation in the
democratic process, as well as including civil and human rights. Included in this is the
concept of tk right to individual freedomT( H. Marshall, 1950), incorporating rights to

free speech, religious affiliation, property ownership, justice, and so on (see Section 1.1).

Similarly, the view of citizenship gaublic practicealso draws upon the civic mdde
As Mutch (2005) notes, Acitizenship as publ.
and processes (as well as customs, traditions, and informal cultural norms) that guide
behaviour within that soci et glegal@mudiscérsive . For
norms ensure that New Zealand remains a democratically governed nation with laws that
uphold human rights and freedoms. For instance, both democratic ideal and public practice
concepts of citizenship can be seen to underpin Newdehlas r ati fi cati on o0f
Nations Declaration of Human Right§N General Assembly, 194&nd the legislation
enacted within New Zealand as a result. The democratic political community of the nation

state acts to recognise and protect the humarsraftits citizens.
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Understanding citizenship &dentitye x t ends Mar shal |l 6s soci al
as outlined in Chapter . H. Marshall, 1950) |t ext ends the fHApassi
i nclude fAthe right t o ha)yvakhough ngthabtyghe abflitytei n &
exercise rights must usually be protected by the natiate. As people have become more
aware of the multiple communities within which they belong, they place more importance
upon acknowledging their multiple idenéis and ways of being, although these multiple
places of belonging and being may challenge the citizen relationship with the-station
(Heater, 2004)For instance, a New Zealand citizen may-gightify as not only a New
Zealander (a New Zealand citige but also as a citizen of their local community, as
belonging to particular iwi on a pak belonging to a specific ethnic group, as a member of
a church congregation, as member of sports granur as member of a particular soeial
class. As such,itizenship is more than a national identity; it encompasses multiple group
affiliations, including ethnic, religious, political, and social group affiliations. Citizenship is
interrelational, occurring across multiple interrelational spaces. Citizenshgermgty is
therefore the right to claim rights and be affiliated with multiple groups and communities,
and is constructed through the way people practicgaithe challenges and acts that lead

to recognition of rights for diverse groups (Isin & Wo&899).

The way individuals practice citizenship is at the heart of a view of citizenship as
participation Participatory citizenshipemphasises individual agency in citizenship
practices. Membership of the natistate may confer rights upon the citizent bitizens
also have responsibilities to act in ways that will help fellow citizens. There is an expectation
of citizen participation, not only in the democratic political process, but also in the everyday
moments of citizenship (MacKian, 1995) that coatout when living in a democratic
nationstate. For New Zealanders, moments of citizenship may mean participation within
political parties at national or local level, or it may be more local, such as participation in
school governance through the BoardsTadistees. Many New Zealanders participate in
community groups, such as sporting, charity, or social organisations, or in national and
international, activist organisations such as Greenpeace. Patrticipation as a responsibility of
citizenship is about enhani ng t he quality of l'ife for a
communitymindedness to participation in local organisations, from national activism to

gl obal awarenesso (Mutch, 2005, p. 51).
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Citizen participation is interrelational (Isin & Wood, 1999). Memts of citizenship
are created through interrelations between community members, and acts by politically
defined citizens become acts of citizenship within these interrelational spaces. Indeed,
MacKian (1995) argues, the everyday actions that come afrouigh living as a member
of a community, such as shopping or providing and purchasing of services, also constitute
citizenship. Il ncluding these oOinformal d mon
citizenship to include rights for individuals to feelfs, welcome, and able to engage with
their community. Citizenship therefore further encompasses a sense of belonging and
inclusion and a sense of being comfortable in interrelational spaces. As Painter and Philo
(1995, p. 115) state:

If people cannot bpresent in public spaces (streets, squares, parks, cinemas,

churches, town halls) without feeling uncomfortable, victimized and
basically 6out of pl aced, t hen it mu s t b
people can be regarded as citizens at all; oraat,lerhether they will regard

themselves as full citizens of their host community able to exist on an equal

footing with other people who seem perfec

in public spaces.

Citizenship thus incorporates not only rights and regpdities, but also attitudes and

values shaped by public norms. If moments of citizenship are not recognised as such by
others, if the performance of habitus is constructed as not matching the collective habitus,
then individual s wofi | WéBbudied & \Wasquadtal9R)ihe h o u't
everyday interrelational moments of citizenship therefore have implications for the way

people develop their sense of belonging and inclusion within community spaces.

2.4.2 Locating citizenship as belonging to place/sge

Like citizenship, belonging is polysemic, broad, complex, and not clearly defined
(Antonsich, 2010; Halse, 2018Belonging can be both concrete and abstract, based in

formal and emotional relationshigsenster, 2007; Halse, 2018&ormally, belongings

having a recognised relationship to others, such as through formal citizenship. Emotionally,

it is an emotional attachment to place and s
(Yuval-Davis, 2011,p.10) and a fAndeep e motuvabDawas| 200eped of p
215, as cited in Halse, 2018, p. 7). In Bourdieusian terms, emotional belonging is akin to the

congruence between individual and coll ective
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(Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992). Belonging as dzeh is to identify, and be identified, as a
member of a communityformally and/or emotionallfCalhoun, 1999; Conover, 1995;
Yarwood, 2014; YuvaDavis, 2011)

Hence, belonging is about being connected to place and space, where place is space
made meanigful (Horton & Kraftl, 2013; Leach, 2002; Massey, 200&pnnections to
place grow over time, through experiences and memories that become emotionally
associated with place as nostalgddhmed, 2000; Antonsich, 2010; Brah, 1996; Fenster,
2007) Antonsich 01 0) describes this emotional sens
bel ongingnessao. Nostalgic meaning, al ong w
located in place, such as relatives, strengthens the emotional connection and place
belongingnesgAntonsich, 2010; Benson & Jackson, 2012) The sense of f eel
therefore represents the way place is given
space of familiarityo (Antonsich, 2010, p.
individual meaningmaking of affective or emotional responses that strengthen attachment
to place (Ahmed, 2000; Antonsich, 2010). Place and space thus locate belonging within

social contexts.

Belonging is spatial and political. Like Bourdieu (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992),
Yuval-Davis (2011) conceptualises social spaces as structured thpowggr relatiors.
YuvalDavi s (2011, p . 13) notes that I ndi vidu
relati onso made up of intersecting soci al di
division based, for instance, on class, gender,agisthnicity. For individuals, some social
di visions wil|l i mpact wupon fetrhseiarr osupnedc itfhiecm
than others (YuvaDavis, 2011, p. 9). For instance, within the larger societal context, age
positions young people relative to adults. Within the context ofrelgéed peers, other
divisions, such as ethnicity, clasand genderalso position the young person. How
individuals make sense of their positioning and lived experiences within that positioning

will shape their sense of belonging.

Each social positioning is valued differently within different contexts, depending
upon tihhd @soower ax e s 6 patibularcamtexs (Ywval-Ravig 2004).t hi n
However, individuals can move along poveetes, and become newly positioned.
Positionalitesaré o f t en f | ui d adDavis,Q@lh p.43.Fa thdance,Yfa v a |

young person gains increased access to digital technologies in the home, they may be able
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to leverage this access to increase their digital literacy skills, and potentially improve
employment chances in a field that values these skills. Gaining employment may then result
in a young person shifting from a positioning as a school student/child, to a positioning as a
young employed adult, accompanied by a subsequent change in socioecstaius.
Nonetheless, this positioning may intersect with other positionalities, such as age, gender,
ethnicity,and(dis)ability, which affect the overall positioning of the individual in the power
axes. Recognising the effects of positionalities adlas to recognise relational aspects of
belonging through the way individuals identify, and are identified, as citizens belonging to

social divisions.

Bel onging is social; it Anecessarily invec
develops as individug make meaning of shared practices within community sfiasaech,
2002) Repeated practices become symbolic rituals of meaning that help individuals develop
a sense of familiarity and belongir{§enster, 2007each, 2002). In other words, as
individuals become familiar with and understand the norms of the community, there is a
growing match of habitus between individual and collective, and a developing sense of
belonging and connection to the communiuval-Davis, 2006, 2011). Furthermore,
A ¢ 0 mmu sametlying made and experiendebughp ar t i ci pati ono [ ori gi
(OrtonJdohnson, 2014, p. 151) Communi ti es become finetworKks
2007, p. 250), where individuals have a shared sense of being and doing created through the
perfaomance of a shared or collective habitus within interrelational spaces (Halse, 2018;
OrtonJohnson, 2014). For example, different social media platforms require different
practices and performances of habitus. Beiwipital citizen on Facebook, with uniited
post length, requires different practices than baitigital citizen on Twitter where postings
are limited in length, and different practices on Instagram, where posts are based around
visual imagery. Belonging is therefore a reflexive performanfdeabitus across different

social spaces (Yuvdbavis, 2011).

2.4.3 Enacting citizenship as practice and process

While citizenship is often understood as status, or membership, citizenship is the result of
enacted practices, the outcome of performed haf@iaske et al., 2014; Pykett, Saward, &

Schaefer, 2010}t is through the claiming of substantive rights and the fulfilling of citizen
obligations that citizens do the nAsocial, ¢

constitute citizenship (Isin & MIson, 2013, p. 17). It is througldoingcitizenship practices,
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such as voting, t(Bia&Niesen, 2013;dPgkettrateald, 2040) dtherz e n s
words, what it means to be citizen moves beyond the legal status of formal citizenship,
beyondthe rights and responsibilities of substantive citizenship, to includeldimg of
citizenship practices (Isin & Nielson, 28h). Citizens learn the norms of being citizen by
following the practices of collective citizen habitus in their context.d®yng citizen
practices within different contexts, citizens shape their citizen habitus. Isii)(26jues

that this learning of practices shows citizenship values are learned and not inherited.

It can be argued then that citizenship develops through evergiddipnal practices
(MacKian, 1995; Painter & Philo, 1995; Pykett et al., 2010; Yarwood, 2@&&1Yarwood
(2014) not es, Acitizenship provides a way
political and soci al sst thraugh engagmgirodaily ptualiste 4 9 ) .
practices of citizenship and making sense of their lived experiences, individuals come to
understand themselves as citizens in relation to other people and place/space. For instance,
young people may be encouragedparticipate in youtltouncils yetbe excluded from
policy |l evel decisions that will affect you
be encouraged to participate as economic citizens through employment in public spaces,
such as shopping mallget treated with suspicion or excluded when trying to access the
same public spaces for recreational purposes. As a result, young peoplsomsaye
inconsistent or negative discourses about their rights and practices as an indication of their
status asitizen. The concept of citizenship is always changing as individuals make meaning

of their experiences of doing citizenship.

For the most part, when we conceptualise citizenship the focus is on the agentic actor
performing moments of citizenship whilersiructing their citizen habitus. Howevésin
and Nielsen (2013rgue for a focus upon the deed rather than the individual, upon the act
rather than the actor. It is acts of citizenship, they argue, that produce new subjects, new
beings, and new ways bking. In other words, it is what is done that creates the citizen
subject. Through acts of citizenship that challenge the norms of citizenship, citizens create

new ways of doing citizen and produce new citizen subjects (Isin & Nielsong2013

Similarly, Asen (2004) argues thatf ocusi ng on what counts a
obscures the ways citizens practiitzenship andends itself to a narrow focus evaluating
previously decided acts. For instance, defining digital citizenship, anccatiats as digital

citizenship, prescribes fia set of activitie
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alternative practices of digitaitizenship. Asen argues therefore, for a reorientation from
owhat 6 t o O0howo6 ,a inde he elains ltangeptualses eitizenship asda
process of doing that enables individual agency in citizenship pracamesprovides
opportunities for creative and alternative expressions of citizenship. What then does this

mean when new digitallynediated cotexts are available in which to practice citizenship?

2.4.4 Constructing digitally -mediated citizenship

Technological and political developments have complicated notions of citizenship as
connection and membership. Politically, globalisation and the abilitgifi@aens to easily
move beyond gegpolitical borders and swap formal citizen allegiance has weakened citizen
ties to the gegolitical nationstate. Digital technologies, such as the internet and the
development of social media, have further challeng¢idm® of communities connected to
place such as allowing individuals to join geographiediiyerse communities that are based

around shared norms and interests yet located in digitadlyiated spaces.

As the internet has opened new spaces of citizensévp,ways of being and doing
citizenship have been made possible. As a result, a new way of thinking about citizenship
that accounts for citizenship practicesindigitaile di at ed spaces has been
citizedawbvebd, thei giotailobn ctihtatzemds hi p is diff
false distinction given that digital spaces are always anchored in the material and mediated
through digital technologie@lanch, 2015) Rat her , 6onlined spaces
digitally-mediated interrelational spaces where citizens perform citizenship practices
(Blanch, 2015; Massey, 20Q03s | explored previously in Section 2[Hgital citizenship
therefore, may be reconceptualised as digiadbdiated citizenshigmportantly, low we

think of citizenship shapes the way we think about digital citizenship.

Each notion of citizenship gives rise to particular constructions of digital citizenship.
If citizenship is viewed as a formal status that privileges rights and duties that may be taught,
then technology becomes a tool that may be used to enable digiedivated citizenship
educationSelwyn, 2007)In the same way formal citizenship denotes the right and ability
to be present in place and spamedwithin this model, access to technologyd digitally
mediated spacesmesymbolic capital denoting status. Furthermore, even though digitally
mediated spaces are not necessarily tied to apghtical place, they potentially carry

similar judicial rights and obligations for citizens as phgbispaces. Indeed, digitally
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mediated spaces may prompt natgtates to make judicial amendments or draft new laws
to aid the enforcement of rights and obligatighBnistry of Justice, n.d.; Tingedwards,

n.d.) Nonetheless, while a model of digital zénship as status may imply a right to access
digitally-mediated spaces, there is currently no obligation for natiates to provide access
and similarly no obligation on citizens to become proficient in the use of technologies.

Digital citizenship basedn a thin understanding of status is about access, not practice.

The civic participatory model of citizenship, however, incorporates expectations of
political participation alongside rights and other responsibilities to society. Extrapolating
this notionof citizenship to encompass digital citizenship gives rise to expected behaviours
of digital participation in terms of frequency and access. For instdfussberger, Tolbert,
et al. (2008buse a participatory notion of citizenship to discuss digitateitship as a
citizenship practice. When viewed as practice, digital citizenship involves accessing and
utilising digital capitals, such as technology, frequently in ways that enhance political and
economic participatioMossberger, Tolbert, et al., 2008lYith an emphasis on frequency
and effective use, a participatory model of digital citizenship is about access, presence in

digitally-me di at ed spaces, and o6effectivebd partic

On the other hand, drawing upon the somaldel of citizenship, with its emphasis
on belonging, gives rise to a thicker conceptualisation of digital citizenship that incorporates
relational aspects such as connectedness. A social conception of digital citizenship
acknowledges the interrelationalspects of digitalymediated spaces that encourage
interpersonal connections and networks. Furthermore, underpinning social model
conceptualisations of digital citizenship are expectations of participatory attitudes,
behaviours, and skills. In other wor@dssocial model conceptualisation of digital citizenship
Is about ways of being and doing that reflect a digital citizen habitus through the embodiment
of digital capital such as skills. In the same way that the social model of citizenship
acknowledges irerrelational spaces of doing citizen, digitathediated spaces offer new

spaces to be a connected digitatigdiated citizen.
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Figure 2-1 Conceptualising Digital Citizenship

| have, inFigure 21, drawn these initial understandings together to visualise my
initial conceptual thinking around digital citizenship. Although Figuré 8utlines the
multi-layered aspect of citizenship, and the way digitelgdiated spaces offer new
opportunites for a digitallymediated citizenship, this is not enough to explain the way
digital citizenship is understood by young people. Part of the complexity of citizenship is
that multiple models of citizensh{putlined in Table 2.1provide competing discoses as
to ways of being and doing citizenship that
citizenship. In this thesis, | explore digital citizenship as a way of practicing and
understanding citizenship in a digitailyediated, globally connectedaety in order to

understand how meaningful the concept is for young people. As such, | move between using
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6citizenshipbdb to denote performances of ci't
to denote performances specific to digitaidiatedspaces, and (digital) citizenship to

reflect the concept that digital citizenshipncompasse<itizenship practices that
transmediate across spaces.

25 Young People as 6Becomingd Citizens

Social constructions of young people shape the way young people actegkip be and do
citizen. Young people are discursively cons
as they transition to adulthoddister, 2007c; Valentine, Skelton, & Chambers, 1998y

are positiaadmed 6ad héoopgmh ntopheogysesuach @e O6ch
peopl ed, 6adol escent so, 6yout ho, and o6youn
historically construct young people within categories which are given variable meanings
depending upon contefiVhite et al., 2017)Commonly, these terms are read as implying
chronological age bands, yet these may overlap (see T&?)leFdr instance, the United

Nati ons Convention on the Rights of the Chi
18 years and youngdtJNCRC, 1989,20 November) déadol escenc-#896 vari
years, sometimes through to 25 ye@sirtis, 2015) and the World Health Organisation
variously describes 0yo2udn gy eaadrusl,t hoéoyooduét habs aas
24 years, and plhed tes m pPplowidgean®boridiHealtls e a g e
Organisation: Regional Office for SouHast Asia, 2019)see Table 2). Often terms like

6chil do, 6adol escent 0, or o6youthd are probl
young people asnmature when judged against biological developmental crier@ut &

James, 2015; White et al., 201%) other words, young people are socially positioned as
lessthan,indef i ci t | or |l acking when compared to
stage perceived as pealult is a transitional social process, where young people are
positioned against adulthopdmplying subsequent poweanequalities(G. Jones, 2009;

White et al., 2017)

Positioning young people @secoming citizerdreflects nuancednderstandings of
citizenship as more than formal or legal status. As citizens, young people occupy a liminal
space: formal citizens in status, yet socially constructed as cHizanaking, or
decoming citizens (Kennelly, 2011; Third & Collin,2016; Yarwood, 2014)Under
UNCRC provisions, which have been ratified by New Zealand, young people are recognised
as competent, agentic individuals with riglitgNCRC, 1989, 20 NovemberHowever,
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whilst a young person may be a formal citizen from bintlierms of legal status through
birth-right or formal grant, substantive citizenship or the right to claim rights, is conferred

at multiple chronological points in time. For instance, young people have the right to be
employed and participate economicatiysociety from a young age. Regardless of age, they
must register as taxpayers, but do not gain legal protection for minimum pay rates until they
are 16 years ol@Government Information Services, 201@nd cannot participate in the
electoral vote until8 years of age. Each additive substantive right constructs the way young
people are expected to participate as citizens and serves to reinforce constructions of young
people as neyet full citizens, as claimants of rights with responsibilities to thee staut

with limited participation and representation in the political arena.

Young people therefore receive competing discursive messages about what it is to
be a citizen based upon age and presumptions of competence. They may be constructed and
expectedto perform as either active, participatory agents, or alternatively passive and
dependent members of the commurityster, 2007c) However, for young people to be
recognised as active citizens, they must first be recognised as holding legitimate rights
within society, as well as be considered competent and capélagency and active
participation(Lister, 2007c) Nonetheless, as Lister (2007c) argu&#jzenship as rights
enables people to act as agents. citizenship as a practice represents amesson of
human agenay(p. 695) As agentsy o u n g peeeoygal padicpatory actions become
moments of citizenship. Through citizenship practices, young New Zealanders can take up

an identity as citizen.

Young peopl eds expr eamance ofsitizenship argcécescy and
challenge social hierarchies and their positioningb@somingc i t i zens. Young p
actions are frequently viewed negatively, seen as the intemperate result of developmental
hormonal variations and undue peer influes@loje & van Helden, 2004)For instance,
6yout hdéd and O6adol escentsd are eafitseknd,c amrsoturbuc
and rebelling against social norifMessias, Jennings, Fore, McLoughlin, & Paktadina,

2007; Valentine, 1996Consguent | y, young peopl ebs actions
in public spaces, are often the target of attempts by adults to restrict and control activities

(Beals & Wood, 2012; Lincoln, 2012; Valentine et al., 1998jults thus seek to control
youngpeope6s access and partici pareinfamce powert hi n s

hierarchies.
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Social constirsikcd iyvoosngofpedapgl e have been
begin to interact within digitalynediated spaces. Digital technologies allowngpeople
to participate in and belong to spaces that may exclude adults and thus make adult oversight
and control more difficul{Marwick, 2012; Marwick & boyd, 2011)Young people use
digitally-mediated spaces, especially social media, to interact wehdks, shape and
perform identity, and seek entertainment (boyd, 2014; Holmes, 2009). However, reports of
negative experiences, such as instances of bullying and exploitation, as well as concerns
over privacy, have fuelled moral panic over the ways yquaaple access and participate
within digitally-mediated spacg€assell & Cramer, 2008; Gabriel, 2014; Holmes, 2009;
Marwick & boyd, 2011; Mesch, 2009)n that vein, calls for young people to learn digital
citizenship could be read as attemptingto shamgeung peopl ebds partici |
online and in doing so, address adult concerns. Thus, teaching digital citizenship raises
iIssues about who can exercise the power to define what counts as appropriate behaviours
and participation and what the digitatizen habitus entails, points that were raised by the

young people in this study (see Chapter 5).

This study involved participants aged-25 years, an age range that falls across
several common groupings. Although | recognise that there are poteusive discursive
constructions associated with developmentblged terminology, | have chosen to refer to
the participants as 6éyoung peopled, or Oyol
participants as people with their own capabilitiesl aights, and terms with which the

participants were comfortable.

2.6 Summary

Citizenship is not only socially constructed in multiplays butis also experienced and
performed in multiple spaces by young people who are themselves discursively constructed.
In this chapter | have outlined the theoretiapproachthat | am utilising to explore how
meaningful the concept of digital citizenship is to young people. | have drawn upon concepts
of discourses, Bourdieusian understandings of social spaces and waysgofaong with
notions of interrelational space® provide a basis for theoretical and discursive

understandings of citizenship.

Drawing upon multipléheoreticaktrands offers more nuanceténs through which

to examine young pfevays bfdding and doihg citigenship @crossg 0
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multiple spacesAlthough the theoretical strands | have drawn upon may appear conflicting
at first, differences may be thought of as issues of terminology with similarities between
concepts. For instance, Magg2005)conceptualises space as a product of interrelations,
fialways under construction ( Ma s s e y .,Massdy @r§ues that.spale)constitutes, and

is constituted through, the interactions between identities, through the practices and
connections anthterrelationsbetween, and it is those interactions and practices that give
space meaningSimilarly, Wacquant( Wac quant & Alrgweo thdt,yar 2017)
Bourdieu, social space is the overarching space within which there are multiple, fluid and
dynamic fields and sudields which have meaning as sites of practice. Moreover, for
Bourdieu, fields are spaces that have meaning constituted through practices. Although
Massey and Bourdieu arasing different terminologyfields are both material and
metaphorical spaces that are fluid and dynamibilst Bourdieu is trying to provide a
structure to understand spaces, Massey allows us trsiadd that those spaces are not
rigidly structured.

To understand how meaning ionstituted within spaces or fields, | have
incorporated concepts of habitus and discourkitus is the way of knowing how to
inhabit the field, whilst courses shape the way social spaces are structured as fields and
the way individuals are positionegithin those spaces in relation to capital and power.
Habitus and discourses interact to shape practices and shape Bmsses are ways of
knowing and doing that are internalised as habitus, and then shape practices and
interrelationsbetween whichserve to further shape the field as dominant discourses are
either reproduced or challengdd. other words, i$dcourses offer a way to consider how
habitus is shaped and habitus offers a way to understand how discourses ang takeén
reproducedas waysof knowing and doingConsidering habitus and discourses together
helps us understand that meanimgkingis not a simplistic tolown affair becausasthe
young people in this studghowed, individuals can push back against normative official

discourss.

For young people, discourses shape habitus, and the ways young people learn to be
and do citizen. When individuals encounter a space that shares their Wwangjthey
develop a sense of belongingness that shapes the way they do citizenship in tlat conte
Considering belongingness offers ways to understand citizenship as a process located in

place and spacdn digitally-mediated spaces, discourses shape expectations of young
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peopl ebs practices and s ub s esqutinedin sttiory e d e x |
2.3 and 2.4.4 digital spaces aranchored in the material and mediated through digital
technologies (Blanch, 2015).hr oughout thi s thesi s, I mo v e
denote performances of citizenszadanphiimodé ntad
performances specific to digitaliyediated spaces, and (digital) citizenship to reflect the
concept that digital citizenship encompasses citizenship practices across material and digital
spacesDigital citizenship can therefore baderstood as the doing of citizenship practices

in digital spaces via digital technologjeghilst (digital) citizenshipcan be understooas

encompassing citizenship practices that transmediate across spaces.

In the next chapter, | provide a review okthterature that informs this thesis. |
examine the way digital citizenship is defined in the literature; how young people learn to
be and do (digital) citizen; and exptore di

mediated spaces.
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Chapter 3: Be(com)ing and Doing (Digital) Citizen:
Literature Review

This chapter aims to outline research perti
being and doing (digital) citizenshipike citizenship, there are multiple undenstlings of

what digital citizenship entaild.aw, Chow, & Fu, 2018)Indeed,Vivienne et al. (2016)

note that, fidefinitions of digital <citizens
in a multkdimensional web of power, discourse and emergeanings . . many things to

many people ( p . 15) . dgial citizepship recuites leimg able to access
digitally-mediated spaces and utilise, at least to some extent, digital technologies as tools if

individuals wish to participate in onlin@aces.

In the previous chapter, | outlined the theoretical underpinnings that have shaped the
research process. | clarified how | draw upon concepts of space and place, as well as
transmediated interactions in the spaces between, to explicate a consafpomadif digital
citizenship, not as separate from lived citizenship, but as digitadigiated ways of being
and doing citizenshiop practices. Reconcep:
medi atedd citi zens h highliglitsahat hgwdwe grniderstiahdhat it i t i z e |
means to be a citizen and ditizenshippracticesshapeghe way we understandhat it

means to be a digital citizen and digital citizenshippractices

Within this chapter, | explore the various ways the literaturendsfishapes, and
locates digital citizenship (Section 3.Using the theoretical lerdiscussedn the previous
chapter (Chapter 2), | outline howgdal citizenship is constructetirough the literaturas
particular ways of being and doing in onlineasps andow different understandings of
digital citizenship value different citizenship capitals and habltu§ection 3, | outline
the New Zealand context for citizenship aedearch omow young people learn to be and
do (digital) citizen. In the last section, | lookrasearch abouhe ways that young people
are using digitallynediated spaces as part of their digital citizenship practices and how
young people are constructed as usdrdigital spaces (Section 3.3). Digitallgediated
practices are not always considered in terms of digital citizenship in the literature. One of
the important components of this chapter is to incorporate relevant literature that considers

digital citizership practices, even if not overtly identified as such.



56 Chapter 3Be(com)ingand Doing (Digital) Citizen

3.1 Understanding Digital Citizenship in Digital Spaces

Digital technologies have created opportunities for people to access digital spaces and form

their own communities of belongingaw et al., 2018)challenging traditional notions of

citizenship in relation to the natiestate. As interrelational digitaHgnediated spaces such

as social media sites have become more popular, increasing consideration has been given to

the role of citizenship, and howtizenship is practiced, in digitaHynediated spacd€hoi,

2016; Choi, Glassman, & Cristol, 2017) Numer ous t er mgAlports& c h as
Macintyre, 2007; Hauben & Hauben, 1998; Robertson, 20090iet i(2. €olgnan,

2008; Johnson, 2015) 6 nkee dw ocr {Laader, ¥ronten, & Xenos, 2014) 6 cyberci t ze
(Berson & Berson, 2004) and 6 di(Bréenskg R010) Selwyny 20@aave been
created to-adesal i beWdLsRebnktt 20@8a,2808b; Robertson,

2009\ wh o arki éedcima onl i ne space¢$Robertson,2009] as] 6n
p.287) I ncreasingly, the term o6digital citizen

especially young people, engage and participate as citizens online.

There is some dparity in the ways of being and doing that are constructed as digital
citizenship, reflecting the differing conceptions of citizenship. For instance, digital
citizenship is positioned variously as access (Mossberger, Tolbert, et al., 2008b; Oyedemi,

2012) participation (Buente, 2015; Mossberger, Tolbert, et al., 2008b), behaviours,
attitudes, and values (Ohler, 2010), or a combination of these intersecting aspects (Ribble,

2011, 2012)it is these divisions | shall focus on in this chapter. Howeverjrip®rtant to

note that digital citizenship may also be considered as political. Frequently when discussing
digitally-mediated citizenship, traditional notions of citizenship as the democratic ideal

(Mutch, 2005, 2013are invokedFalk (2011) for instane, draws upon civic and political
concepts to define digital citizenship as 0dc
particular the Atechnology enabl ed interact.
Vromen (2017) highlights the potentiabrfdigital citizens to engage in new forms of

political action via social medidsin and Ruppert (2015)raw upondhe political citizeid

to focus on the everyday performance and practice of digital citizenship as a form of
Apol itical s t acawrg thlowgld acté of citizéhghip ankd aghts claims. In a

similar vein, Vivienne et al. (2016draw together multiple authors to structure digital
citizenship as acts of citizenship within processes of control (or governance), contest
(challenging attepts to control), and culture (new ways of doing citizenship). Meanwhile,
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Emejulu and McGregor (201@ygue for digital education to-moliticise digital citizenship

with a commitment to social justice, whilst othéBrakopoulou, Grossman, & Moore,

2016; Powell & Henry, 2017; Sullivan, 2016hvite governance and legal processes to
protect the freedoms and rights of digital citizens. Underpinning these aspects are discourses

of rights and discursive constructions of ways of being and doing.

3.1.1 Digital citizenship as access to digital spaces

At its core, digital citizenship as a digitallgediated form of citizenship means being able

to access and participate in digitaityediated spaces. Digital citizenship is about the
individual citizen having the right tocaess digitallynediated space@yedemi, 2012,

20158), having a habitus thatnablesaccess and participation, as well as having the
necessary capitals to access digitatigdiated spaces. For instance, Oyedemi (2012) used

the concept of digital citizenship as a right to internet access to explore the availability of

the internet in Souttfrica. He found that skewed access to the internet reflected wider
soci al inequalities and |l ed to citizens who
internet access and digital skills from fully participating as citizens (Oyedemi, 2053201

Access to online content has been recognised as important for citizen participation, with the
United Nations declationi n 2011 t hat #Athe I nternet can I
citizen and ci vi(Uniteddations Huynanggats Councili Rgesaltitiono n 0
32/L.20) The United Nations subsequently declared that access to the internet should be
considered a human rigfinited Nations Human Rights Office of the High Commissioner,

2011, October 21Nonetheless, access to the inteamet digitallymediated spaces may be

limited by available economic and cultural resources. The degree of access an individual has

will shape how they access information and digitédlgated communities and therefore

shape their citizenship participatigS8ervaes, 2003)Access to digitallymediated spaces

becomes a symbolic status that differentiates those who have access and those who do not.

l nequal i ties in access fuel the O6digita
effectively access and participate digitally-mediated spaces, and those who cannot.
Barriers to participation arise due to socioeconomic status, age, and varying degrees of
digital literacies.Mossberger, Tolbert, McNeal, and King (2008)r instance, report on
2006 PEW Internet Projestatistics showing that 16% of the U.S. population had no interest
in using the internet. By 2013, the PEW Internet Project reported that, of the 15% of

American adults who did not use the internet for various reasons, 34% felt the internet was
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not rele\ant and they were not interested (Zickuhr, 2013). A further 32% cited usability of
internet resources as a reason for not having access, and 19% cited costs (Zickuhr, 2013).
Even when access is available, some people may remain disinterested in usalg digit
technologies and accessing the inteli@ztscand, 2013; Mossberger, Tolbert, McNeal, et

al., 2008)

Similar results have been reported in New Zealand. 202 Household use of
Information and Communication Technolaggtistics identified that 20% ofdw Zealand
households did not have access to the internet at home (Bascand, 2013). Several reasons for
a lack of internet access were cited by those surveyed. For instance, almost half (46%) of
those New Zealanders with no internet access at home claitaekl af interest (Bascand,
2013). Itis important, however, that a lack of digital access and participation is not portrayed
as individual choice distinct from wider factors, such as geographical, economic, or
educational inequalities. For 36% of thoseAN#&ealanders over 18 with no internet access,
the reason cited for no access was concerns over costs. A further 14% cited usability of
technologies, or a lack of confidence and skills, as a reason for not having internet access at
home (Bascand, 2013). Hewer, the 2017 World Internet Project New Zealand (WIPNZ)
survey reported that by 2017 only 6% of New Zealanders wereusens, these being
predominantly over 65 years old(Diaz Andrade, Hedges, Karimikia, &
Techatassanasoontorn, 2018)IPNZ found that wer 97% of all age groups under 65 used
the internet. Nonetheless, reasons for-nsa continued to be dominated by a lack of interest
(42%), a lack of material and economic resources (24%), and a lack of confidence (21%)
(Diaz Andrade et al., 2018Resticted access due to geographic factors, economic factors,
andbr inadequate digital literacy skills pose equity issues for citizens who may subsequently
be unable to fully participate as digital citizens. Additionally, providing internet access is
meaningéss if people lack the habitasddigital skills and capabilities to take advantage
of that acces@Mossberger, Tolbert, et al., 2008b; Shelley et al., 2004)

Factors such as material access to the internet, in terms of the connection speed and
devices ued, shape the way people use and benefit from the in{&fapbli & Obar, 2014;
Pearce & Rice, 2013; M. J. Stern, Adams, & Elsasser, 2009; van Deursen & van D)k, 201
For instanceyan Deursen and van Dijk (291found that, in the Netherlands, econorand
educational capital are related to material resources and the diversity of hotgrabte

devices people owned. How people access the internet in terms of material devices is
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important, as the quality, diversity, and quantity of internet accessxqediences, such as
whether primary access is via smartphone, tablet, or computer, impacts upon the way people
use the internet and the skills they deve(opyd, 2014; Hargittai, 2010; Napoli & Obar,
2014) Internet users using mobile devices tend towdess information seeking or content
creation than desktop computer users (Napoli & Obar, 2014). Furthermore, the way people
use the affordances, or functionalities of mobile devices varies according to previous
computer experience, with those who wererenexperienced internet users via computers
making greater use of the limited abilities of the mobile devices (Napoli & Obar, 2014;
Pearce & Rice, 2013). While a young person may access the internet frequently from a
smartphone, the limited affordanceglué smartphone as an access point restricts the digital
skills the young person can develop and the way that young person develops digital
competencies or digital capitdoyd, 2014; Hargittai, 2010How citizens access and use
digital technologies redicts, and contributes to, their development of skills and the ways

they are able tdo citizenship practices online.

3.1.2 Digital citizenship as participation and digital skills

In their seminal 2008 workMossberger, Tolbert, et al. (2008djaw upon traditioal

notions of citizenship as political and economic participation and practice to construct digital
citizenship in the United States context. Digital citizens are constructed as those citizens
who engage in citizenship practices via digitatigdiated teamologies, especially out of

the homeMossberger, Tolbert, and McNeal (2008apin by describing digital citizenship

as Athe ability to participate in society o
who use the internet regularly andesfivelyit hat i s, on a daily basi
in the same workiMlossberger, Tolbert, McNeal, et al. (20@3xim daily internet use as

Aour proxy for digital citizenshipo (p. 10°
frequent usesian indication that digital citizens possess both the necessary economic capital

to access the internet, as well as the digital capital in terms of skills and capability, to
effectively utilise the benefits offered by the internet for civic engagemené@mtbmic

gain. Conversely, infrequent use may indicate individuals do not possess the capital to
effectively participate in digitalymediated spaces. Furthermore, Mossberger, Tolbert, et al.
(2008b) argue that people can increase their digital skillsnegular internet use, and thus

be able to more fully take advantage of the resources available via the internet. In other
words, using economic and digital capitals for online citizenship practices enables
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individuals to gain further capitals, and praaédboth individual and societal economic and

participatory benefits.

Defining digital citizenship by usage is problematic, however, as frequent use does
not necessarily mean o6effectived use (a terr
refers tousing the internet to access information in order to be socially, politically, and
economically engaged). For instance, a young person who is on the internet several times a
day to passively consume entertainment media via their smartphone is not litelyetop
further digital skills through that activity
(D'Haenens, Koeman, & Saeys, 2007) Despi t e Mossberger, Tol ber |
upon regular, frequent use, digital citizenship requitesesinitial digital capital, such as
digital skills, to be able to access and take advantage of the benefits the internet offers.
Multiple factors, such as having economic and digital capitals to access digitdiated
spaces, shape the frequency oéinet usage and the ability to be and do digital cit{zer
for example, Greenhow, Walker, & Kim, 2009; Hassani, 2006; Mossberger, Tolbert, et al.,
2008b; Oyedemi, 2015 M. J. Stern et al., 2009)

In an increasingly digitalymediated society, technolpgse is both an opportunity
as well as necessity for full participation. Access and use of the internet makes available
educational opportunities and employment databases, providing increased employment
prospectgHargittai & Hinnant, 2008; Mossberger, [bert, et al., 2008b)Accordingly,
Mossberger, Tolbert, et al. (2008&a) gue t hat fin the i nformatio
may ri val f or mal education iIin its importanc
upon survey data from the United Statielgssberger, Tolbert, et al. (2008b) found that
internet usage increases economic capital. As a result, use of the internet in the workplace
was linked to higher incom@rynin, 2006; Mossberger, Tolbert, et al., 2008b) other
words, those that have tBkills, or digital capital, to utilise the internet stand to benefit the
most economically. As a result, disparities in internet usage may reflect and potentially
exacerbate existing divisions in soci¢@yedemi, 2012, 2015 Shelley et al., 2004)

The ned for digital capabilities and skills, such as digital literacy has been widely
recognised in research on internet (s& for example, boyd, 2014; Buente, 2015; Emejulu
& McGregor, 2016; Hargittai, 2002; Hargittai & Hinnant, 2008; Livingstone, 2007,
Livingstone & Helsper, 2010; Mossberger, Tolbert, et al., 2008b; van Deursen, 2012; van
Deursen & van Dijk, 2011,2013) As boyd (2014) notes, fAalthol
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technically Iliterate to partici predessarilyt hose
equi pped to be powerful <citizens of the dig
young people require an understanding of the technology they use in order to fully
understand and utilise the affordances offered to actively jpaticand contribute in a
digitally-mediated world.

The link between internet usage and digital skills, and the ability this provides to
optimise benefits, has been noted by other authors, although they do not refer to these in
terms of Odpidgi(tsaele cfiotri zeexnasnhpil e, D' Haenens e
2008; Livingstone & Helsper, 2010; Ono & Zavodny, 2007; Selwyn, 2009b; Selwyn,
Gorard, & Furlong, 2005; van Deursen & van Dijk, 2013). Instead, the focus has been on
the way inequalitescaue d by varying | evels of digital
di vi ded. Nonet hel ess, they examine digital
citizenship online. For instance, like Mossberger, Tolbert, et al. (2008b), Hargittai and
Hinnant (2008) linked frequency of internet usage and the development of digital capitals
such as skills. Analysing usage data from 270 young adults in the United States, they found
that young adults who frequently and regularly used the internet, reportext kegels of
internet knowledge and skills than those who used the internet less frequently. This led them
to conclude that regularly being online meant people would further develop their digital
capital by becoming more familiar and comfortable with difflerdances of the medium
(Hargittai & Hinnant, 2008)Hargittai and Hinnant (2008) caution, however, that it is the
quality of activities that people engage in online, rather than the quantity, which is most

important in developing skills.

Similarly, a lage body of literature has linked the types of activities that individuals
engage in online to educational level and benefit gain from internet (ssgéor example,
D'Haenens et al., 2007; Livingstone & Helsper, 2010; Ono & Zavodny, 2007; Selwyn,
2009b;Selwynet al.,2005; van Deursen & van Dijk, 2013Ylore highly educated users
gain the most benefit from internet usdgfargittai & Hinnant, 2008; Hargittai, Piper, &
Morris, 2018; van Deursen & van Dijk, 2018pr example, in the Netherlandan Deursen
and van Dijk (2013jound that, although unemployed people with low levels of education
were more frequent and persistent users of the internet, their usage tended to revolve around
entertainmenbased activies, such as socialising and gaming. In contrast, experienced, and

more highly educated internet users were more likely to access informative -capital



62 Chapter 3Be(com)ingand Doing (Digital) Citizen

enhancing websites, such as news sites, and use the internet more effectively and to greater
benefit(vanDeursen & van Dijk, 2013) Hi gher | evel s of educati on.
and str at e g i(vanDeurdgere&rvandik, 261K, ip.I90&8ow formoreefficient

content searching and evaluation of informat{an Deursen, 2012)and render ore

benefit to the user. Educational capital and digital capital intersect to shape the way people

use digitallymediated spaces to gain further capitals.

Although much of the research exploring the ways people use digital spaces does not
use thei ttalr midtdi ;enshi pd, a | dowkhe definitienmpi r i c a
of digital citizenship offered by Mossberger, Tolbert, et al. (2008b) is problematic. Although
Mossberger, Tolbert, et al. (2008b) emphasise participation in society, the $oous i
individual usage, skills, and individualistic gain. A focus on frequency of use, over
inequalities in physical and material access, ignores the realities for many that constrain
participation in digital spaces, such as economic or geographical teesicSimilarly,
equating frequency of use to possessing and developing digital capital in terms of skills and
competencies ignores the multiple ways people may participate in digitatiyated spaces
and assumes that quantity of usage equals qualitychwivider research disproves
(D'Haenens et al., 2007; Hargittai & Hinnant, 2008; Hargittai et al., 2018; Livingstone &
Helsper, 2010; Ono & Zavodny, 2007; Selwyn, 2009b; Selwyn et al., 2005; van Deursen &
van Dijk, 2013). Digital citizenship needs to takdo account the ways people are
participating in digitallymediated spaces and building connections and belonging, rather

than the frequency of that participation.

3.1.3 Digital citizenship as behaviours, attitudes, and values

Citizenship and/or digital citizenship is about belonging to communities and understanding

the behaviours and norms expected in those communities (Ohler, 2010). With a sense of
community comes a sense of expectation in terms of how members treat, aedtacehy,
others(Bellamy, 2008; Dwyer, 2010; Faulks, 2000; T. H. Marshall, 195@} digitally-

mediated communities mean that the effects of our actions and interactions may be felt
beyond ourselves and our gkeeality (Ohler, 2010). Consequently, tkeis a need to

consi der the citizeno6s r-médatedicommugnitieslwheh!| vy cor
defining digital citizenship (Ohler, 2010). Indeed, Ohler (2010), argues that conceptualising

digital citizenship offers an opportunity to redefine citgemi p f or t he O6Di gi t al
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Ohl er (2010) argues that digital communi

i n terms of membership, ethos, and purposeo
Adoi ng what 1is right saoncdi ale scpoonntse xbtl oe (WO htlheirn
7) . Al t hough also based in a U.S. context,

individualistic approach, Ohler (2010) draws upon notions of citizenship as interrelational
shared practices that recognike responsibilities and obligations of being a member of a
community that adaptto changing socihistorical contexts (Faulks, 2000; Fenster, 2007;
Halse, 2018; Kennedy et al., 2008; Tilly, 1995). From this understanding, digital citizenship

iIsaboutfomi ng a personal sense of who-medmtechr e i n
spaces and developing fAa personal et hical ¢
are in many ways unfamiliaro ( Ohl enedjate@ 010,

environment, including social media, continues to evolve and pose challenging decisions for
young people. Digital citizens, therefore, need to learn to balance comeatibn and
consumption, rights and responsibilities, and multiple discowseisk and opportunity

whilst navigating digitallymediated spaces (boyd, 2014; Ohler, 2010).

Drawing upon the idea that citizenship can be taytgm, 20L3; Mutch, 2005)
Ohler (2010) focusses on the need for the formal education system to teachpgoptey
how to be digital citizengoyd, 2014; Ribble, 2011, 2012; Ribble & Miller, 2013; Selwyn,
2009a) Acknowl edging educationés role in tea
student s6 ways -nefliated spacesgs nota segaespect oathelr lwes,
but instead may be considered a digitaiigdiated form of habitu3.he notion of teaching
for digital citizenshipis also in contrast to problematic constructions of young people as
6di gi t a(Martmezt&iPrersley52011; Preng 2001, 2010who are perceived as
having 6caughtdé a digital habitus and digi
technol ogi es. Probl ematically, the rhetori
responsibility for teaching young pele ways of being digital citizengboyd, 2014;
Martinez & Prensky, 2011)As boyd(2014)n ot e s, nif we view skildl
inherently generational, then organized efforts to achieve needed forms of literacy are
unnecessaryo ( p.uallyle digjtallyhiteratea gesesatior wilk Imet born.
Nonetheless, rather than assume that being surrounded by technology imparts some innate
knowledge, young people need to be taught how to navigate digialliyated spaces
(boyd, 2014; Ohler, 2010; Ribhl2011, 2012). Education therefore plays a role in shaping
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habitus and imparting digital capital for digital citizens to participate in digitakygiated

spaces.

Several issues arise when advocating teaching digital citizenship. Firstly, digital
technologes and the affordances offered evolve rapidly and it may be difficult for educators
to stay abreast of what is available, and how it is being (@elér, 2010, 2011 However,
Ohler (2010; 2011) argues that educators do not need to be more competstidbats
using technology because their role is to ¢
technology and to foster safe and responsible use of digital technologies. In other words, the
goal for educators should be to encourage young people taeoimsiw they use digital
technologies and develop critical literacy skills, rather than prescribing actions for specific
contexts. Educators therefore need to develop their own ethical framework with regard to

digital resources in order to effectively modeggital citizenship (Ohler, 2010).

Secondl vy, educatorsdé6 and parentsd unders
behaviours and practices are frequently defined through traditional dominant discourses
around normative ways of being and doing citizesr.instance, many parents and educators
were themselves educated to become 6dutifuld
political activities, such as voting, and have internalised the traditional nature of the
relationship between natiestateand citizen(Banaji & Buckingham, 2013; W. L. Bennett,
2008a) On the other hand, young people are using digitakyliated spaces for alternative
and less formal political practices that better align with their inter@8&naji &

Buckingham, 2013; Cohe& Kahne, 2012; Dahlgren & Olsson, 2007; Literat & Kligler

Vilenchik, 2018; Livingstone, Couldry, & Markham, 2007; Loader, 2007; Loader et al.,

2014; Vromen, 2011)Ohler argues, therefore, that the fundamental aspect is to treat digital
citizensrhaicpt ears efidcuhcaat i on for the Digital Agec
words, for Ohler, teaching digital citizenship is about developing and planning a programme

to teach young people values and ethics of citizenship within their (digitedtiiated)

communities to foster safe and responsible participation in digitadigiated spaces (Ohler,

2010, 2011).

A further issue with prescribing 6charact
is that rhetoric around digital citizenship is fuelled by mgahics and discourses of risk
and acceptable use (Cassell & Cramer, 2008; Gabriel, 2014; Holmes, 2009; Marwick &

boyd, 2011; Mesch, 2009). Educators and parents are often influenced by moral panics in
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the media that focus on discourses of risk aroundypuego pl eds use of di gi
(boyd, 2014; W. Clark, Logan, Luckin, Mee, & Oliver, 2009; Herring, 2008; Holmes, 2009;

Hope, 2014; Livingstone & Helsper, 2010; Ohler, 2010; Selwyn, 2011; Valentine &
Holloway, 2001) Indeed, Ohler (2010) argues tliec ur r ent Il 'y di gi t al ci
defined | argely in terms of the issues that
righto (p. 17), such as copyright 1issues, ¢
young people online. Consedquly, educational approaches may tend to focus on teaching
students technical aspects of how to use technology and prescribing how and what young
people should déo avoid misuse, rather than encouraging attitudes and behaviours that

allow young people ttully engage with opportunities offered by digital technolog@&sen

& Bailey, 2010) When schools act to protect students from perceived risks, for example by
limiting internet access, they limit the benefits offered by internet resources and miss the
opportunity to educate students in appropriate behavigMr<Clark et al., 2009; Green &

Bailey, 2010; Huijser, 2008; Ohler, 2010) When we consi der that muc
technology use may take place away from scliiooyd, 2014; C. Davies & Eyn, 2013;

Lincoln, 2014) addressing behaviours becomes an important factor in digital citizenship

education.

3.1.4 Digital citizenship as normative

Providing 6teaching solutionsd to encourag
t ec hnol og heeasnoof U.S edachta,dMike Ribb{2011, Intro, para. 8Ribble

offers the most widely adopted definition of digital citizenship to date, having developed a
programme for educators and students which is influential throughout the United States and
globally. He defines a citizen through status and relationship to the rettitey before going

on to describe, like Mossberger, Tolbert, et al. (2008b), a digital citizen as one who
participates and contributes by using digital technology for the beneftaxéty. Digital
citizenship can be understood as fAthe nor ms
to technology useo (Ribble, 2011, Ch. 1, pa
as a digital citizen therefore involves respectadycating, and protecting both yourself and
others(Ribble & Miller, 2013)

Like Ohler (2010), Ribble approaches digital citizenship from an educationalist
stance and a belief that digital technology use can be an opportunity for young people if they

aretaught to use it responsibRibble (2011 )putlines nine elements that he argues represent
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technol

0gy

us e.:

digital

digital literacy; digital etiquette; digital law; digital rights and resgibitities; digital health

and wellness; and digital security or spibtection (see Table-B). Ribble argues that

understanding these principles provides digital users with the flexibility to adapt to changing

technologies and become fuliledged prodative and responsible digital citizens.

Table 3-1 Ribble's Nine Elements of Digital Citizenship

Respect otherg

Category Element Meaning Core question
Digital etiquette Electronicstandards of Do users_conS|der oth(_ars when
conduct or procedure. using digital technologies?
Respect . Full electronic participatior Can all users participate in a_d|g|t
Digital access . . society at acceptable levels if they
yourself / in society.

choose?

Electronic responsibility

Are users aware of laws (rules,

Digital law for actions and deeds. p_oI!C|es) that govern the use of
digital technologies?
Digital Electronic exchange of Do users understand tarious

communication

information.

digital communication methods ar|
when each is appropriate?

Educate
yourself /
Educate otherg

Digital literacy

Process of teaching and
learning about technology
and the use of technology.

Have users taken the time to learr
about digital technologies and do
they share that knowlgé with
others?

Digital commerce

Electronic buying and
selling of goods.

Do users have the knowledge ang
protection to buy and sell in a
digital world?

Digital rights and
responsibilities

Those requirements and
freedoms extended to
everyone in a digital world,

Are users ready to protect the righ
of others and to defend their own
digital rights?

Protect
yourself /
Protect others

Digital security
(self-protection)

Electronic precautions to
guarantee safety.

Do users take the time to protect
ther information while taking
precautions to
as well?

Digital health and
wellness

Physical and psychologica
well-being in a digital
technology world.

Do users consider the risks (both
physical and psychological) when
usingdigital technologies?

Table adapted from Ribble, M. (201Digital citizenship in schools [Kindle Edition]
Retrieved from www.amazon.com; and from Ribble, M., & Miller, T. N. (2013).
Educational leadership in an online world: connecting students todiegy responsibly,
safely, and ethicallydournal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 137+.

While Ribble (2011) does not reference political participation or the democratic ideal

(Mutch, 2005) it is possible to see the influence of traditional modélstizenship within

ac C
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his nine elements. For instance, in outlining the need for access, along with associated rights

and responsibilities, we can see the traditional notion of citizenship as status and privilege

from being a member of a community assaailatwith place/spacéMutch, 2005, 2008)
Similarly, Ri bbl eds outlining of the el emer
public practice and the laws and norms that govern behaviour (Mutch, 2005). Meanwhile,
underpinning all elements are natgof citizenship as participation and practice, which fuel

connectedness and belonging (Mutch, 2005).

Neverthel ess, Ri bbl eds (2011) approach
Interestingly, although it is widely adopted by educators, it is also thedeademically
robust, drawing mainly upon media sources and websites. It should be noted, however, that
whilst these sources are nanademic, it is likely that they reflect dominant social
discourses given that media plays a role in reflecting and ghdfsoursive constructions
of technol ogy wuse. Ri bbl edéds 6normsé of tec
reflecting andre-produc n g domi nant di scour ses of your

technologies, including the moral panics arising from dissesiof risk.

Similarly, Ribble potentially reinforces perceptions of digitaityediated(online)
spacesaadi stinct and separate place for onlin
wor |l do, and the o6real wor | ddhip, paRa. B).Akheugh 201 1,
he argues that young people now need to be prepared to be global citizens, and that digital
technol ogy is fAingrained in our societyo (R
the rhetoric used fpresents discursive notis of digital space as distinct from materially
based space (Sunden, 2008)ichignores the interrelational aspects of digitatigdiated
spaces (Blanch, 2015; de Freitas, 2010; Massey, 2005).

Furthermore, definitions of digital citizenship and citizeépskflect an adultentric
view of participation and what it means to be a citizen. Framing digital citizenship in terms
of prescriptive criteria or practices that young people need to learn serves to frame young
people asbecomingci t i zens. I n doing so it wor ks t
p o wdGraham, 2007, p. 198; see also Foucault, 19%2)ther words, outlining criteria
for the field of digital citizenship frames digital citizenship as a status to be definecemy oth

in this case the natiestate and itadultactors.
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3.2 Learning to Be and Do (Digital) Citizen

Modern social models of citizenship value inclusion and diversity and carry expectations of
reciprocity and cabperation between citizens (Bellamy, 2008; Dwyer, 2010; Faulks, 2000).
However, as societies become more complex it becomes more difficultntamai sense

of solidarity (Bellamy, 2008; Faulks, 2000; Yarwood, 201@ne way for natiorstates to
promote social accord is to implement citizenship education programmes that can shape the
devel opment esfibjedisiaddgeepagungditizensZoe their role in society.

As Marshall notes,

The education of children has a direct bearing on citizenship, and, when the
State guarantees that all children shall be educated, it has the requirements
and the nature of citizenship definitely in mindid trying to stimulate the
growth of citizens in the making . . . . The aim of education during childhood

is to shape the future adult (T. H. Marshall, 1950, p. 25).

In order to foster citizenship in ways that fulfil the needs of the natiate, youngeople

are educated about expected ways of being, and encouraged to develop a sense of shared
culture and beliefs (Loader, 2007; T. H. Marshall, 1950). Citizenship education, therefore,

is broadly designed to fuel a sense of belonging and national pddeiaforce the social

contract between citizen and natistate (Bellamy, 2008).

Historically, fostering citizenship has been recognised as important for increased
civic and political engagement (Heater, 2004). Howewshilst social and political events
in the twentieth century fuelled fears that educational programmes may be used as tools of
mani pul ation and indoctrination, rather than
p. 130, compulsory mass education systems provide an easy route da imgssages to
large numbers of citizers-the-making, even if there are debates over whether citizenship
i s Ot aug h (Biooks & Holbord 22008; Heater, 200Nlodern states have utilised
compulsory education as a tool for disseminating cihgnin an attempt to address
perceived youth disengagement from the political process, and boostivipolitical
participation (Brooks & Holford, 2009; Heater, 2004) even if the results of mass civics
education are tenuous. For instance, a systemsatiew by Manning and Edwards (2014)
found that whilst political expression may be increased, there was little evidence that civics
education increased political participation. Nonetheless, citizenship education programmes
are an attempt by thenatistee At o regul ate the conduct of ¢
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Koster, 2015, p. 122) and guide young peopl
ways that will best benefit the natistate and society (Loader, 2007; Mutch, 2013).

Exactly what ciizenship education entails, however, varies according to the-socio
political and historical context of the natistate.As societies and notions of citizenship
evolve, so too do citizenship education programriésication, and citizenship education,
Is used not only to reinforce community and nationalys of beingbut also to emphasise
that the maintenance of the democratic community is the responsibility of all citizens
(Faulks, 2000; Heater, 2004xducational spaces become sites where the youngncitize
moul ded, shaped, and tested for thestate compl

and its agents.

Concerns over oOwhat 6 and 6howo citize
Adgovernmental i sati ond of (Ddanty 20e3em 508 Thp as a
result, Delanty (2003) argues, is that citizenship education has come to be viewed as a skill
or cognitive competence, whea€becomingcitizen learns the statanctioned values and
ways ofdoingcitizenship. Citizenship education programmes privilege existing discourses
of naming rights, who gets to bestow status, who has control to define acceptable behaviours,
and who gets to decide what is taught in educatBaham (2007) not es ihghat #fs
operates as a field of application for the
Arel ations of power become exercised, (re)i
young people are positioned dsecoming citizens and the nationtage reinforces its
privilege to define who is included (Graham, 200Fyrthermore, including citizenship
education within the curriculum serves to normalise discursive attitudes and values that will
benefit the natiosrstate, such as participation (Yarveho2014). Thus, there are power

imbalances that privilege the natisnt at ed6s construction of the

While citizenship education encourages an awareness of the national identity and
citizenly obligations to the state, it does so within a dlquditical context that influences
the promoted values of citizenship, as well as citizen identity (Yarwood, 2014). Citizenship
education in New Zealand today must prepare citizens for participation in a transnational,
globalised, multicultural, and inasingly digitallymediated society. It is a society that is
still feeling the effects of rightving economic policies and global economic events, such as

the global financial crisis and rising global inequality of the last few decades. The messages
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young people receive about what it is to be a citizen in New Zealand are complicated by

multiple discourses of citizenship and notions of place and space.

3.2.1 The New Zealand context: Constructing New Zealand citizenship

The context within wédiahdcdtaonghstshbi § Breoks a
Heater, 2004) shapes the way young people develop a sense of belonging and connectedness

to their community, and thus wunderstand the
diverse cultural communities and wagkbeing influence how young New Zealanders

perceive themselves as citizens.

As a natiors t at e, New Zealand is relatively vy
out posto of Britain, New Zealand has strugg
culture, and identity (Spoonley et al., 2003, p. 29). The dual heritage experiences of
indigenous MUor | and col oni al settlers have
identity of New Zealand. This sense of national identity, and what it means to be @ citize
of New Zealand, has shifted over time as national and global social and political
circumstances have evolved, chall enging and
Zeal ander 6 ( Mutch, 201 3; Spoonl ey et al ., 20

3.2.1.1 Historically

In precolonial times, MJo r i Il dentity and noti ons of cit
whakapapa (genealogynd organisetl hr ough wh Un au -tfide)aand iWiy ) , hap
(tribe) (Mutch, 2005; Taonui, 2012; van Meijl, 1995). Tribal affiliations provided support

and a sense of bmging (Mutch, 2005; Taonui, 2012). The process of colonisation in the
early 1800s subsequent !l y cdriatyRespie the tokisios o c i al
of the MUori a nfalowib@ colonsaianigonrections and elsnging are

si Il core aspects of MUori identity and soci ¢
November 20, 2014; Taonui, 2012).

When European colonial settlers arrived in New Zealand, they brought with them
differing concepts of belonging, rooted in colortiak to the British Empire and notions of
legal citizenship derived from the mothaation (Spoonley et al., 2003). However, this
Eurocentric colonial world view, of a national identity based around the rstit®, has

been challenged in recent timesn® e t he 1960s, i nessgtechous Ml
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concepts of ethnaationalism and ownership (Spoonley et al., 2003). Recognition of the
rights of the tangata wh e nstate hdsiled tbithg &lewo us M
Zealand national identity develmg along dual pathways:

debates concerning the Treaty of Waitangi have confirmed that there are two

sorts of citizenship. One of these specifies New Zealanders as subjects of a

liberali democratic state with all the rights and protection afforded to

indvi dual s. The other is the right, excl us
membership of iwi (tribes) artd a gslibtribes or extended familial groups)

and the fact that the Treaty of Waitangi (1840) guaranteed the possession of

traditional resources, inatling land and fisheries, and the protection of their

culture (Spoonley et al., 2003, p. 31).

The concept of national identity has been further complicated by the economic and cultural
diaspora of Pasifika peoples. For many Pasifika New Zealanders, cotymatworks
stretch across gelmorders between New Zealand and Pasifika nadtatescreatinga sense

of transnationalism and complicating notions of belonging (Spoonley et al., 2003).

3.2.1.2 Currently

Currently, in New Zealand, the right to claim legal or fatwitizenship status is determined

under the Citizenship Act (1977Formative citizenship, or the legal status of citizenship,

is often gained by virtue of birth within the borders of a natitate, or through descent if

the parents were themselvetizens. In recent years, these conditions have been tightened

by New Zeal and, and many other countries,
those who cannot claim citizenship through biitiht, the Citizenship Act (1977) outlines
alternatvee qui r ement s that must be met i f applic
Zeal and Citizend by grant. These requirem
connection to place. For instance, applicants must have already gained the right to be
resdent within New Zealand, must show that they have lived in New Zealand for a
significant proportion of the previous five years, and must indicate a commitment to reside

in New Zealand in the future. Applicants must also show sufficient language competency

conduct basic conversations, must prove they are of good character, and should have some

3 The Citizenship Act (1977) can be accessed from
http:/www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1977/0061/latest/DLM443684.html
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basic knowledge of what New Zealand citizenship entails (Department of Internal Affairs,
2014a).

As the governmental department officiating citizenship requéstd)éepartment of
Internal Affairs (Department of Internal Affairs, 2014c) reinforces understandings of
citizenship as a status (Mutch, 2005) in terms of residence rights and recognition of
membership of the natiestate. A citizen is described as:

a personwho is legally recognised as, and who has the full rights and
responsibilities of, being a member of a state or couQtkier people may
be legally allowed to be in a country but not have full legal rights and
responsibilities (for example, tourists, qveople on student visas)

(Department of Internal Affairs, 2014c).

Despite these definitions, for those choosing to become citizens of New Zealand the
obligations of citizenship are outlined only in general terms of responsibility, including
obligatonstopay tax and fAbe a responsible New Ze
Af fairs, 2016) , and to defend (Departmehech| and a
Internal Affairs, 2014h)The New Zealand state draws upon traditional civic and legal status

models & citizenship, including concepts of the citizen as having legal membership status,

the citizen as a political figure subject to the democratic ideal, and understandings of
citizenship as public practice and norms (Mutch, 2005, 2013; see Chapter 2nhdbifize

rights and privileges are then bestowed in exchange for @tigegognition of participatory
responsibilities to the state. Expectations of participatory practices are overtly constructed
through a judicial political, and civil rights lens (see $tion 1.1). Nonetheless, while

outlining what citizenship entails in terms of responsibilities and privileges, these statements

still do not explain what it means b@a citizen andlo citizenship day to day.

3.2.2 Citizenship education in New Zealand

As noted previously (see Section 3.1.1), Nev
what it means to be a citizen in New Zealand has evalvdpolitical and social change

At the same time, formal citizenship education in New Zealand has dyn#eolved,

responding to changing social contexts. The threads of citizenship education are woven
historically through New Zealadddormal education system and the New Zealand
Curriculum (Mutch, 2005, 2013).
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3.2.2.1 Historical contextual influences

The 1877 NewZealand Education Acinstigated a national education system and a
curriculum that shaped, and was shaped by, understandings of what it meant to be a citizen

of New Zeal and (Simon, 2000). In this initi
aboutsocial control and morals education, with the aim of providing an educated citizenry
capable of electoral participation, the promotion of egalitarianism and a right to education,
and increasing the productivity odnwashe wor
separate, but orientetb assimilation into European civilisation (Simon, 2000). The

curriculum thus reflected the societal norms of the time.

Over time, what has counted as ideal citizenship values has been shaped by global
political events and cimging social paradigms. Various iterations of the New Zealand
Curriculum have reflectedhanging valuesnd included citizenship attributes deemed
necessary by the state to support and contribute to New Zéatdanck in the world (Mutch,

2005, 2013). Fainstance, global influences, such as the rise of a new dominatibasd

political and economic ideology in Western countr{@s Jones, McCulloch, Marshall,

Smith, & Smith, 1990)f ed t o t he i nt r efdouccutgModbioy af f flou:t
Education, 207, p. 4)right-wing education policies that purported to promote equity and
equality of opportunity for all student. Jones et al., 1990Consequently, the curriculum

began to portray citizenship as economic participation and contributioenapioasised the

need for students to learn to be part of a productive, skilled, globally competitive workforce
(Mutch, 2005).

Within recent education documents, economic and participatory citizenship values
continue to be prominent and woven throughoutdiiculum. The current (200New
Zealand Curriculunfor instance, draws on economic imperatives, as well as participatory
practices to describe the ideal citizen habitus (Faulks, 2000; Mutch, 2013)ufFioeilum
vision describes citizens as confidetinnected, actively involved, lifelong learners, who
can optimise the opportunities offered by
citizens inthetwenty i r st (Mieisiry ai Edycation, 2007, p. 4nd for the benefit
of the New Zealand niain-state(Ministry of Education, 2007, n.ch). For citizens in New
Zealand, education is therefore more than just a right for citizens to claim. Education is
constructed as an obligation or duty for citizens who must educate themselves, and others,

for the benefit of the natieatate as much as for individual benefit.
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3.2.2.2 Educating the ZLCentury New Zealand citizen

Citizenship education is most explicit within the Social Sciences strand, specifically within

Social Studies which is taught from Year 1 to iY&@ (approximate ages¥b years). Social

sciences education focusses on providing students with an understanding of diverse societies

and communities, cultural diversity, social norms, relationships and identities, historical
contexts and social changand the role of the economy in society. As Mew Zealand
Curriculum(Ministry of Education, 20073t at es, At he social science
how societies work and how people can participate as critical, active, informed, and
responsible citizeno ( p . 30) . Ot her areas of the curr
aspects, such as personal responsibility in Health and Physical Education, economic
participation as a fAdiscerning consumero wi:t
a Nalinfarmed, and responsible citizen in a society in which science plays a significant

rol edo thr ough (Minsty offducation,c2@07, p.t1LTAkK thede aspects are
underpinned by an understanding of the citizen habitus as participatibigal cactive,

informed, and responsible. There is an emphasis on participating and contributing within the
community as a key competency goal and as a value of the New Zealand Curriculum
(Ministry of Education, 2007B. E. Wood, Taylor, & Atkins, 2013)

While teachers and principals tend to view civic and citizenship education in New
Zealand as a schoulide responsibility, social studies teachers are most likely to have
incorporated citizenship activities into their classrooms (Bolstad, 2012). Howiéver,
citizenship activities are not regularly par
opportunities for transformative social action and moments of citizenship may be restricted
due to the limited teaching time for social studies within theagjear(B. E. Wood et al.,
2013) Furthermore, Bolstad (2012) reports that feedback from principals and teachers
indi cates Athere is no strong and consi sten
citizenship knowledge and competencies New Zealamdests should be developing, or
what combinations of knowledge and experiences students might need in order to develop
t hemo (p. 13) . l nconsi stent approaches with

peoplebdbs citizenship engagement .

Young p e orptanding of citizendhgattributes and civic knowledge shape
how they envisage engaging in social and political practices when Blateinstance, the

2008 International Civics and Citizenship Education Study (ICCS) assessed Year 9 students
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(ages 1314 years) from 38 countrieabouttheir understanding of civic and citizenship
issues, and their identity as a citizen of their nation. In their summary of the New Zealand
results,R. Hipkins and Satherley (2018dte thatYear 9 New Zealand students had sgron
public practice concepts of citizenship values such as working hard, obedience to the law,
voting, and respect for political process. These values correlated with levels of civic
knowledge, with hosestudentswho were most knowledgeable alsovimg the strongest

views onagoodc i t i attréoues.s

Conversely, low levels of civic knowledge were linked gotentially feeling
disenfranchised andn expressed willingness to take partionfrontationabor 6i | | egal
protestsnvolving activities such as occupying public buildingkcking traffic or spray
painting protest slogan®. Hipkins & Satherley, 2012}t is possible thastudents were
reluctant to indicate t he ytypepraiestbecause theyi ci p a't
perceived that these actions would be viewed more negatively. Nonetheless, over a fifth
indicatedtheyvoul d undertake 6confront atdbaunhali 6 act
indicated they would engage in moderate forms of protestasiahiting lettersboycotting
products, and engaging in peaceful protests. Furthermore, while many New Zealand students
showed interest in social actions such as volunteering and reported they would take part in
Arepresentative demoweoat ing R Bipkiesns Satihezley,r s u c h
2012, p. 3)they showed less interest in participating in more traditional and overt political

activities, such as membership of political parties.

Similar disaffected attitudes towards traditional politjgatticipation were reported
in an earlier Australian study (Harris, Wyn, & Younes, 20061&xris et al. (2007jpund that
friends and family were the most important social groups helping young people feel
emotionally connected and a sense of belongings&temotional connections provided
spaces where young people felt their opinion was valued. Whilst students were comfortable
belonging to formal organisations such as sporting clubs, religious groups, or youth groups,
few reportedbelonging to formal politcal organisations. Youth were not politically
di sinterested, however. Rather, many of the
that their participation in political activities was not wanted and they were frustrated at their
lack of voice. Pdraps as a result of feeling di sempo
engaged in informal activities that are no

(Harris et al., 2007, p. 24). Moreover, political engagement tended to be reserved for
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informal settings, such as conversations with friends and family. If civic engagement should
encompass everyday lived experiences of feeling connected to comm(iBeaés& Wood,

2012; Harris et al., 200,/then the way young people report feeling marginalised adult

centric society has implications for their future citizen engagement.

Studentsod development of <citizenship val
their perceptions and experiences of a democratic school environment and the chances they
haveto contribute to the school and commur{Bplstad, 2012; Harris et al., 2007; Hayward,

2012) With support from schools, students can feel empowered through active participation

in the school environment (Harris et al., 2007). However, students may enqeeri
inconsistent messages about participating and contrib@itiagward, 2012) Typically,

many of the opportunities for students to participate within the school are limited and come
from sporting or cultural activities, although for a few students tlera chance to
participate in representative democracy as student representatives on Boards of Trustees, or
school councils. Even when given a chance to express an opinion, however, students may
feel their voice is dismissed and their opinions disregafiflelstad, 2012; Hayward, 2012).
Although the curriculum emphasises active and participatory citizenship, students may not

feel that they experience this within the school (Bolstad, 2012; Hayward, 2012).

Furthermore, citizenship education may be anothamgse of the role schools play
in reproducing social inequality (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). Disparities in civic and
citizenship knowledge reflect existing soci a
scoring lower on civic knowledge in ICCS tegfthan European or Asian students (Bolstad,
2012). Given ICCS findings that 43}-yearold students with low civic knowledge may
already be feeling disenfranchised, disparities in civic knowledge are concerning for future

citizen engagement practices.

Despite student perceptions of nparticipation and contribution within schools,
Mutch (2013) argues that schools do provide
studentsupforlif¢ ong | earning and active fgCaloh,i ci pat i

2015; Hayward, 2012, 2013oint to responses to crisis events, such as the Canterbury
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Earthquake$ as evidence that young people in New Zealand are socially responsible,

communityfocussed, and prepared to actively participate.

On the other handschools are not the only source of citizenship education. Both
formal and informal educational experiences shape the way young people understand their
everyday lived citizenshi(Bolstad, 2012; Hayward, 201B; E. Wood, 2010, 2012, 2014)

As Heater (200¥states,

Schools are not operating in a vacuum. If messages of apathy, cynicism and
alienation are sent to young people from other influences such as parents,
peers, pogulture and the massedia, then the schools have the enormous
extra job of overcomig these negative signals before any positive teaching

can have a chance of taking effect (p. 139)

The way citizenship is discursively constructed within, and beyond, the school gate plays a
role in educating young New Zealanders about their roles asrdfizawy & Biesta, 2006;
Selwyn, 2007) As citizenship practices have become increasingly digitaigiated
(Selwyn, 2007) citizenship education programmes have evolved to address digitally

mediated practices.

3.2.3 Educating for digital citizenship

If citizenship education is about learning how to participate and interact within society for
the common good, then digital citizenship education is about learning to do so in an
increasingly digitallymediated world. Traditional citizenship programmeskdeesducate
decoming citizens about socially appropriate behaviours, attitudes, and participatory
practices. The new spaces of engagement offered by technology enable new ways of doing
citizershipanddeveloping citizen identities that are not necegsaddressed by traditional
citizenship education programmes. Digitathediated spaces offer the potential for an

6unbounded6 form of citizenship based upon

4 0On September 4, 2010, Christchurch, a city in Canterbury, New Zealand was struck with a 7.1 magnitude
earthquake causing extensive liquefaction and damage. A group of Univers@antgbury students
responded by creating the Student Volunteer Army (SVA) to assist residents with clearing the damage and
cleared over 65, 000 tonnes of liquefaction. The SVA has since rallied volunteers following further
earthquakes, including the more dgaaihd damaging February 22, 2011 earthquake in Christchurch, and the
Kaikoura Earthquakes, and have supported the instigation of similar volunteer programmes internationally
(https://sva.org.nz
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geographies of the natiestate (Cammaerts & van Adenhove, 2005; Hargittai, 2008;

Hargittai & Hinnant, 2008; Mihailidis, 2014; Morozov, 2018t the same time, digital

technology has fuelled communication shifts from language and print texts to increasingly

mul ti modal &étext 6 heedfonsitizenstdleagnimultditeracy skissén t o t h
order to create meaning within new interrelational sp&Cagden et al., 1996; Danzak,

2011)

There is a need to consider new ways of teaching citizenship practices that are
relevant for young people whesense of citizenship identity may fundamentally differ to
that of the traditional gedefined citizen of a natiestate(Selwyn, 2007) To participate in
digitally-mediated spaces, young people need to learn how to create meaning from-digitally
mediatedtexts and interactions when the informative cues usually provided through face
to-face interactions are similarly mediat€d/. Clark et al., 2009)For young people,
learning todo citizenship practices in digitalynediated spacesvolves developing the
skills, attitudes, and behaviours necessary to access and participate in dgidibhyed
communities and spaces. Educating young peoj}

the devel opment of & apdogitabsgillsi at ed6 di git al pr a

Information and Communication Technology (ICT) skills are increasingly integrated
into teaching pedagogy as schools move towards integrating digital devices into learning
spaces(N. Davis, 2011; Parkes, Zaka, & Davis, 2011; Selwyn, 2007; Voogt, Knezek,
Christersen, & Lai, 2018)Digital technologies have become woven through curriculum
subjects, including citizenship educati¢®elwyn, 2007) Using digital technologies to
deliver existing citizenship education programmes offers teachers the chance to access,
dewelop, and deliver citizenshigelated resources, such as watbeos, in ways that may be
more relevant for young peop{8elwyn, 2007)However,digital citizenshidis just one
consideration in the introduction of ICT. For instanSe&rkey, Sylvester,ral Johnstone
(2017)f ound t hat school boards in New Zeal and ¢
digital competencies through professional development, to ensure integration of technology
into teaching practice. On the other hand, most were less oedcerth increasing student
capabilities, perhaps acceptiagsumption®f young people as digital nativ@dartinez &
Prensky, 2011; Prensky, 2001, 2010; Selwyn, 2009a)

Using digital technologies to teach citizenship education may result in digitally

mediated, or technologicallynediated, citizenship education, but does not necessarily
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develop the competence and skills in using the technologies that the New Zealand Ministry
of Education portrays as important for future citizens in the New Zealand CGumicu
(Ministry of Education, 2007 Whilst providing digital capital, skills development does not
necessarily shape a digital habitus. Programmes with the aim of educating young people as
citizens for a digitallynediated society need to address not ordystills needed to access
digitally-mediated spaces, but also behaviours and attitudes towards others in digitally
mediated spaces (boyd, 2014; Ohler, 2010, 2011; Ribble, 2011; Ribble & Miller, 2013).
Educating for digital citizenship involves teaching gguwpeople about botieinganddoing

digital citizenship.

A host of educateoriented websites, organisations, and blog posts have arisen
al ongsi d@01Rdwb websitedtsoffer resources for teachers wanting to introduce
digital citizenship to stuehts (for example, Common Sense Media, n.d.; Costello, n.d.;
Digital Technologies Hub, n.d.; Edutopia, n.d.; eSafety Commissioner, n.d.; Global Digital
Citizen Foundation, n.d.; Google for Educationd Heick, 2013; International Society for
Technology n Education (ISTE), 2019; Media Literacy Now, 2018; Solution Tree, 2019;
The Digital Citizenship Institute, n.d.These resources have been drawn upon in New
Zealand, and promoted to teachers, by organisations such as the New Zealand Post Primary
Teacher86 AssocNaewi deal and Post Primary Teache
Advisory Committee, n.d.). Howevethese resource sites tend to be based in the United
States (Common Sense Media, n.d.; Edutopia, n.d.; Heick, 2013; Media Literacy Now,
2018; TheDi gi tal Citizenship Institute, n.d. ), ¢
United States (Global Digital Citizen Foundation, n.d.; Google for Educanah
International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE), 2019; Solution Tree, 20119),
are based in Australia (Costello, n.d.; Digital Technologies Hub, n.d.; eSafety
Commissioner, n.d.Allrelyonadultc ent ri ¢ conceptions of fdAapp
and doing in digitallynediated spaces and discursive constructions of young pa®pie

risk and needing protection.

In New Zealand, the Ministry of Education (2014) outlined learning with digital
technologies as a desired outcome underpinning Professional Learning Development for
New Zealand teachers, and student achievement outcdimeswyas followed in 2017 by
the revision of the Technology learning area of the New Zealand Curriculum and the

development of a new focus on Digital Technologies as a curriculunflaéaete Ipurangi,
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n.d-c). The goal of the Digital TechnologiesCutrit um i s At o ensure that
the opportunity to become digitally capable individuals. . . . building their skills so they can

be innovative creators of digital solutions, moving beyond solely being users and consumers

of digital i hechdiohggifieosmmsi dering their rol e
citizenso (Te -cKeegnmalib i enswentait all leannersl develop digital

capital, in terms of skills, in order twe productive and creative digital citizens online.

Netsdewas gi ven the responsibility for defi|
and by implication digital citizenship, in New Zealand. Netsafaigidependent, ngorofit
organisation promoting acceptable use of online technolobiest s af e dfswhatut | i ne
constitutes a New Zealand digital citizévetsafe, 2012, 2015, September 16,-b,ch.d-
c) appears similar to that put forth by Ribble (2011; Ribble & Miller, 2013). Like Ribble,
Netsafe offers nine elements of digital citizenship (Tab®).3However, Netsafe have
shaped these elements to the New Zealand context by using the values and competencies of
the New Zealand curriculum to develop a model that focusses on the skills, attitudes and

behaviours deemed necessary to be a New Zealand dig#ahci

Net safeds definition of what It means to
similar to those proposed by Ribble (2011) and reminiscent of the way a digital citizen is
conceptualised by Mossberger, Tolbert, et al. (2008b). Namely, a digitahds expected
to understand and be able to oO6effectivelyb
participate i (Netsafe, 2018, p.t2Pibital sitizvens a&rd expected to be
literate, confident, and capable of using digital technelegp participate actively in society
in a way that benefits them and their society. In other words, digital citizens are expected to
possess digital capitals in terms of skills, and a digital habitus that motivates the use of
technologies in ways that fett a collective societal way of being. Furthermore, these
definitions of digital citizenship draw upon the established understanding of citizenship as
involving both rights and responsibilities. Digital citizenship, in these models, appears to
transfer taditional understandings of citizenship to online spaces. In doing so, it is likely the
same issues of social inequality that affect traditional notions of citizenship and participation
are transferred onlindMossberger, Tolbert, McNeal, et al., 200®onetheless, the
definition by Netsafe acknowledges that being a digital citizen is about more than having
access to digital technology and the internet. It is about learning to do citizenship practices

in a digitallymediated context.
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Table 3-2 Netsafe Definition of the New Zealand Digital Citizen

The successful digital citizen in New Zealand:

is a confident and capable user of ICT

uses technologies to participate in educational, cultural, and economidexcti
uses and develops critical thinking skills in cyberspace

is literate in the language, symbols, and texts of digital technologies

is aware of ICT challenges and can manage them effectively

uses ICT to relate to others in positive, meaningful ways

demonstrates honesty and integrity and ethical behaviour in their use of IC
respects the concepts of privacy and freedom of speech in a digital world
contributes and actively promotes the values of digital citizenship

E R

Source: Netsafe. (2015, Septembey. THgital citizenship and digital literacy. Retrieved
from https://www.netsafe.org.nz/digitaitizenshipanddigital-literacy/

3.3 Young People Doing Everyday (Digital) Citizenship

As technology has become increasingly established in schools and homespgopley

have been quick to adopt digital technologies (boyd, 2014; C. Davies & Eynon, 2013). For
young people who are often excluded from material public spaces, digitathated spaces

offer new interrelational spaces in which to escape parental okgr&gplore identity
performances, i nteract socially, and ficomr
c o mmu n f{bayd, 20440 p. 6seealsg Banaji & Buckingham, 2013; Cassell & Cramer,

2008; C. Davies & Eynon, 2013; Manago, Grah@meenfield, & Salimkhan, 2008; Selwyn,

2009b; Tufekci & Wilson, 2012; Turkle, 201 Digitally-mediated spaces offer new spaces

of belonging for young people to perform habitus and enhance social capital.

Although young people are performing habitus onlithey do so in a discursively
constructed context. Digitalpne di at ed spaces are spaces of i
process of production and consumptiono that
consumers for the financial benefit of corgtions(Ritzer, 2013, p.3) O Pr osumer s 6
engaged in the production and consumption of digHalgdiated content, such as status
updates, videos, and blog posts on digital platforms, such as social media, that rely on
prosumption to generate reveri@eer & Burrows, 2010; Ritzer, 2013; Ritzer & Jurgenson,

2010) As young people engage online, consuming content that is corporately produced,
such as streamed movies, as well as producing and consuming eeeced content, such

associalmediapostsgly engage i n the Aparticipatory we
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p . 5) that reinforces the websitebs habitus
are prosuming, they are performing individual habitus and reinforcing the habitus of the
platform by engaging in the participatory interactions that are expected online, especially in

social media (Beer & Burrows, 2010).

Young peopleds digital habitus and online
of being. Robi nson et beaelh.av(i2WUX5)ondadtne tilsata ni
soci al rol es, interest s, and expectations wlt

572). Factors affecting offline interactions, such as demographic factors, access, and
motivation, are mirrored in dime interactions(Albrecht, 2006; Blanch, 2013; Blanch,
Nairn, & Sandretto, 2014; Hargittai, 2010; Hargittai et al., 2018; Livingstone et al., 2007,
Mossberger, Tolbert, et al., 2008b; Robinson et al., 2015; van Deursen & van Dijk, 2013,
2019). Consequety, social inequalities become digital inequalities, shaping ways of being

and doing online (Robinson et al., 2015).

How young people perceive digital spaces shapes their digital practices. Factors such
as the perceived audience for interactions and pgocepl anonymity may influence online
behaviours (Suler, 2004; Willard, 2007). For instance, in terms of audience, digitally
mediated interrelational spaces may be multidimensional, existing as concurrent multiple
interrelational spaces. Interactions maye e mi ngl y be Aone to many
(Dahlgren, 2005, p. 150), or concurrently bd#any internet users use digitaltyediated
spaces to reinforce their own worldview, connecting to others transnationally to find 0 s e
|l i ke med r at hegr o tt hern(seéc disaiBdnagis& gBuckingham, 2013;
Baumgartner & Morris, 2009; Morozov, 201 but potentially negative consequences arise
if an individual mistakes their audience. An individual may post on social media for an
imagined audience of a cleBiend butforget the potential for a wider audience to view the
posting in 6one to many® s pac e(BrpoksWwaungh pot en
2010; Marwick & boyd, 2011)Similarly, the seeming lack of a visible audience and the
falsesensed nonymity provided by nedngeoplecmagfeesh 6s mat
a sense of disinhibition and perceive minimal consequences from their actions, potentially
leading to negative online interactions (Ohler, 2010; Suler, 2004; Willard, 2007). The
possibility for negative consequences from online interactions fuels disquiet around young

peopl ebds u-mediatedfspades.gi t al | vy
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Young people are doing (digital) citizen in a social context where the ways they
participate, and the spaces they participateare discursively constructed. Discourses of
opportunity compete with discourses of risk for dominance in discussions around young
peopl ebs part i-needigied $pacesnYoung peadple gre enclirdged to develop
digital capital in the form fadigital technology skills for future success as competent, skilled
citizens(Ministry of Education, 2006, 2007) Ye't , di scourses of ris
panicsd6 from media, parents, and educators
potentid for negative consequencg@3assell & Cramer, 2008; W. Clark et al., 2009; Gabriel,

2014; Holmes, 2009; Hope, 2014; Mesch, 2009; Slavtchetkova, Nash, & Bulger, 2015;

Third & Collin, 2016; Valentine & Holloway, 2001)n New Zealand, the World Interne
Project New Zealand (WIPNZ) found that whilst people reported negative experiences
online, most felt it was only a minor problem, although many did change their online
practices as a resylDiaz Andrade et al., 2018yimilarly, Netsafe found that 19% &4-
17-yearolds were negatively impacted by a negative experience ofNietsafe, 2018b)
Parental f ear s a-mediatedintehactiond areeeradesbatediwpen pasehtd vy
feel they possess less digital capital than their children or thegiperthat their children

have previously been exposed to risk in digitafigdiated spacé€Sorbring, 2012)As noted

in Chapter 2, young people may be discursively constructed as vulnerable, naive, lacking
awareness and competence, andinneed ofadultda nce and prote-cti on
mediated spacg®e Souza & Dick, 2008, 2009; Mesch, 2009; Peluchette & Karl, 2008)

Such discourses may limit the ways young people participate in digma&tjated spaces.

For young people, attempts to balacoenpeting discourses of opportunity and risk
may lead to further issues. For instance, solutions to address the perceived distraction of
social media and issues such as cyberbullying within schools, may involve loss of privacy
for individual students, arestrictions on access to digitaltyediated spacgdV. Clark et
al., 2009) In New Zealand, media have covered stories of a number of New Zealand schools
that have chosen to ban technologies such as cell phones, or are banning particular digital
spaces, &ch as social media websites, and encouraging parents to also do so (see for
example Franks, 2019, June 4; Gattey, 2018, Februarp8)a broader scale, the solution
to perceived negative behaviours by citizens in digialdiated spaces may be inces
governmental or corporate surveillance of individual users (Morozov, 2011). Thus, Morozov
(2011) argwuepi drydbe(p. xi1) who focus on ¢t}

potential of technology are overlooking the ways that nagtates, corpate interests, and
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other individuals, such as hackers, may use digHalyiated spaces for surveillance,
control, suppression and manipulation of information and, therefbeitjzen populations.
Ironically, technological solutions to technological lplems often create more problems
that may be overlooked.

Until recently, research around youth participation has tended to focus upon ways
young people do not meet adult expectations of participation within commu(hiissr,
2007c;B. E.Wood, 2010pndhas di scounted young peopleds |
community (PercySmith, 2015) As not ed in the previous c
participatory practices are shaped and limited by adultist discourses that draw upon
constructions of young peopdes incompetentPercySmith, 2015) #Aci ti zens of th
(Lister, 2007c, p.696) or as fAci t i (Z.¢dnMarshalh 1950hpe 25)oangi n g o
people have been accused of being disengaged and apathetic citizens, especially in terms of
political participation (Banaji, 2008; Banaji & Buckingham, 2013; Beals & Wood, 2012;
Bessant, 2004; Harris et al., 2007; S. Hart, 2009; Pickard, 2019; Putnam,H18@8yer,
in recent years a growing body of literature has begun to focus upon youn@ [@eepl
everyday lived citizenshifHarris & Roose, 204; Harris et al., 2007; Lister, 20078; E.
Wood, 2010,201%9 nd t here are calls for young peopl e
be recognised as everyday examples of participatory citizenshim whtsir communities
(MacKian, 1995B. E.Wood, 2010) Similarly, there is a need to recognise the way young
people are fluidly transmediating citizenship practices across offline and online spaces,
creating new interrelational spaces and challenging paefations (Cornwall, 2002;
Pickard, 2019; Tufecki & Wilson, 2012).

Young citizens want to make a difference in their communfties/ward, Donald,
& Okeroa, 2011; Hayward & Jackson, 2011, JundréNew ZealandB. E. Wood (2010,
2012)found that, farfom being disengaged, young people engage in everyday participatory
citizenship practices that reflect the interests of their communities, such as-oilated or
environmental activitiegsee also, Hayward, 2012)ood notes that, for the most part, the
everyday examples of <citizenship Awould have
tools used to as 9k E.WWood, @ald, p. 121)det young pegple &ré o n 0
enacting moments of citizenship through participatory practices withinetaéanal spaces
(Isin & Wood, 1999)
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How participatory practices are understood as enacting citizenship is shaped by
multiple factors, including age and socioeconomic st@tusnpage, 2008)Research with
low socioeconomic status (SES) adult New Zealanfleund that practices that reflected
lived experiences and strengthened ties to community were considered more indicative of
citizenship than were practices for the good of the wider political community (Humpage,
2008). Political participation may be aditional core concept of citizenship, but low SES
adults valued locatommunityoriented participation over formal democratic or civic
participation(Humpage, 2008While civic participation was recognised as a component of
citizenship, being a New Zeald citizen was understood as being a member of a community

who enacted participatory practices.

Complicating matters are findings that public expression of citizenship by young
people, such as expressing political views, are often not welcomed unleasetpeyformed
i n 6acceptabl ed ways (Beast& Woal] 201f2;0Harciscet gh.,o we r
2007) For example, youth activists in New Zealand who protested in support of increases
in theyouth minimumwa ge, wer e portr ayeudn ghdy atnhde i menthit au
protest, as irresponsible, as playing truar
protest action, and as too easily influenced by adult groups, such as unions (Cornwall, 2002).
Describing young peoedoe éxploiteal ®y unions sand adults,ma n i [
positions adults as socially empowered while denying youth rights and youth agency
(Cornwall, 2002). Young people are positioned as needing to be invited rather than having

a right to occupy political spaces (CornwalD02).

Young people are also subject to contradictory discursive messages that seek to
shape their participatory actions in public spaces. Beals and Wood (2012) argue that adults
Awant young people to be active agelate s o, b
this agencyo (p. 210) . For i nstance, medi a
also choosing an inappropriate venue (the city central square) to idest & Wood,

2012) Il n other words, young peoplircadway thes e o f
undermined their citizenship practices. Notably, public spaces are common sites of citizen
protest and resistance. By dint of being 0j
of inclusion and interaction. Nonetheless, media respansgung people protesting in the

city square reflechow public spaces are subject to wider discouedgsutwhich groups

have the right to be includext areexcluded (Don, 1995).
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In contrast, some practices may be deemed acceptable if they confexpettied

ways of doing citizenship. For instance, when a separate youth activist organisation chose

to visit political representatives at the New Zealand Parliament, rather than protest in the
streets, the media portrayed this action as an acceptablenpenfze of agency. The young
people were fdArewarded for foll owing traditd.@i
resi st ance (Beals&Wabd, 2042; p. 20@Disarsive constructions of young

peopl eds participat i ontong with the medagosigored a8 i ng p
Agatekeepers of powero (Cornwall, 2002, p. V

practices oundermine and marginalise alternative forms of youth participation.

Young people are frequently criticised for natgaging and participating in
citizenship practices, especially in political aspects of citizendlopder, 2007; Pickard,
2019) Much research has focussed upon the ways young people are deemed to be
disengaged from politics, which has led to young pebeirg labelled politically apathetic
(Banaji, 2008; Banaji & Buckingham, 2013; Beals & Wood, 2012; Bessant, 2004; Harris et
al., 2007; S. Hart, 2009; Pickard, 2019; Putnam, 19&nham (1995), for instance, argued
that in the latter half of the twentietentury youth engagement in the United States declined
as levels of social capital declined, although he has been criticised for failing to acknowledge
the lived experiences of young people and the ways young people understand their own
actions(Holland, Reynolds, & Weller, 2007; Weller, 2009t the time, Putnam (1995)
offered evidence of declining levels of formal and informal participation in group activities,
decreasing levels of social trust, and diminishing levels of altruism as proof of weakening

social connectedness.

In a more recent work, however, Sander and Putnam (2010) acknowledge there has
been an increase in youth ciaad politicalparticipation in the United States since 2001.
They are dubious about the role the internet and social media has played in increasing youth
engagement, noting that increases were observable before the rise of popular social media
sites such as Facebook @004) and Twitter (in 2006). It is important to note that political
engagement is not confined only to social media, and social media is a broader context than
Facebook and Twitter. For instance, boyd and Ell{2®97)explain that social media sites,
such as Instant Messenger Chat (available since 1997) and Blogger (Blog software available
since 1999) have been enabling people to communicate and discuss issues with a wider

audience prior to 2001. Technology has allowed young people to socialise ariggiarin
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new ways that may not always be recognised or accepted as citizenship practices or civic

engagement.

Digital technologies allow young people to transmediate their citizenship practices.
While o6éofflined citizenshspclporadbnkbesednapgr
citizenship may be overlooked. Similarly, the links between online and offline practices of
citizenship may not be considered. One example is the way internet use is positively
associated with increased awareness and knowldggditical issuegMossberger, Tolbert,
et al., 2008h) Young people are increasingly utilising the internet to access political
information and election news and patrticipate in political discussions, actions which are
linked to increasing voter turnouha political participation Mossberger, Tolbert, et al.,
2008h. Il n New Zeal and, Hayward (2012) assert
citizens are finding their political voiceo
people perform heir citizen habitus and enact citizenship practices across multiple

interrelational spaces.

Communities in digitallyme di at ed O6publ i cd spaces pr o\
where young citizens are challenging negative constructions of youth particiation
political action. In New Zealand, youth activist groups have utilised social media, such as
Facebook, Twitter, blogs, MySpace, and other websites, to communicate political discussion
and organise protest actions in their material commuriBieals & Wood, 2012; Hayward,
2013) Similarly, in Christchurch, New Zealand, the Student Volunteer Army was formed
and organised via Facebook in the wake of the 2010 earthquakes by then university student
Sam Johnson. The ai m was tsot ufidceonntnse cwih or ecsa ull
(Hayward, 2013, p. 38)rhe number of young people who joined to help clean up silt and
damage in the city grew from 5000 in 2010, to 24,000 young people in the wake of the
February 2011 earthquakes. Several years later, the goatlp remains active in the
community fAnow experimenting with a range o
060shovelling siltéo (Hayward, 201 3provigea 38) .
tool for young people to challenge discoursesanftl incompetence and disengagement, to
overcome spatial constraints, and to challenge discourses ovelgyoup e ase df publis
spacegBeals & Wood, 2012)

Online spaces of I nteraction also offer

st r u c(Dahlgrens2005, p. 151). In the global context, young people have used digital
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communications and social media to subvert governmental control and organise and
coordinate political protests in material spap&iagui & Kuebler, 2011; Dahlgren, 2005;

DaHhgren & Olsson, 2007; Howard et al., 2011; Pickard, 2019; Tufekci & Wilson, 2012)

such as the recent youlibd protests around climate char(@ckard, 2019) or t he O Ar &
Springdé civil protests by vyo(Alagy &Keeblgr,l e pr ot
2011; Tufekci & Wilson, 2012)In recent years, activist groups suchAa®nymousave

specifically used digital technologies to conduct and support political action (E. G. Coleman,

2011, April 06). Anonymous is a digitatlyased, leaderless, amorpbkonternational group

of hackers and internet users. From its earl
a o6political gatewayb6 to a protest movement
and offline spaces of interactiqi. G. Cdeman, 2011, April 06)While officials from

nationstates and companies who have been targeted Avaomtymouss cybercriminals,
spokespeople claim th&nonymouss about social and political justice and the right to a

voice, and that group actions gpeliced and controlled through peer pressure (E. G.

Coleman, 2011, 201 April 06). Notably, the labelling of actions as socially just or criminal

is dependent upon, and makes visible, paekations, hat is, the dominant natiestate and

companies exeige power to construct actions as criminal. Arguably, the hacktivist actions

of Anonymougnembers represent alternative ways of interacting as global citizens and

subverting natiorstateor corporateontrol.

Young people are negotiating their relationsdmcitizers with the nationstate, and
they are doing so in online interrelational
act i v(lioadere20QY, p. 100 As Loader (2007) not es: Ai ns
youth culture being regarded as a don@dipolitical control, it can rather be seen as a more
compl ex environment where autonomy and agen:(
Digitally-mediated spaces offer new ways for citizens to become informed about their social
and political spacessavell as new ways to participate in revolutionary social movements
(Allagui & Kuebler, 2011; Banaji & Buckingham, 2013; Howard et al., 2011; Morozov,
2011; Pickard, 2019; Ternes, Mittelstadt, & Towers, 2014; Tufekci & Wilson, 2012)

As young people colose digitallymediated spaces, they are creating new spaces of
citizenship participation and challenging inequitable power relations. Cornwall (2002) notes
t hat when new spaces are created, those spac

alternativevisions whose involvement transforms their possibilities, pushing its boundaries,
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changing the discourse and taking control o
to participate politically and otherwise in offline spaces an opportunityue tieeir voice

heard (Allagui & Kuebler, 2011; Dahlgren, 2005; Dahlgren & Olsson, 2007; Stremer
Galley, 2003) but it also provides a space where their voices may be challenged by
detractors. Nonetheless, digital technologies and digitatigiated spaceare shaping
citizenship attitudes and practices (Banaji & Buckingham, 2013). Young people in the
digital age are using both material and digitatlgdiated spaces to negotiate identity and

enact citizenship, as consursgaspr oducer s, a hcdizerss,svho @re alsoo mi n g
political citizens(Ratto & Boler, 2014)

There i s a small but emerging body of [ it
and practices with regard to digital citizenship (see for examitelry, 2016;Couldry, et
al., 2014;Johns & Rattani, 2016; Quodling, 2016; Siapera, 2016; Thi@aoftin, 2016;
Vivienne, 2016;Vivienne, Robardsand Lincoln, 201k However, although this growing
body of workcontributes to theorisatiors digital citizenshipthereare differences in the
ways authors conceptualise digital citizenship and use the concept to frame their analysis of
young peop-medated pdactices. Far indtagice, Third and Collin (2016) analyse
the ways young people contest adult normatimestructions of citizenship through their
everyday practices, yet the focispr i mari ly upon Ocyblothsafety
challenges andeinforces discourses of riskMeanwhile, Vivienne, Robards, and Lincoln
(2016) and Albury (2016) take a youtérppectiven their exploration of how young people
use digital spaces as spaces of-ggfresentation and mediated communication and later
analyse these digital practices as acts and affirmations of digital citize@sh&y. authors
(such as Siapera, 26; Quodling, 2016; Wienne, 2016)explore the role of digital
technologies in opening spaces for acts of digital citizenship, political disruption, and rights
claims, as well as spaces of creation and individual expression that may challenge social
norms(Johns & Rattani, 2016) or further build upon theoretical constructions of digital
citizenship to offer new ways of w®geptber st an
example, Atif & Chou, 2018; Burridge, 2010; Choi, 2016; Choi et al., 2017; Coetdhly,
2014; de Moraes & de Andrade, 2015; Gibbs, 2010; Goggin, 2016; Harris & Johns, 2020;
Isin & Ruppert, 2015; Isman & Gungoren, 2013; McCosker, 2015; Mossberger, Tolbert, et
al., 2008b; Vivienne et al., 2016)otably, lowever, while researchers apmoncepts of
digital citizenship as a way to understand young people as digital citizens, they often fail to

directlyinvolve young people in the discussion and analysis of how digital citizenship might
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be understood and whether young people feel tpeaictices align with researcher
conceptualisationsThis thesis builds upon and extends the emerging literature on digital
citizenship by drawing upon direct engagement with young people to explore their
understanding of themselves as digital citizens, anekplore their experiences and their

perspectives on digital citizenship.

3.4 Summary

Digital spaces have become important spaces of citizenship practice, even if those practices
are not always considered in terms of citizenship. Young people are growinthupgital
technologies increasingly prevalent within schools and homes, and with growing online
provision of services via digitahgccessed-government (Dahlgren, 2005). As a result,
young people are increasingly negotiating digitaligdiated spacessathey enact
citizenship practices, engaging and participating in digiadiated communities that

cross geeboundaries.

Digital citizenship means fAmany things
15). Digital citizenship may be defined as posg®msof capitals in terms of ability to access
and participate in digitalynediated spaces, or as habitus that drives behaviours and

attitudes towards technology and contributes to a sense of belonging and community. It may

further be constructed as norma ve Oappropriated practices

habitus around (digital) citizenship. Nonetheless, digital citizenship is understood as a way
of being and doing participatory citizen(ship) across transmediated spaces. As such, nation
states haveegun to governmentalise digital citizenship education in order to normalise the
desired discourses of citizenship, such as appropriate participatory behaviours, to support a
sense oftommunity belongingneé¢Delanty, 2003; Graham, 2007; Yarwood, 2014).

Educating for di gital citizenship 1in
historical context and draws upon discourses of participation as well as digital eontext
specific discourses of opportunity and risk. Within this discursive context, young feople
New Zealand are engaging as participatory citizens, both offline and online, through
everyday moments of lived citizensHhipeals & Wood, 2012; Cornwall, 2002; Hayward,
2012, 2013; MacKian, 1998. E.Wood, 2010, 201,2013 2015;B. E.Wood et al., 203;

P. Wood, 2013)although their citizenship practices may not always be accépeads &
Wood, 2012; Bolstad, 2012; Harris et al., 2007; Hayward, 2@d)sequently, prescriptive
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and normative definitions of participatory digital citizenship proffdsgeducators do not
necessarily align with young peopleds I|ive

digitally-mediated spaces.

In the following chapter, | outline how my theoretical approach (Chapter 2) and the
literature basis for this researchmbine to inform the methodological approach I utilised
in this study
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Chapter4:. Met hodol ogy: 06Getting
Al ongo

My approach to this research was framed by a desire to understand hogvpeapie
understood and madwaeaning of the concept of digital citizenship. Kgle (1996 )states,

Ai f you want to know how people understand
them?0 (p. 1). Tal king t o ywapprgachpreanpthae u s i
young peopleds voices and opinions were for
young peopimaking as expearts an thgir own lived experiences and encourage
these young people to participate in thecoastructon of knowledge in the research

process.

This chapter is organised into five sections. Firstly, | outline the ontological,
epistemological, and methodological underpinnings that frame my research design (Section
4.1). In Section 4.2, | present the datdemtion methods | utilised, involving focus groups
and semustructured interviews that supported young people in describing their lived
experiences. In Section 4.3, | discuss the ethical considerations of this research project,
including the proceduralleti cs of &égetti ng i (Ldflantd &Loftalde f i el
1995)and negotiating gatekeepers to gain access. | follow this by reflecting upon the process
of 6getting a(lolandy® Loflamd, 18MB)and i ehd fiet hi cal |y
momen t §Gaillemin & Gillam, 2004)that arose during the research. In Section 4.4, |
explain my approach to data analysis, which draws upon a poststructuralist concept of
di scourses to make meaning of young peopl e
interview approach, along with a constructivist underpinning and a discourse analysis
approach, allowed my data analysis to take into acdmmmimeaning is ceconstructed and
shaped by context. Finally, in Section 4.5, | summarise the methodology utiliseid in

research.

4.1 Framing the Research Design

Research design is underpinned by assumptions about reality (ontology) and knowledge
(epistemology)Avramidis & Smith, 1999; Creswell, 2007; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007;
Crotty, 1998; Denzin & Lincoln, 1998; Ga & Lincoln, 2005; Luttrell, 2010b; C. Marshall

& Rossman, 2011; Neuman, 2006; Ritchie & Lewis, 2003; Snape & Spencer, 2003; Willis,

2007) | base this research within a constructrigerpretivist paradignisee for example,
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Avramidis & Smith, 1999; Grene, 2010; Schwandt, 1998)d take a qualitative approach

to explore young peopl @dgesigueide ws on digital c
Constructivist
Reality is
constructed ..
sepoope | INterpretivist
ascribe _
meaning to Aims to
events or understand
actions individual _ .
experiences - QQualitative Methodology
Acknowledges
researcher's

Intends to report multiple realities and

positioning and the generate rich data about meanifmgaking

co-construction of
meaning

Figure 4-1 Philosophical Underpinnings of the Research

A constructivistinterpretivist underpinning represen@ealityd as multiple and
subjective according to human experience (see for example, Avramidis & Smith, 1999;
Crotty, 1998; Greene, 2010; Schwandt, 1998). Constructivism and interpretivism are often
entangled as they share the goal of understanding the world through individual experiences
and meaningnaking (Avramidis & Smith, 1999; Greene, 2010; Schwandt, 1998).
Constructivisms abouk nowl edge and truth as fAcrefated, n
complicated discursive practiceso (Creswel |,
and ideas are constructed as people make sense of lived experiences within a context
produced by discourses (Creswell, 2007; Crotty, 1998). As individuals asoeid@ng to
experience, shared meanings shape soci al reec
(Crotty, 1998, p. 54) through a process of social construction (see also Chapter 2). In terms
of this study, how young people understand digital citizgnshshaped by social, political,
and historical constructions of the concept of citizenship, of the concept of young people,
and of digitallymediated spaces. Furthermore, because constructivism acknowledges that

all knowledge is shaped by experiences p&teptions, it is important that | acknowledge
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my positioning as researcher, as | have done in Chapter 1, as my values, background, and
experienceshape my interpretations in the research context (Creswell, 2007; Schwandt,
1998; Willig, 2017).

Interpretvism focusses upon developing understandiighe human experience
within a particularcontext(see for example, Greene, 2010; Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006;
Schwandt, 1998) | mport ant |l vy, interpretivists cons
intentional, actre, goaildirected; they construe, construct, and interpret their own behaviour
and that of their fellow agentso (Denzin &

current understandings of young people as holders of human (¢gRGSRC, 1989, 20

November) Gai ning understanding of individual
descriptions and explanations; i n Kval eds
Nonet hel ess, as with constructivismleginit is

the process of interpretation and meanmgking (Grant & Giddings, 2002)Indeed,
Bryman(2012)notes that an interpretivist stance results in multiple interpretations occurring
throughout the research process. In this researcaye interpretedthe data through the
multiple theoretical tools used (see Chaptear®)participants haventerpretedtheir lived
experiences which are-presented in the dat&heresuls of these multiple interpretations

are represented in the findings chaptad Itakea reflexive approach throughoiio gain

rich insights into how young people understand the concept of digital citizenship, it was
necessary to explore individual lived experiences and meanaking of digital citizenship,

which drove my choice of qualitative approach to the research design.

In this study, qualitative interviews provided opportunities for richer, medepth
responses that allowed glimpses into the discursive contexts young people were drawing
upon when constructing and embodyiways of being and doing digital citizenship.
Qualitative research is a diffuse practice that gives rise to multiple methods of enquiry
(Babbie, 2007; Denzin & Lincoln, 1998; Flick, 2007; Given, 2008; Luttrell, 2010a; Ritchie
& Lewis, 2003) A qualitativeapproach is interactive, interpretive, and naturalistic (Flick,
2007)andcarries ethical implications in terms of the interpretation and representation of
parti ci p(Ragdrss&Willigj201&)s To ensure that partici f
forefrort, the positioning of the researcher and the methods used to gather data must be clear,
andthe research designust beexplicit on how the research components support the inquiry
framework(Luttrell, 2010a)
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Accordingly, as | have outlined, my research is located within a constructivist
interpretivist paradigm with a qualitative approach and draws upon four theoretical lenses
for the analysis: poststructuralist concepts of discour@esucault, 1972, 2002)
Bourdieusian analysis of habitus and cagiBdurdieu, 1977; Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992)
interrelational notions of place and spddéassey, 2005)and understandings of digital
citizenship as digitalymediated citizenship (see Chapter 2). | have acknaelédome of
the tensions between these multiple theoretical strands in Chapter 2, as well as ways they
complement each othéwillig (2017) notes there has been a move in qualitative research
towards employing complementary analytical approaches to gapedenderstanding of
data. Taking a multipkbocus theoretical model as a methodology for analysis allowed me
to examine the data fAthrough more than one |
2017, p. 17) and provide richer insights into howryg people makeneaning of their digital

citizenship in a socialkgonstructed, discursive, and interrelational context.

The combination of a constructivstterpretivist paradigm with qualitative
methodology has shaped the research process, from tlgg dédihe research questions
through to how | vi ewed my participantsdé (c
interrelational research spaces. It has shaped the ongoing reflexive moments where |
consider(ed) my role as researcher and the way hgsand attitudes have influendbe
research and contributed to the mearmmaking process. But it has also shaped the way |
have grappled with, and responded to, the ethical moments that arose during the research

process.

4.2 Research Design

When designinghe research methods, | waware | wasasking participants to examine

their (digital) citizenship and belonging, aspects of their lives that they perhaps took for
granted. I needed t o(CnMalstall & Rogsmai,f2@linip.l14lar st r :
not only for myself as researcher, but also for the participants if | was to understand their
meaningmaking and the way they constructed their understanding of citizenship and digital
citizenship. | decided to adopt two phases of interviews to gather datd at encouraging

young people to reflect upon Alihterviewswera'n O ev e |
conducted between October, 2014 and June, 2015.
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The first phase of interviews wasnducted vidocus groups in order to explore the
concepts of (djital) citizenship with the participants. Focus groups are a common tool for
discovering collective meaning and nor(Bsoor, Frankland, Thomas, & Robson, 2001; H.

Davies, 2015; Gibson, 2007; Klieber,2004) as t hey al |l ow pareéi ci par
out previousl y t ak e (Blodretral., g00lam 6}ieodeva,osus mpt i o
groups may leave participants mired in an ambiguity of meaning (Bloor et al., 2001) as the
group caeconstructs concepts. Moderators therefore operate to faciliistesdion and

encourage collective consideration of topi€&Nyumba, Wilson, Derrick, & Mukherjee,

2018) My purpose, as facilitator and moderator, was to encourage participants to start
thinking abouthe norms and interpretations of ways of being anmagd@ligital) citizenship,

and how these might apply to their lived experienddg.hope was that the collective
discussion would help stimulate participants to consider and clarify their own thoughts and
perceptions around (digital) citizenship.

The secod phase of interviews were folleup individual interviews with
participants. Combining group and individual interviews provides benefits for both
participants and interviewdfS. Punch, 2002)The participants in group interviews gain
support and confide® with their peers presef@. Marshall & Rossman, 201,2yhile also
becoming accustomed to the interviewer, which may benefit interactions in the individual
interview. However, group interactions may result in some participants being overshadowed
by vocd peers (C. Marshall & Rossman, 2011). Thus, the individual interview provides an
opportunity for the participant to voice experiences and opinions that they may not have felt
comfortable revealing in front of peers (Kvale, 1996; C. Marshall & Rossman,; 31
Punch, 2002).

My choice to use focus groups served additional purposes. Focus groups were a
methodological tool that allowed me to introduce myself and my research to participants
and begin to build rapport. | was conscious that repeated contaatsebemyself and
participants, as we organised meeting and t
r a p p(bundorabe & Jessop, 200d)acknowledge that engaging through focus groups
before meeting individually allowed myself and the participabetmme familiar with each
other, which I hoped would help participants to feel comfortable in the subsequent individual
interviews. Furthermore, the conversations and line of questioning in individual interviews

were informed by the themes and issues #nase in the focus groupshe focus groups
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created opportunities for participants to explore concepts in ways | may not have considered
and allowed participants to position their understandings of citizenship and digital
citizenshi p a qderstarslihglLatehie the propessemysa@wareness of the
collective meanings generated in the group meetings informed my analysis of individual

meaningmaking.

In this research | used audioe c or der s, with the participa
the focusgroups and individual interviews. Audrecorders allow the researcher to focus
on the participant and actively engage in conversation without interrupting the
conversational rapport by taking notes, but they are not without issue. -faadiaiers
cannotcapture the embodied nuances of conversation that emerge through the gestures and
body language that accompany tonal inflectifdenscombe, 1999)nstead, they provide
a mediated, but limited, replication of what was said. Thus, part of my proceseaadter
interview was to make field notéd@enscombe, 1999vriting down my observations of any
embodied cues from meaningful moments, such as shrugs, that might help my meaning

making during the analysis process.

Throughout, | kept in mind the research diges driving this research process
(shown in Table 4L.), namely, how meaningful the concept of digital citizenship was for

young people.

Table 4-1 Revisiting the Research Questions

Core ResearchQuestion:
How meaningf ul I's the concept of

Sub-Questions: 1. How do young people under st

2. How do young people underst

3How meani ngf ul i's the defin
"citizenb6 to young people?

4 Where do young people feel belonging and/or engaged with
" communities?

5 How do young people feel their digital practices reflect the

concept of digitatitizenship?




Chapter 4 Methodology 99

421 60Getting inbdb: Accessing and recruiting

My aim was to incorporate the views of young people who were on the cusp of, or in their
early years of formal citizenship responsibilities, such as electoral voting. IrZBiaand,

young people are eligible to vote from the age of 18 years. Furthermore, as the research
incorporated discussion of the definition of digital citizenship that is constructed to be used
in formal education, | wanted to ensure the views of senimfesits in their last years of

high school were included. To ensure a diverse range of participants, | decided to recruit
from both a loweiecile school and a highatecile school, as well as to invite young
people from a posichool noreducation contdx(a community group), along with young
people from a postchool education context (a tertiary group). | therefore set a participant
agerange of 16 to 25 yearBour subsets of participants were drawn from four different

contexts across several geograptagions.However, | note thatvhilst | recruited from

diverse backgroundte participantsampleas not representative of

diversity. Whilst approximatelyl7% of participants in the individual interviews identified
as Mo paiicipants identified as Pasifikeonly 7% identified as Asian, with the
majority identifying as New Zealand Europeémthe following subsections, | outline how
| used several methods to recruit participants, from negotiated access through schools, to

snowballing through a contact, amgbproaching young peopie a public space.

4.2.1.1 Recruiting in schools

The recruitment process began by identifying a range of loeeite and highedecile

schools that might provide a diverse range of students. Atirties the New Zealand

Mi ni stry oHducEiohCounts i wenb Hi te (https:// www. ed

provided school statistics such as decile and school population details. | selected a range of
schools according to decile funding status and stienated gender and ethnic diversity of

senior students (based on the school s Jul

As dgitally-mediated citizenships likely to be easier for those with access to

economic capitall wanted to provide opportunities for the voices of stude@htsmay have

5 Decile ratings are an indication of the relative sesicn o mi ¢ st atus of the school

compared to other schools and are used to apportion school funding.-dewiler schools have a higher
proportion of students from low socioeconomic communities compared to {ugbiée school§Ministry of
Education, n.dd)

p
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less access to be represented. Wainjensor{2008, p. xi)notes that it can be difficult to
access those fiexcluded from mediated citi zel
therefore crossnatched the geographic locales of selectdubsls against population data

from the 2013 Census data from Statistics ($&fats NZ Tatauranga Aotearoa, n.do

classify the school locales as Rural, Rural Centre, Main Urban Centre, Secondary Urban
Centre, or Minor Urban Centre. These classificatiategories had been used to estimate

the proportion of households with telephone and internet access otlsehold Use of
Information and Communication Technology Survey A@Hacand, 2013) gave greater
weighting to approaching schools that wereated in minor urban, secondary urban, or

rural centre townships, as Statistics NZ data suggested these categories of location had the
lowest levels of household internet access. However, | note that in 2012, minor urban centres
still had an estimated cowage of 64% households with internet access, while secondary
urban and rural urban centres were estimated to have 72% and 73% respectively of
households with internet access (Bascand, 2013). Notably, internet uptake has increased
dramatically since 2012, drby 2017 internet connectivity for rural and urban was reported

at over 94%Diaz Andrade et al., 2018)

Accessing the privatelpublic spaces of schod[Blanch, 2013¥or research means
negotiating access. | contactarihcipals of schools across mulepgeographic regiofidvy
mailed letter (see Appendix A), introducing myself, providing details about the research,
and seeking permission to enter the school to address a senior student assembly and invite
participants. | followed up by telephone two keeafter the letter. acknowledge that this
approach reinforced t he s c hleath Gharles, Grbwve& as 0O i n
Wiles, 2007; Valentine, 1999 owever, | considered it necessary due to the logistics of my
request; | was seeking peission to address students at schools for recruitment purposes. |
had also mentioned potentiallyinterviewing students at schools as | felt the school
environment might provide a neutral space and potentially alleviate some of the power issues

inherent n interview situationgElwood & Martin, 2000)

51n order to help protect confidentiality of schools and participants, the following section provides indications
of weighting, rather than numbers of schools approached and does not identify geographic regions (see Tolich,
2004).
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Ultimately, participants were drawn from two secondary schools in main urban
centres: one higheatecile school (Waiporoporo Colledelxnd one lowedecile school
(Kikorangi College). For bothchools, I initially spoke at a senior school gathering to Year
12 and 13 students and distributed flyers (see Appendix B) about the research, along with

information sheets and consent forms to those who showed interest.

In Kikorangi College, a future dateas set for my return to hold the focus group. On
the agreed day, the school made a space and time available for the focus group to take place
during lunchtime and the following class, and the senior teacher encouraged me to briefly
remind students of myesearch at a pidench gathering. The teacher had informed the
students that food would be provided during the focus group, which may have potentially

acted as inducement for the 13 students who chose to participate.

At Waiporoporo College, | spoke at tisenior school assembly and collected
expressions of interest from 20 students. A time for an initial focus group was negotiated
with six people using an online Doodle Poll, but despite text reminders earlier in the day,
only half attended. This necess#dta second group of four participants being organised the
following week. In this case, only two participants attended. There is a risk that too few
participantcanresult n t he f ocus group e(Héncebsy&Hegy, a fpa
2005, p. 24) so | offered participants the option to have a joint interview together, which

combined both focus group and interview questions, and they chose this option.

4.2.1.2 Snowballing in the community

Recruitment of a neschool based group from the general community of a major urban
centre was undertaken via a O0snowball é appt
was not currently involved in formal education to hand out invitation leaflet\(gsendix

C) about the research to people they knew. Subsequently several young people contacted

me for more information and ultimately six agreed to participate. One risk from a
snowballing approach to recruitment is that participants may know eachesttdangering

internal confidentiality(Tolich, 2004) and compromising the potential diversity of the

participant groupRitchie, Lewis, & Elam, 2003)Admittedly, diversity as a group was

" All names of schools are pseudonyms.



102 Chapter 4 Methodology

compromised in that participants were contacted primarily througgmanon source and

many already interacted socially. However, these participants were drawn from a variety of
backgrounds, schools, and rural and urban centres, which created points of difference in the
way they had been exposed to concepts of digitalecisiip. In terms of the larger
participant pool, this group of young people provided a counterpoint to those recruited

through education settings.

4.2.1.3 Flow population sampling in a tertiary environment

To recruit participants from a pesthool education endnment, a form of flow population
sampling(Ritchie, Lewis,& Elam, 2003)was utilised. A public space was identified as an
opportunity to approach and talk to a population of predominantly tertiary students. To
remove any chance of researcher bias, | tsabpne position on a thoroughfare and offered
every fourth person who walked past a leaflet containing brief details of the project and my
contact details (see Appendix B). Discussing research projects in detail can be difficult in
public spaces due todlflow of people passing, risks to confidentiality of being identified

as participating, and the reasons individuals are originally in that public space potentially
increasing time pressures. Therefor@skedthose interested to provide their name, and

contact details on a sigup sheet as an expression of interest (see Appendix B).

Additional snowballing of participants occurred as those who expressed interest later
shared the research details with their friends who then contacted me to register (Drerest
participant contacted me after noticing a flyer | had pinned in a tedig@pnted community
recreation centre. In all, 28 people registered interest. Potential participants were informed
that | aimed to contact volunteers in order of registeringrést until a maximum of 15
participants had been reached. Using Doodle Poll to suggest and garner interest for times
and dates, | organised an initial focus group for up to 10 participants. Only five participants
arrived and took part however, and it wascessary to contact a further group of five
participants and negotiate a second focus group meeting. In all groups, those who had
registered interest, but did not participate, were thdifér their expression of interest in

the research project.

4.2.2 Phase nhe: Exploring concepts through focus groups

Five focus groups were conducted, ranging between 65 minutes (Kikorangi College) and

140 minutes (Community group). Most lasted around 90 minutes. The focus groups
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followed a looselystructured approach based amd a list of questions (see Appendix D)
and some audiwisual prompts that were used as focal points to provide variety and
encourage engagement in the interview pro¢€sbson, 2007) All focus groups were
audiorecorded, with the recordings used tontiiy themes and shape the line of questioning

for the individual interviews.

The focus group questions were designed to elicit collective understandings of digital
citizenship. As part of the process, | introduced participants to the definition of digital
citizenship that is promoted to schools by the Ministry of Education and Netsafe (Netsafe,
2012, 2015, September 16, nlj.n.d-c; Te Kete Ipurangi, n.ea, n.d-b). The aim was not
to be critical of the definition or invite criticism of the Netsafeamgation. Rather, my goal
was to explore young peoplebs honest react
digital citizen that was being promoted to schools and, hopefully, stimulate them to consider
their beliefs and practices. | expected thatsoparticipants might find it difficult to
challenge aspects of a governmseanctioned definition. | was therefore honest about my
own reaction that | did not know if | could meet all the criteria, although | did not provide

details soas notto potentiay bi as participantsd misgi vVvings

The audievisual prompts available consisted of two television /video advertisements
accessed via YouTube: t he O6Tast. Nlastie a't h
2013)whi ch was a cart oosud dsiShrekthe sheep, chodolatevfishf i c o
the Shotover Jet, the pink and white terraces, raghyiki, and bungee jumpingnd the
60rcon and iKiappbotgcom not (The OrtodBog @043r t i sem
which frontman Kim Dotcom parodies povertyssue advertisements to complain about
internet data capping argbrtray fast broadband as a rigfibhese prompts were used to
stimulate discussion in the Kikorangi College focus group and the first Tertiary focus group.

In the other focus groups, parpeints were either aware of the advertisements and discussed

their impressions from memory, or discussion was robust and did not need a prompt.

Altogether, five focus groups were held in two types of location: institutional settings
and private homes. Focggoups for Kikorangi College and Waiporoporo College were
conducted at the schools in empty classroom spaces. The focus group for Kikorangi College
was conducted during an extended lunchbreak and following lesson time, whereas the focus
groups for Waiporporo College were conducted after classes had finished for the day. It is

not possible to find a neutral setting for focus groups. Venues impact upon participant and
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researcher behaviours through subtle cues: institutional settings may influence pasticipan

to behave in ways associated with that institution, whereas private homes may encourage
conversations to morph into socialising, as
participant (Bloor et al., 2001). In locating the focus groups in theds, | hoped that

spaces familiar to the participants woul d

(

insidersd and potent i(&bsbry20@/ddr ess power i mba

The idea of familiar spaces similarly influenced the choice of venue for the
comnunity and tertiary groups. After negotiation, the Commurittgus group was
conducted at the home of my contact who had started the snowballing recruitment. This had
sever al benefits: my contactds home Wwas a ¢
little economic cost to themselves and was a familiar space for several participants; although
|l was not overly familiar with the space, my
researcher safe{@ieber & Tolich, 2013)and my contact became efiormal cofacilitator
and social mediator, engaging in the discussions and often offering their own prompts.

As noted, there were two focus groups for the Tertiary participants. The first group
was conducted in a community recreation centre with whaetigipants were familiar. The
second focus group wasipposed to beonducted in the same space the following week.
However, the location was renegotiated after one participant was injured on the day of the
focus group and was finding it difficult to tralv | had been unaware at the time of organising
the focus group that the participants of the second focus group knew each other through their

studies. | became aware of this fact after participants organised among themselves a space

C

atthe injured partiant 6 s home and suggested this to n

whet her | felt comfortable in a participant
influenced by the fact that the second group of participants were all young women and that

their hane was in a buitup area. This did not stop me, however, from ensuring that |
followed certain safety precautions such as informing my partner when | entered and left the

premises.

Despite the variation in contexts for focus groups, all were conductseunitar
ways. For instance, at each meeting, we took fmnentroductions and an informal chat
over food | provided on a central table. In the New Zealand context, the concept of
manaakitanga incorporates the sharing of kai, or food, as a gesture itdlitgsparing, and
respect for guestgHudson, Milne, Reynolds, Russell, & Smith, 2010; Tip&fetua,
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Phillips, Cram, Parsons, & Taupo, 2008) a research context, providing food and drink
helps set the social context for the intervié@ibson, 2007; Mnn, 2016) Providing
refreshments was a way to welcome participants to the research space and show my
appreciation for the time they were giving to help with my research.

After settling in, each focus group started by revisiting and reaffirming consent an
reminding participants of their right to withdraw or n@aik on a topic. To continue
encouraging the respectful space, participants were asked to take turns and respectfully listen
when people spoke before offering their opinions, reminded of the needrifidentiality

around what was said in the group, and asked to affirm they were comfortable having the
interview recorded. | offered participanie option of turnin@ff the recorder if they wished

to say somet hing 0of fough hogarticipante usetdhis approachth e g 1

in the focus groups.

In all groups, discussion was lively and at times, robust. Indeed, in two groups,
Kikorangi College and the Community group, the issue for me wdacttitate group
orienteddiscussion as parfjgants became engaged in debating between each other and
concurrent discussions erupted. These were the first focus groups | conducted for the
research, which may have been a factor. Another factor may have been the size and
familiarity of groups. Kikorang Col | eged6s | arger group of 13
a groupfocus for all participants difficulfHennessy & Heary, 2005pPn the other hand, the
Community focus group was smaller in size,
andwith the space, may have encouraged them to converse in a more relaxed and casual

manner.

While | attempted to ensure quieter members also had a chance to speak up, | was
conscious that | did not want to draw undue attention to anyone who might feel
uncombrtable expressing their view, or who was choosing not to offer a comment on that
aspect. Silence may indicate that participants feel anxious or unwilling to part{&p&tad
& Pederson, 1998; Zembylas & Vrasidas, 2000 provide spaces for quieterrpeipants
to speak up, I thereforeusedrdn r ect ed phrases, such as fAwhe
(Gibson, 2007; Hennessy & Heary, 2005; Klieber, 2004pted that, especially in groups
where some participants knew each other, attempts were madecltmle quieter

participants. Often participants began conversations with each other, rather than with me,
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with the result that | became observer to the negotiations of mearakigpg that happened

within the collective.

4.2.3 Phase Two: Exploring individual meaning-making

The second phase of interviews consisted of sractured individual interviews with 28
participants who had been members of the foc
all interviews were audioecorded for later transcription. Baipants were offered the

opportunity to check and correct their transcripts and no changes were requested. Interviews

lasted between 40 and 90 minutes.

The individual interview questions were opended and designed to encourage
participants to reflectpon their experiences and understandings of (digital) citizenship (see
Appendi x D). Qualitative interviews allow t
experiences and opinions about their lived conf@xzlletta & Cross, 2013; Kvale, 1996; C.
Marshal & Rossman, 2011) The i nterviewerods role therefo
upon their experiences and make meaning within their co(@altetta & Cross, 2013)

Initially, interviews were arranged to follow a similar order of topics as the fgousg,

which | felt provided a | ogical flow from un
of &6digital cit i-srecuredciitepvidws are fuid and are shaped dynthie

way participants develop responses that are meaningful to ({fkeavis, 2012; Kvale,

1996) As a result, not all interviews followed the same order, although all covered the main

points at some stage.

During interviews, both interviewer and participantproduce the conversation
through their negotiation of the weersational text (Kvale, 1996). Researchers can help
participants unpack meaning by providing conversational prompts, clarifying details,
inviting elaboration, and paraphrasif@alletta & Cross, 2013; Kvale, 199&)owever,
whilst the participant osteridy leads the conversation, there is a power differential in that
the researcher defines the topics and decides which topics are explored further. During the
interviews | utilised strategies such as prompts and seeking clarifications or elaboration.
Nonetleless, asidentified themeshrough the analysis processnevitablyfeel there were

missed opportunities to follow emerging themes

Like the focus groups, the timing and context for the individual interviews were

negotiated with participants. Interview contexts consisted of school premises (two Kikorangi
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College and all Waiporoporo College participants), a saublic community spacedur
Kikorangi College participants), a private residence following the focus groups (four
Community group participants), a community recreation centre (five Tertiary group
participants), and cafes (one Community group participant, five Tertiary groupgzarts).

Table 42 provides a summary of the methods used to recruit the resultant participant
pool and generate the interview data. Pseudonyms have been used for all focus groups and

individual participants throughout this thesis.
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Table 4-2 The Data Collection Process
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4.3 EthicalConsi derations of 6Getting I nd

All research has ethical considerations. In New Zealand, as in most countries, all institutional
research involving human participants must seek formal ethical review from a Research
Ethics Committee (REC). Yet, the formal review, mocedural ethicGuillemin and

Gillam, 2004) primarily considers ethics at only one point in time, at the beginning of the
project when resear cher s(Lolande& Loflang,il90§)For o &6 g et
the researcher, especially the novice researcher, it cdifficalt to foresee all the ethical

issues that may arise during the research process. Guillemin and Gillam (2004) argue
therefore that ethical research requires consideration of a second compthiest,in

practice Focussing on ethics practice requires the researcher to adopt a reflexive approach

and remain selaware of how their decisions, actions, and analysis affects the research

process as they try to 6get alongb6 in the f

431 Procedur al et hi cs: The et hical i ssues of

The procedural ethics application gives the researcher the opportunity to show the Research
Ethics Committee that they are trustworthy and compdt@uaillemin & Gillam, 2018)
Procedural ethics requires the researcher to consider core principles ofregaath, such

as the potential for harm, the need for informed consent, potential issues of deception, and
the protection of privacy, and confidentiality of ddsee for example, M. Punch, 1994;
Sieber & Tolich, 2013)These factors underpin the fornedhics process overseen by The
University of Otago Human Ethics Committee. Because this research involved interviews
with young peopl e, a potentially oOovulner a
application. This application asks the student reseaihe their supervisors to consider
aspects such as: the aim, scope, and design of the project; how participants will be chosen
/invited and whether participants may be considered vulnerable; what information will be
collected and how privacy and confidatity issues will be handled; whether there is a
potential for risk or harm to participants, or researcher, and how that is to be minimised; and

how informed and voluntary consent will be ensured.

A unique aspect for the New Zealand ethical processpgcefor, and incorporation
of the principles ofle Tiriti o Waitangi(The Treaty of Waitangi) and the tangata whenua
(indigenous people(Tolich & Smith, 2015) Guided by the principles of partnership, the

University of Otago requires local iwi consultati regarding the proposed research from
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the NgUi Tahu Research Consultation Committ
consider fissues of inter ¢gsTte tRA nMUiagrai oa sNgeln
n.d.). Ideally, researchers should conagiise the research design whilst taking into
account the Te Ara Ti ka M({Hudsin etEt, 201Gl Resea
ti kanga MOor i principles of Awhakapapa (r
manaakitanga (cultural and social responsipi)it, and mana ( (Taicht& i ce and
Smith, 2015, p. 161)These principles informed my goal to reseavith my participants as

we explored how they constructed meaning and understanding. As this research aimed to

seek young p e ozpnship@rd belongmngy and these views may be of interest

to tangata whenua, the NgUi Tahu Research Co
data be <collected and research findings be
Education organisationsiad Toi tu te | wi at Te RInanga o Ng

the completion of this research.

In procedural ethics, young people are often considered a potentially vulnerable
popul ation. A researcher must coltytoiudger aspec
the risk to themselves from participating and providing informed consent and then balance
these with the researcheroés own beliefs arou
outlined by Kipnig2001)as a way to consider participantirerability and potential risk of
harm: cognitive capability, subject to authority coercion, deferential masking reticence,
medically vulnerable, subject to coercion through allocational disadvantage, and adequate
infrastructural resources to participgsee also Sieber & Tolich, 2013)Vhilst initially
posited in a bioethics field, these concepts intersect with ethical considerations of risk, harm
and consent. They encourage the researcher t
considering vulerability and were woven throughout the research design and

implementation.

Given participants were at least 16 years old, | felt it was likely they were cognitively
capable of understanding the research purpose and process and capable of acting as agents
on their own behalf in order to give consent. | was guided by the fact that at 16 years old, or
younger if adjudged competent, young people are deemed capable under New Zealand law
of consenting with regard to their medical treatméwnésr Rooyen, Water, &mussen, &

Diesfeld, 2015) Furthermore, the past few decades have seen a growing recognition of

young peopl ebs rights, competency, and age
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participating in researcfsee for example P. Christensen & Prout, 2002; Hetdth, 2007;
Rodriguez & Brown, 2009; Schelbe et al., 2015; Valentine, 199&ever, institutional
exemplars may use academic and complex language that is not always accessible for
younger participants. | therefore provided the participant informatdrconsent forms (see
Appendix E) in plain language to aid clear communication of what | would be asking
participants to consent to doing. | also asked my teenage children to read the Participant
Information Sheet to check clarity and | modified the laggiwhere necessary. To further
ensure informed consent, | recapped the details verbally during the research process,
reminding participants of their right to withdraw or not answer any questions, and gaining

verbal consent at the beginning of the focumugs and individual interviews.

Confirming consent verbally during the research process further served to mitigate
potential issues of external coercion to participate. Younger participants in schools may be
vulnerable to perceived subtle pressures tagpate from authority figures, such as their
school principal and teachers who appeared to support the research. In schools, teachers
would be present during my Orecruitment sp
adults who | approached in publgpaces, or who were snowballed through other
participants, similar coercive pressures from peers may exist. To minimise coercion to
participate, participants could either express interest via augiggsheet, or contact me
directly. They could then choosénether to proceed, or not, when contacted at a later time.
Indeed, a number of those who indicated initial interest via theugiggheets at schools or
in public declined to engage further with the research process. Those participants who
continued ond take part in the focus groups and then the individual interviews, further

verbally reaffirmed their consent at each stage.

Focus groups and interviews both raise ethical issues. The locations of interview
sites may raise issues of power and meafifiggood & Martin, 2000) Aware of this, |
offered participants a range of suitable spaces to cHomseincluding at their schools or
institutions, and cafés, although two focus groups were eventually conducted at places of
residence. Meeting participantdame is not without risk for the researcher and participants
(Bahn & Weatherill, 2012)Where residenebased interviews took place, | took steps to
ensure that my partner was aware of where | was and how long | was likely to be, as well as
carrying my cdlphone.To ameliorate risk to participants, | only agreed to residéased

interviews where there would be other people presenéarbyNonetheless, situations can
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changequickly, and these steps do not necessarily mitigate the potential for risk. Th
majority of meetings took place in public spaces. Students nominated times to meet and |
arranged meeting spaces with the school. | then met the student at the school office or at the
front of the school so they could lead the way to the interview sBaggents were therefore
positioned as more knowledgeable in the school environment, and could, if they wished,
minimise the chance that school staff could identify them as patrticipating, although this

could not be guaranteed.

Due to the focus groups anddividual interviews, it was not possible to offer
anonymity, as participants were aware of others who were patrticipating. Instead participants
were assured that confidentiality would be maximised through the removal and encoding of
identification markersn the reporting and publication of data. Nonetheless, focus groups
endanger internal confidentiality as they increase the chances that participants could
recognise and identify statements from other particip@mbch, 2004) Participants were
verbally reminded of this fact, and the need to maintain confidentiality of what was
discussed, at the beginning of the focus groupsring the individual interviews,
participants either chose a pseudonym from a list of randomly generated names or provided
therovn. A few participants initially wanted
to their identity. To protect their privacy and the privacy of others in the research with whom
they may be associated, | negotiated with participants to find pseuddmgtmsay still hold
meaning butwere less personally identifiable. While some participants chose to be

interviewed with friends, only those in the interviews knew the pseudonyms chosen.

As the study asked participants to reflect upon their experiencegpfpierts, and
views of citizenship and digital citizenship, | felt it was unlikely, but not improbable, that
the topics covered would cause harm or discomfort. Nonetheless, | acknowledged the
possibility that, in looking at issues of belonging and commuityreflecting upon their

digital practices, the participants might disclose information such as being subject to

negative or risky interactions abghavioursoae c cessi ng i nappropriate

therefore provided all participants with a ledflisting contact details for support agencies,

as well as my university contact details and a resespebific cell phone number if they
needed to follow up on any issues raised (see Appendix F). Among the agencies listed were
the digital support servi; Netsafe, who could provide specific support regarding issues

oonl i ned, -appropuatelslippod agenaigs esuch as Youthline, and details for

t
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relevant school or institutional support services. | considered that providing details of
support sendes may potentially contribute to a sense that the research and perhaps-digitally
mediated spaces were risky spaces where young people may be vulnerable. However, | felt
any potential discursive cues from providing support details were outweighed by yny dut

of care to participant@Miller et al., 2012)and it was important to ensure participants had

details of support services in the event they were needed.

Given that | aimed to recruit a diverse socioeconomic range of participants, another
concern was thepotentially coercive impact of any koha (gift or recompense) for
participating in the research. The concern is that participants experiencing socioeconomic
(allocational) disadvantage may find a seemingly minor koha an inducement to participate
(Kipnis, 201; Macklin, 1981) On the other handzmanuel (2005)equates research
participation to paid work and argues that payment for reasonable risk should not be
considered an inducement. Similamickert and Grady (2008)uestion why volunteering
for monetaryrewards is considered less valid than altruistic volunteerism. They argue that
recompense should take into account risk and time required. Following feedback from
potential participants, and given | was asking participants to contribute time and emotional
labour as they shared their thoughts, perceptions, and practices, | increased my initial koha
from a $25 voucher to a $30 retail gift vou
increased participation rateSinger and Ye (2013jpund that surveyarticipation rates
increase, although at a declining rate, as the remuneration increases, but concluded that
monetary koha is unlikely to fully compensate the participant for their contribution. | felt
that, while | offered the opportunity to have a win research, and to describe and reflect
upon their lived experiences of (digital) citizenship and digital participation, the koha
reflected my gratitude for their contribution and took into account the amount of time | was

asking participants to contrile.

While formal ethical approval requires researchers to outline how they aim to recruit
participants, this does not always address ethical issues that may arise in doing so.
Gatekeepers may present unexpected ethical dilemmas for researchers tryghgnto g
research sites and recruit participaifils Chambers & Beres, 2016; Wanat, 2Q08)
Gatekeepers may deny access to researchers for many reasons, including protecting the
participantsd® and i ns (Hedathuet al.p 2007s Wanap06® and

Frequently, the perceived time commitment for staff and students was a barrier to my
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gaining access. Ongrincipal verbally disclosed that their school received hundreds of
requests for their students to participate in research each year. They therefore felt they had
to prioritise research potentially useful to the school community, such as research around
specific youth issues, or research by the Ministry of Education. Similar sentiments were
echoed by otheprincipals. Thesegorincipals described the way schools can become-over
researched populations of convenieiicas a researcher, where else can you eéinily

many young people in one place? THHermamndsd a
with researchers may experience Oresearch
with further research, especially when participation does not appeprovide direct

benefits to then(T. Clark, 2008; Wanat, 2008)

Even when access is granted, intermediate gatekeepers may impede research or give
rise to ethical dilemmas (Wanat, 2008). Early in the data collection phasied a school
that did not itimately feature in the researchfter approachinghe principalof 6 K @wh a i
Co | |, ewpediven permissioto address senior students at the asseriawever, on
the agreed day, | arrived at the appointed time to findpthmeipal was away and had
forgotten to inform the senior teachers of my visit. My reception by the senior teacher in
charge was not welcoming and | had to decide whether to proceed. As accessing this school
had required travelling some distance, | opted to continue with the taildenss. However,
throughout my presentation, | was aware the senior teacher was standing to one side of me,
tapping their foot, with their arms crossed. Although | do not know how students perceived
this performance, my impression was that the teachemnzetient, and | felt pressured to
rush my presentation even whilst trying to ensure | fulfilled my ethical commitments and
provided enough information for students. This is not an unusual situation for researchers.
Permission for access is not the sam&@operation and assistance in the field, especially
when there are layers of gatekeepers, in this casgriti@pal and senior teachers, whose
cooperation is needefWanat, 2008) Wan a't (2008) notes that
uncooper at i vsisttheif gvn pardicatipn irt thee research process. Optimally,
if there had been time, | could have talked over the research with the senior teacher. In this
case, | had no prior relationship with the senior teacher who had bamtecbinto what
possily felt like an unexpected task. Thperhapsontributed to later events which led to

an ethical dilemma on my part, as | shall discuss in the next section.

Idan)
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432 0Getting alongé: Reflexivity and ethical

Lofland and Lofland (1995note thatnew problems continually arise in the field as
researchers try to get along with gatekeepers, participants, and address the ethical issues that
arise. Ethically important moments can happen at all phases of research and require the
researchertomakedsci ons as to how to proceed. A cor
practiceo, or the unforeseen fAethically im
process is adopting a reflexive approgGhiillemin & Gillam, 2004, p. 262)Through this

researb, there were several ethical moments that had not been anticipated during the
procedural ethics process, although these moments are not unique to this study (A. Chambers

& Beres, 2016).

4.3.2.1 The problematic phone calls

As noted in the previous section, setioe ac her s at O0K@whai Coll ege
of my arrival and appeared resistant to my presence. Intermediate gatekeepers may be openly
uncooperative, or resist full cooperation, and subsequently limit the way research proceeds
(Wanat, 2008). In tlsi case, the teachers intermediate gatekeeper, potentially shaped the

way students perceived the research. During my presentation, one student loudly called out
that he would be keen to participate. However, after distributing flyers and as we were
leavng t he hall, | overheard the teacher tel]l
not a good example of the school d. This el
uncomfortabl e at batfeleunadbletaappreach@aldress thee siteatian n t
without risking embarrassing either the student or the teacher. | found it interesting that the
teacher was concerned about I mpression ma
behaviour buhad not considered the way their own beharvioay be interpreted by myself

or the students. At the time, | hoped the student would still contact me to take part as | had
stressed that participation in the research was confidential. Potentially this influenced the

subsequent events.

Whetherthetedter 6 s acti ons affected interest i
It was interesting that | received only one
at K@wh ai Coll ege and that response | ed to
schod , I received sever al phone messages of
faced an ethical dil emma over what to do. S

the first school | had shared the reseaspécific cell phone number with studergs, the
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cal l had to come from someone associated wit
reflected that the young man who left the messages had not agreed to be a participant, the
formal consent process had not started, and there was no obligatonfiolentiality or
protection on my part. | was left feeling a sense of discomfort and disquiet. (dasl)

notes that procedural ethics and researchers often fail to account for the risk of emotional
stress for the researcher. It was some months défogally talked about my emotional
response to someone else and unpacked the discomfort | had felt from the phone calls. In
terms of addressing the ethical dilemma created, | decided that the research process was
under way and that, in the interests ohfidentiality and preventing harm to participants, |
would take no action regarding the calls. | had to consider that the caller may have been the
young man who had been humiliated by the teacher, and if so, | did not want to contribute
to making things rore difficult for him at schooll. note that | subsequently did not proceed

with resear ch daetto thé acklofacsporGes| | e g e

Researchers have an ethical obligation to protect participants from harm. Yet at times
this obligation mayappear to contradict needs to respect participant agency and ability to
provide informed consent. As the interviews proceeded, | had several moments where | had

to decide how to proceed with participantso

4.3.2.2 Problematic disclosures

One interviewcaused an ongoing dilemma. During a focus group, one participant had
indicated they wanted t oAnongnioksn tarimaod digital he o6 h a
practicesl took some time to consider my response. Notions of informed consent mean that

| had b assume an otherwise competent young adult was capable of assessing risk and could
make rational decisions as to what information to disclose. However, Alldred and Gillies
(2012) have queried whether participants can fully comprehend the future impigatio
disclosing informationl had to weigh considerations of respecting and protecting my
participant alongside protecting myself as a researcher from potential conseqWémees.

it came time to do the individual interview with this participant, | iibes topic before we
beganand we discussed potential implications of what may be discussed. | had provided all
the participants with copies of the interview questions beforehand, so the participant was
aware of the line of questioning. After some d&sian, we agreed on a set of strategies that
would address our concerns, although | acknowledge that these were primarily my concerns.

We decided that, during the interview, the participant would control the recorder; the
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participant could depersonalisepto cs by referring to omy frice
discussing activities; and if necessary, | would redact, or modify, quotes (without changing
meaning) for use in publications. The result was that some discussion in this interview
occur rtleedec 6008 6, a n-coafigured theintecview space and challenges the
perceived veracity of the audiecording as an accurate recqibrdstrom, 2015)In my
journal, I noted at the time that the part:
practice: exercising agency to participate and give their time and thoughthdorthey

perceived to be thgocial good.

Procedural ethics offers no guidance on what should be written abo(T diata &
Ferguson, 2014)Although the participant and egotiated strategies, this situation was an
ongoing dilemma even after the interview. For instance, | made the decision to selectively
transcribe the recording of that section of
ther ecor dodo knomwy eameal phiapeaf the remainder of
therefore ended upehec ki ng my analysis of this part.i
ensure consistency. My decisions on what information, if any, to use and how | would
present it, wa not decided until | neared completion. | remain reflexive that my actions to
minimise risk for my participant (and potentially, myself) may have changed the data that
arose from the intervielwy emphasising some themes, whilst downplaying others

Similany, | felt an ethical duty of caréMiller et al., 2012)}o remind participants at
the beginning of interviews about the way they discussed their digital practices. Although |
felt the risk was probably low, | felt an ethical obligation to remind partidgpdhat
di sclosing some activities, such as 6down
probl emati c. I wondered whether this might
citizens. However, as | noted in my research journal, those who did meotiorioading
activities perceived the risk of repercussions as low. To ensure that | too was comfortable
with disclosures, I made the decision to r

digital practices without attribution to individual partiaits as a further protection.

Notably, many participants did not mention risky digital practices, even when their
conver satherec®rddéf i ndicated that they may he
instancepeforea focus group interview begamne participant mentioned seeing a copy of
a yetto-bereleased movie that was not available through traditional chammelying that

t hey had acc e s sladicedthat&gne pastitipardséshaped thsir interview
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performances in response to prg-interview speech. Performative acts are shaped through
speechButler, 2015; Pykett et al., 203M®oth the speaker and the act are constituted by
what and how the words are said. In attempting to act ethically and encourage participants
to consider lte ways their responses may be interpreted and used, it is possible that my
reminders may have been interpreted by participants as a warning not to mention some
aspects in interviewsSuch warnings may have led participants to feel they could not
mention ®me digital practicessuch as viewing pirated movidsy fear of being judged

even though that was not my intent. In seeking to protect participants and act ethically, it is

possible therefore, that | Sshapéeds. my partici

4.4 Analysing the Data

My analysis followed anterative, inductive approach informed by discourse analysis
techniques to expl omakingaedways of pemgapd deiny &igital ani ng
citizenship. Discourse analysis considers how, what, and where language is used, and what
social realitis are made possible (Dunn & Neumann, 2016). In interviews, participants were
being and doing their identity as (digital) citizen, not only through their narrative, but also
through the language they used, the emotions they showed, and through embodied and
discursive cues, such as shrugs, pauses, tonal intonations, an{Csoaron, 2001; Gee,

2014; Wetherell, 1999) was conscious during the analysis that participants were shaping
their interview performance to fit perceptof themselves and to shapsg/ perception of
them(Gee, 2014; Goffman, 1959iven that | had also spoken to participants about the
need to be careful of details they revealed, potentially participants were similarly conscious

of the way they may be read by others outside the &sear

441 Acknowl edgi ng t he fensraecing knbwdedggs r ol e i n co

Researchers are not 0 alficki200v,ip.)They enstruetthé r a | in
interview around a topic of their choice and drive the conversation to pursue the goals of

their research. One of the advantages of s#ractured interviews is that researchers can

probe for more detail through spontaneous pr
line of conversation. The researcher guides the conversation throughdile of which

topics and disclosures to follow up with fu
encourage participants6 act i(Duncompbe & Jessop, pat i on
2002; Kvale,1996) I nt er vi ews ar e (Maann20l6,ptle8haaeate onal e
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an interrelational space between researcher and participant. Interviews thus become
negotiated conversations; the researcher helguostruct the conversation and becomes

part of the meaningaking procesgRapley, 2001)

As researcher, | contributed to the-amnstruction of interview data through the
choices | madaboutwhen to introduce new topic questions, which disclosures to follow
up, and how and when | sought clarifications from participants. lcaascious that | had
introduced a definition of the topic | was investigating and worked to encourage participants
to reflect upon their reactions to that definition. When participants asked what | thought of
the definition | used, as happened in most $ogroups, | endeavoured to give answers that
affirmed their right to critically approach what appeared to be an official definition, such as
Al do wonder what a 6digital citizend | ooks
WhatdidyouthinkB or Al did find myself thinking al
about you?o. I was conscious, as | anal yse

production of data and meanhngaking.

4.4.2 The analysis process

Analysis is an iterative process thaccurs throughout the data collection process and
informs subsequent stefGreswell, 2007; Ritchie, Spencer, & O'Connor, 2003; Spencer,
Ritchie, & O'Connor, 2003)My initial analysis of each focus group informed the way |
conducted subsequent groups,veell as shaped the individual interviews of focus group
members. The analysis process began during the interview and was made visible as |

listened, prompted, and invited elaboration from participants on topics.

Data analysis continues through the traipsion process, as the recorded words are
interpreted, and speech isaenstructed and fproduced as written text (see for example,
Bloor et al., 2001; Mann, 2016; Nordstrom, 2015). There is debate over the value of
transcribing interviews, especiallpdus groups to written text forngloor et al. (2001)
argues that, for academic research, focus groups should always be transcribed to written text
to avoid selective analysis that misses the richness of the data. On the other hand, Clausen
(2012, p. 12notes that transcriptions of audioe c or di ngs have become 7
paradi gmo, t hat potentially | eads t o decc
transcription is selective and potentially biased because there is no way to fully capture the

conversational performance in notational fof@lausen, 2012; Erickson, 200&ecording
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and transcription are discursive moves that constandtbhnd the interview(Nordstrom,

2015) and all ow the reseatebet he o aydroneptaeep € wt 8 p @

and other contextual cues. While audszordings may aim to provide a reliable and valid
representation of the interview, they are also a form of mediated transbrgit fails to

capture all the nuances of the interrelatiantdrviewspae.

My aim was to use my initial analysis of the focus groups to inform the individual

interviews in the second phase of data <col |

selectively as | was most interested indiseursivethemes and issues that sealuring the
groupo6s col imaking arourd (digigal citizenship. This involved listening to
the audierecordings multiple times and elaborating upon my-pus¢ting notes regarding

my impressionsUsing the adaptednodel of citizenship (see &#&on 2.4.1; Mutch, 2005,
2013) as a guide to discourses of citizenship, and mitlresearch questions mind, |

looked for the discourses that participants drew upon in making meaning, and the way
meaningmaking coalesced aroumliscursivethemes and dmitions. | noted issues raised

by individual participants that | wanted to follow up in the individual interviews, such as
views that differed from the collective majority, or specific examples that participants had
drawn upon. | paid attention to thesdirsive cues that participants used, and the way their
views aligned or differed from the others in the group. Subsequently, my analysis of the way
participants expressed their meanmgking in the focus group shaped their individual

interviewsasmuchsa my analysis of themagngoupodés col |

In the individual interviews, | was looking at individual meanmmgking so chose
to work with written transcripts. While | transcribed the majority of interviews myself, |
employed transcribers forthird of the individual interviews. | transcribed using Dra@on
Naturally Speaking v13(HoméNuance, 2015)a speech recognition software that allowed

me to use a listerepeat method to convert the interview recordings to written text. Mann

(2016, p. 199 not es t hat Atranscription can be a

0t hinkingéo. As | transcribed, |  breagirgn t o
of what was said, taking into account the audible-wemal cues, such as tone, emphasis

and laughter, that | could hear on the recordings, and that would enable richer interpretations
during the analysis phagéronnerod, 2004 )-or interviews that were transcribed by others,

| regained familiarity with the dat@enscombe, 1999y (re)reaing the transcripts while
listening to the interview. As | went through transcripts prepared by others, | corrected errors

e ct
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or omissions and made notes on the same features | had noted during the interviews that |
transcribed. While some of the nonverbale s, such as Oummmdé, are r
guotes reported, the presence of werbal cues in the broader conversation transcript
enriched the analysis, for example by indicating the participant was uncertain or considering

their answer.

Participantswere offered the opportunity to check their transcripts for accuracy
before analysis began. Only two participants wished to check transcripts of the individual
i ntervi ews and neither mad e any-c memekidmged t
transcripts hasden touted by some as a way to improve the quality and trustworthiness of
gualitative researcfKornbluh, 2015; Lincoln & Guba, 1985, as cited in D. R. Thomas,
2017; Tong, Craig, & Sainsbury, 200Returning transcripts allows the participant to check
tha the transcript reflects what they feel is an accurate account of what was said. Another
option for memberchecking is asking participants to check the initial analyses and themes
as a way of ensuring the trustworthiness and validity of the anélysikRk Thomas, 2017)

In the case of this research, the individual interviews provided opportunities to check with
individual participants the themesd discoursebk had identified from the focus groups.
Raising themes as part of my questioning technique jgan&ipants the chance to rebut or
affirm my initial analysis and elaborate upon the meaning they wished to make explicit.

4.4.3 Using discourse analysis as an analytical tool

Drawing upon discourse analysis allowed me to examine how young people brought into
being their understanding of the concept of digital citizengbignn & Neumann, 2016)

There are a wide variety oBunna&Neumarm,c20lé;s t o
Fairclough, 2003)therefore it is important for the researcher to be clear abeujLtestions

they ask of the dat@Villig, 2014). Fai rcl ough (2003, p. 14) no
choose to ask certain questions about social events and texts, and not other possible

g u e s t Myaurestioning of the text was shaped by my raseguestions (RQ) regarding

(digital) citizenship (see Table-H), the way participants responded to the line of
guestioning, and my positioning as researcher. In my analysis, | sought to identify the

di scourses that s h apnakihg, wobthecanmenahemek thad asosane a n i
as they talked about their lived experiences of digital citizengtimoted in Table 2.1, |
adapted Mutchoés model of citizenship in Ne

2013) to arrive at six discourses of citizbip: as status; as identity; as belonging; as the
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democratic ideal; as public practice; and as participalibese discourses of citizenship,
along with discourses of digital citizenship, discourses of digital spaces and discourses about
young people aislentified in the literature (see Chapters 2 & 3) underpinnedumegtioning

of the data.

| analysed the transcripts of the interviews using the software programme,
HyperRESEARCHE (Researchware Inc., 201%) qualitative analysis tool that allows for
coding of text, video, and image sources. After importing all transcripts of individual
interviews for coding, | read and-read through the transcripts within HyperRESEARCH
and coded passages of text with the research questions in mind. With eacy, réedin
number of coding additions and changes lessened. In reading through transcripts, my
analysis focussed on how the participants were constructing citizenship and digital
citizenship, how participants appeared to be drawing uponegmducingdiscouses, and
how these discourses shaped parBunad ®2pht sd Vi
generated over 100 codes which | subsequently coalesced to 68 lodoiesed by my
initial analysis of the focus groups and my reading of the litezgtgrouped the codes into
corediscursivethemesof citizenship(as belonging/connectedness, as democratic ideal, as
legal status, as membership of a group, as participation, and as public peaxtioédigital
citizenship(as digtally-mediatedoelanging/connectedness, psactice, as rights, as social
responsibility, as participation, and as transmed)atélden generated reports of each theme
for all participants, printed these, and read through again, selecting and discarding quotes

for illustrating the findings.

At this point, | imported the audiecordings of the focus Groups and coded sections
of the recordings using the themes generated by my analysisiotiitfidual interviews. |
had not had access to Hyper REafydisAse @HsHingd ur i ng
the thematic analysis provided a way to check my own analysis. From these themes, the
structure of the findings began to emerge. F
up6 of findings. | wa sfromthefdl ranscnpiscarietthetriskr € mo v i
of decontextualizing the da@urnard, 1991)1 found that as | wrote the findings, there
were times | referred to the full transcript to-algeck the context of quotes and stay

immersed in the data.
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4.5 Summary

In this chapter, | have outlined ngonstructivistinterpretivist methodological stance to
designing the research. At the heart of my approach was a desire to prioritise the voice of
my participants as a way to recognise young people as experts on theirehaxiperiences

and to counter the primarily adidentric discussions of (digital) citizenship. | have
explained how | adopted a twaart approach to data collection, first collectively exploring
meaningmaking around concepts of digital citizenship indsgroups, before exploring

individual meaningmaking in more depth through individual interviews.

| have explored the ethical considerations in this research in some depth, perhaps
unsurprisingly given my positioning as a member of an ethics advisorgnittea. | have
outlined my reasoning for decisions made at the procedural ethics (Gadiemin &
Gillam, 2004)including my considerations around vulnerability and consent, risk, and
confidentiality. However, not all ethical dilemmas can be anticipbjethe formal ethics
review process and procedural ethics. Hence, | have discussed how | reflexively approached

several ethical dilemmas that arose during my research journey.

| have outlined the iterative and inductive analygpgroach followed in whid |
repeatedly queried t he danakng.lhaveabighliightedmg part
role as researchearticipating in negotiated conversations with participants and potentially
shaping the meaningnaking process. | have explained how, drawipgn the research
guestions and literature, | coded the interviews into core discursive themes around
citizenship and digital citizenshgnd themre-visited the data to check nayalysisandarrive
at the findings of this thesis.

| referred in my methode ppr oach to the way | used a
citizenship that is promoted to schools by the New Zealand Ministry of Educaien
prompt for discussiann the next chapter, the first of my four findings chapters, | offer a
brief discursie account of the publicly available material from the Netsafe website as an
indication of the discursive field in which digital citizenship is constructed. | discuss the way
the young people in this study r etaoogsided t o t
t he partidefinpfoagoftdigital cibzenship that recognised the messy realities of
lived experiences. | then move in Chapter 6 to explore the discourses that shaped the way

participants made sense of their lived experiences. Ipt€hd, | look at the ways these
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young people located their (digital) citizenship in place and space. In the final findings
chapter, Chapter 8, | explore the ways young people make meaning explicit through their
doing of digital citizenship. | then move tonthe final chapter, where | outline my

concluding argument that young people understand digital citizenship through their lived
experiences in ways that may not align with idealised conceptualisations and offer

recommendations.
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Chapter5: Confronting the o0l deal

As the first of the four findings chapters, Chapter 5 situates my reseascighhfiocussing

upon the reactions of young people when pr
digital citizend available to New Zeal and s
definition of the New Zealand digital citizen (see Chaesind how and why | introduced

this definition to my participants (see Chapter 4). As a brief reminder, the Netsafe definition

of digital citizenship is endorsed by the New Zealand Ministry of Education and promoted

to schools, via the Ministry of Edudain Te Kete Ipurangi website, as a resource for teaching

digital citizenship. For this research, | utilised this definition as an entry point into the
research and a discussion prompt. As the d
role in the rgearch, | start here to provide context for the following chapters regarding the

ways young peoplim this studymade sense of their digital citizen habitus.

Educating for o6digital citizenshipbd req
0digit@almay tenrteami | t hat serves to create an
| argue that implicitly, definitions of o6di

Netsafe, serve to construct digital citizenship as aspirational and rmkl@{de Koning et

al., 2015)which may also denote who is included, and who is excluded. Importantly, if
citizenship criteria are judged as irrelevant by young people, then young people are likely to
feel disaffected and less likely to engage with thezemiship values expressed (Bolstad,
2012; R. Hipkins & Satherley, 2012). While the young people in this study did not question

the authority of Netsafe to prescribe a definition, they did question the criteria used to define

and construchi pai gital <citizens
I n this thesis, I c onc e pt-mediatedsciizenghipi gi t al
enacted in online spaces, whereas O0citi zens:s

(digital) citizenship to reference transmediated citizenship ipescticross interrelational
spaces(Blanch, 2015; Holt, 2008; Valentine & Holloway, 2002) recognise that
terminology such as 6éonlined and o6offl inetd¢
artificially position digitallymediated spaces as disconeeldfsee Chapter 2). Nonetheless,

I argue that 6onlinedéd and O6o0offlineb6 can b
practice with users fluidly shifting between the materiathediatedofflinedand digitally

mediateddnlined spaceqBlanch, 2015)How and what people think are suitable digital
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practices reflects the digital citizen habitus that has formed through making sense of

experiences in a discursive context.

| present this chapter in four sections. In Section 5.1, | briefly analyse therdisso
inherent in theMinistry of Educationsanctioned definitions of digital citizenship from
Netsafe, as shown through the Netsafe website and the list of criteria defining key attributes
and competencies of a O0s ucc gelscentend thatdthisg i t a | (
definition was not meaningful for the participants. | explore the ways young people reacted
to the definition and outline how they described the criteria as encouragingthaetioéx
approach, pushed back against assumptions thegiped underpinned the criteria, and
critiqued what they perceived as ambiguous and complex criteria. In the third section,
Section 5.3, | outline how these young people themselves dedigéal citizenship. |
conclude by arguing that unquestioned défnions seek t o shape young

extend natiorstate control of citizen behaviours into digitaityediated spaces.

51 Constructing the o6l deal 8 New Zeal anc

In Chapter 3, | outlined how the definition of digital citizenship, tlsasanctioned and
promoted by the Ministry of Education to New Zealand schools, is provided by Netsafe, a
New Zealaneb as e d, Ai ndepremnfdietnt , o nlniome safety
(https://www.netsafe.org.nz/aboutnetsafe/). As noted in Section 3.2.3, tlada\dinition
outlines an aspirational list of nine key attribuiesa New Zealand digital citizemvolving

both digital capital and digital habitushich shape digital citizenship practiosee Table

3-2; Table 51). This definition of citizenships embedded within theleearning section of

the New Zealand Ministry of Education Te Kete Ipurangi (TKI) education pQreaKete
Ipurangi, n.d.d) as a resource for educators, as well as in template documents such as the
Netsafe DigitalCitizenship Policy for Schoolvailable for Boards of TrusteéNetsafe,
2012)and other associateresponsible ugelocuments for teachers and studdiits Kete
Ipurangi, n.d-a). | was therefore interested in the discursive cues from TKI and Netsafe th

may shape the way educators approach digital citizenship.

For educators who access digital citizenship information on the TKI weldste
Kete Ipurangi, n.db), digital citizen and digital citizenship are defined as particular ways
of being and doingT he T K website itself draws primar

own website. Net safeds definition with the I
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(see Table ), followed by the Netsaf®igital CitizenshipVennDiagramillustrating the

way digital citizenship aligns ta’he New Zealand Curriculursee Figure ), and a

Netsafe video titledigital citizenship and cybersafefye Kete Ipurangi, n.eb). Through
theseresourcesthe digital citizen is defined as having digital capital inteonfs A cr i t i c
thinking skillso, Adigital |l it er a(Peyote di gi
Ipurangi, n.db). Moreover, the digital citizen is envisioned as having a habitus that leads

them to do digital citizenship in particular ways: chdently, honestly, respectfully,

positively, collaboratively, and in ways that reflect notions of participation and contributing

to society (Te Kete Ipurangi, n-tl). Furthermore, online spaces are constructed as spaces

of opportunity where young peoptean parti ci pat e, make HAposi-t
successful citizens (Te Kete Ipurangi, #jl.As an examplef-igure 5.1 illustrates how the
NetsafeDigital Citizenship Venn diagram contaidsscursive cues about digital spaces as

spaces oparticipaion and opportunity (in yellow) and potentially of risk (in red) due to the

need to have digital capital in the form of cybersafety skills.

Discourses of
Participation;
D’[g’igél_ (Iteragy- Digital capital=
skills and
capabilities

Digital g
Citizen Capable

Cybersafe

Digital spaces as
risky/ dangerous

Figure 5-1 Netsafe Digital Citizenship Venn Diagram

Reprinted from Netsafe. (2015, September 16). Digital citizenship and digital literacy
Retrieved from https://wwwetsafe.org.nz/digitatitizenshipanddigital-literacy/ as cited

in Te Kete Ipurangi. (n.eb). Enabling e_earning: Teaching: Digital Citizenship. Retrieved
from http://elearning.tki.org.nz/Teaching/Digkaitizenship.
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Discourses around digital citizdnp draw upon common constructions of
citizenship and digitalymediated spaces and these are also reflected on the TKI landing
page for digital citizenship (Te Kete Ipurangi, Ax). For instance, conceptualisations of
citizenship as status involving hts and duties (Dwyer, 2010; Faulks, 2000; Heater, 2004;

T. H. Mar shal | , 1950; Pocock, 1981) are hig
rights and responsibilities of tbh Adatern t i ng ¢
description of digith ci ti zenship as an fdenabl er of i nc

societyo (Te -Kduttherinvgkas citeenghip as belonging to a community
of citizens linked by shared ways of being. The concept of digital citizenship being
constucted for educators via TKI is one of status, belonging, and participatory practice in

online spaces.

There is an inherent assumption that young people will be online and using digital
technologies. From that pragmatic assumption of participation, Netsafes to mitigate
risk and promote the use of digital technologies through education and advice campaigns.
For instance, young people are given advice on addressing privacy issues across popular
platforms as well as addressing negative behaviours theyenw@unter(Netsafe, n.dd).
Parents are given similar advice, as well as tips on keeping young people safe online.
Nevertheless, the overt discourses of risk embedded in the Netsafe website are likely to
shape the way educators and parents, and potgnt@ling people themselves, approach

young peopl e b6medatedespaced. di gitally

Although a discourse of opportunity is woven throughout the Netsafe (and TKI)
material on digital citizenshi(Netsafe, 2018a; Te Kete Ipurangi, A, discourses of risk
are prevalent. In noting these discourses, | do not wish to understate that some young people
do face risk online. However, 0ri ské and 6s
based on subjective perceptions of harm rather thiigective evidencéFinkelhor, 2014;
Livingstone, 2013; Livingstone & Smith, 2014)hat | wish to highlight is that to focus
upon removing all risk from digitalynediated interactions and spaces is a risk in itself, as
it may result in limiting opportuties for young people to explore ways of being and doing
digital citizenship (W. Clark et al., 2009; Green & Bailey, 2010; Huijser, 2008; Ohler, 2010).

The discursive cues that greet educators accessing resources via the Ministry of
Education serve to refiorce discourses of the internet as risky and young people as

vulnerable and in need of protection and education. Discourses of risk are made visible on
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TKI through | abel s such as (TéKetelperangi,anfdeet y 0
n.d-b), thraugh the professional development modules that encourage educators to focus
upon safety, protection, and security, along with supplementary professional development
resources that are focussed upon topics such as cyberbullying, sextortion, scams, and other
harmful activities(Te Kete Ipurangi, n.ea). The problem with such a focus is that

discourses of risk and harm regarding digitafigdiated spaces appear to outweigh

discourses of opportunity.

Similarly, discourses of risk permeate the Netsafe webBte educators, parents,
and young people who access the Netsafe site, discourses of risk are prevalent, beginning
with the name of the organisation itself, BEfe[my emphasis]as well as other headings,
tabs and highlighted content that emphasise Adthough the Netsafe website has had
several iterations as the organisation has evolved, the prominence of page tabs regarding
bullying, abuse, safety issues, scams and links to report harmful incidents has been
consistent (see Figures 53, 54, and 55). In recent iterations, a shield logo has been
added which can be read as implying Netsafe are defending users against risk. The focus
shown in the website thus remains upon discourses of risk, with resources for safety and

support in the event of harmifincidents, links to cyberbullying support, information

Di gitall29Ci ti ze

regarding online scams, and links where people can report incidents.

Key for Figures 52 to 55

> Indicators of discourses of risk
Indicators of discourses of participation
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Figure 5-2 Netsafe Home Page Header, May 16, 2014

Reprinted from Netsafe. (n.d.). Home page. Retrieved friops://www.netsafe.org.nz/
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ABOUTUS  REPORTAN INCIDENT  URWORK  CONTRIBUTE  CONTACT US 0’
——
I Ie ( Report Online Incidents

SECURITY SCAMS HARMFUL COMMUNICATION PARENTING BUSINESS EDUCATORS YOUNG PEOPLE

Figure 5-3 Netsafe Home Page Header, 2016, May 28
Reprinted from Netsafe. (n.d.). Home page. Retrieved hibps://www.netsafe.org.nz/

Aboutus Ourwork Cootactus’ Report to Netsafe

Bullying, abuse & more | Scams arenting Young People Educatorg) Security Business

Figure 5-4 Netsafe Home Page Header180June 2
Reprinted from Netsafe. (n.d.). Home page. Retrieved from https://www.netsafe.org.nz/

Bullying & Abuse = Staying Safe ' Scams QParents Young People Educator.

Figure 5-5 Netsafe Home Page Head2019
Reprinted from Netsafe. (n.d.). Home pagetrieved from https://www.netsafe.org.nz/

Importantly, Netsafe(Netsafe, 2015, September 16, 2018a,-b,dn.d:c), and

therefore TKI, construct digital citizenship as a set of criteria (see Tablengorporating

de al

(o

the attitudes, behaviours, and skilish a t i nf or m -rediaten dpéacticdsi gi t al |

(Mossberger, Tolbert, et al., 2008b; Netsafe,-o,dhler, 2010; Ribble, 2011The ideal

New Zealand digital citizen possesses

digital citizen(Mossbergr, Tolbert, et al., 2008b) Because Netsafeds

t he

d

def |

Zealand digital citizen draws upon the desired competencies and values of the New Zealand

Curriculum(Netsafe, 2012X)his definition reflects the cumulative reinforcement of societal

noomsand di scourses around what it means

o be
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attributes and competencies, such as participating and contributing that are valued as
oofflined ways of b epresegtedas plefedhlde wayg offtggartdi z e n

doing in digitallymediated spaces.

Table 5-1 Revisiting the Netsafe Definition of the New Zealand Digital Citizen

The successful digital citizen in New Zealand:

is a confident and capable used©T

uses technologies to participate in educational, cultural, and economic acti
uses and develops critical thinking skills in cyberspace

is literate in the language, symbols, and texts of digital technologies

is aware of ICT challenges and can mantgem effectively

uses ICT to relate to others in positive, meaningful ways

demonstrates honesty and integrity and ethical behaviour in their use of IC
respects the concepts of privacy and freedom of speech in a digital world
contributes and actively pnwotes the values of digital citizenship

=4 =8 -4 -4 _-8_-9_-4_-95_-°

Source: Netsafe. (2015, September 16). Digital citizenship and digital literacy. Retrieved
from https://www.netsafe.org.nz/digitaitizenshipanddigital-literacy/

Young peopleds participation is often <c
young peopledbs agency and practices (Bar al
Hartung, 2017; Listel2007b, 2007c; B. E. Wood, 2010). Arguably, constructing normative
behaviours and dispositions for digitatyediated spaces is about reasserting control over
young people whose digital practices may challenge#dsitt di scour ses of t
young ctizen. Defining and classifying is a form of social control that reinforces the social
hierarchy and power relations in the field (Cameron, 2001). Ultimately, the discursive cues
regarding desired dispositions, attitudes, and appropriate participatoryidagbaare
working to shapehe individual digital citizenship habitus to matehcollective societal
habitus.

Furthermore, the skills and competencies listed in the-pairgt definition may not
be relevant to the ways young people wish to use digitadigiated spaces. The definition
outlines competencies such as possessing t
Al iterate in the | anguage, symbols, and tex
manage Al CT chall ehgebkogiwhs | (bdisafga 8002 20E5N pat e ¢
September 16, nh, n.d-c). However, knowing thélanguages of digital technologies is
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not necessary the predominant us of digitally-mediated spaceas for communication, or

passive entertainment. Em  p osti ng and sharing oneb6s own
than a fundamental knowledge of the tools provided by internet platforms, such as Twitter,
Instagram, Facebook, Blogger, WordPress, and so on. A definitive set of criteria may seem
unrealisticand may not align with the way young people construct digital citizenship and

understand their ways of being and doing online.

Constructing digital citizenship through a list of criteria neglects the fluid, ongoing
process obeinganddoingcitizen.Creating a set of seemingly static and definable criteria
risks digital <citi ze-thesbhoixpd bsetiantgu sp eorrc egiovad d aesv
in subjective or general ternjdartley, 2010; Third & Collin, 2016)n this case, the lisf
attributes and competencies in the definition created by Netsafe might be read as implying
thatfor young peoplé¢o achieve the status of digital citizérey musb e abl e t o o6t i c
criteria, whether they are actively participating online or non&nicting digital citizenship
in ways that encourage a focus upon criteeteourages a view of young people as
Obecomingé citizens working towards digital

alreadydoingcitizen practices online.

| turn now to the ways young people reacted to the definition of the New Zealand

digital citizen when it was introduced as a focus group prompt.

52 Chall enging Netsafeds Definition of

A ligSortof A mbi guouso

None of the participants e me mber ed hearing the term 6dig
research, even though the concept of digital citizenship is part of the Netsafe Kit for Schools,

which has been available to schools in various forms since(R#8afe, n.da). While this

may indicate that the schools attended by the participants did not utilise the Netsafe Kit as a
resource, it is possible that their teachers used different terminology when talking about

digital practices. Nevertheless, language is power (Bourdieu, 197¢atbul972). If
teachers have not used the term 6digital ci
necessary capital to understand and identify their digital practices as enactments of digital

citizenship.
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Although he had not heard the term befdnés study, one participant in the
Community group was prepared to guess at what digital citizenship might entail, which then

led to others contributing their thoughts:
KEELY: Have you ever heard of digital citizenship?
[ general chorus of O6nod from group]

MA8( Community Group): Not really, no. But
| could be completely wrong, but like your whole, like, your Facebook
personas or that sort of thing, like, digital you.

M1 (Community Group): belonging on the internet?

M2 (Commurnty Group): More specifically, you can go from what [M1] said
to belonging in like, forums and like, those sort of groups . . . gaming

communities.

These three participants from the Community Group postulated that digital citizenship
involved performatveact s such as creating personas, t
Group), within digitallymediated communities such as Facebook. Specifically, they went

on to highlight that digital citizenship may be about belonging in digialkyiated spaces.
Givems M4t ement about having 6picked upd hi
provided cues in the information and consent forms about the research that may have
discursively constructed digital citizenshiplthough the research paperwork did not

menti on OFacebookd and 6épersonasdé, there was
as connectedness and participation. It is possible that the participants applied the discursive
cues within the information sheet to contexts with which they were tmsuch as

Facebook and gaming communities. Nonetheless, the participants recognised the social
aspects of citizenship such as connection to, and membership of, §foushsMarshall,

1950)

Online communities were important to these participants. Mdbegarticipants in
the Community Group were keen online gamers, often with and against each other as well

as geographically distant ot her s. M26s con

8 Focus group participants are referred to as M (male) or F (female) and numbered in the order in which they
first spoke in the focus group discussion.
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boisterous conversation separate from myasthe interviewerabout the specific gaming
communities to which the participants belonged and their latest games. Although seemingly
disconnected from the topic being discussed at the time, | read this as a form of collective
positioning (Vivienne et al., 2016)where thisgroup of young people were collectively
O60speakingbé Athemselves and their communities
Yuval-Davis (2011)notes that belonging is performative, formed partly through practices

related to location,and partitro ugh fAi denti fi cati ons and emot
the group. In making visible their membership of gaming communities and sites such as
Facebook, these participants could be read as reaffirming their connections to each other and

to their digitdly -mediated communities. These young people not only positioned themselves

as citizens of gaming communities, buta@mnstructed and reinforced their affinity and sense

of belonging to their communityVivienne et al.,, 2016) Thi s groupds reac
participants already held discursively influenced perceptions of digital citizenship even

when reporting they had not previously heard the term.

Whil e the participants may not have recog
the definition of adigitat i t i zen was i ntroduced as a prompt
recognisable. Nonetheless, knowledge of the Netsafe organisation seemed elusive and
uncertain among many participants, and at times the responses could be read as participants
6guessiengdr gaatnitsltat i onés purpose. Il nteresting
di scursive cues gsafde n myy etnfpehasa me ,adaieai , a |
organisation perhaps took a protectionist role online. Others who had heard of Netsafe
variouslyep | ai ned Netsafe@®@3Thegl ¢eeashegooaatiov&keenp
(F2, Tertiary Group 2); as protectiveii Y e a h , security on the inte
Coll ege) fAand cyberbullyingo (FifiD&Kndytortamgi
have a hotline as well ?0 (F4, TertdinarhyeyGr oup
find paedophiles on the interneto (F1, Wai p
over the exact role Netsafe plays in digital spaces, in conjecturindNétaafe plays a
protective, supportive, and/or authoritarian role, these young people reflect common

discursive constructions of digitatiyjediated spaces as spaces of risk and d4egerfor

 Focus group participants are referred to as M (male)(ferfrale) and numbered in the order in which they
first spoke in the focus group discussion.
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example, boyd, 2014; De Souza & Dick, 2008; Finkelhor, 20iMngstone, 2008; Mesch,
2009) Vivienne et al(2016)note that digital norms are still in flux and subject to regulation
and control. If Netsafe is perceived by participants as trying to control participation in
digitally-mediated spaces then there mayrbsistanceandbr compliance, to the criteria
included in the definition. Potentially, the way participants construct Netsafe may shape

their reading of the definition that Netsafe provides.

Interestingly, none of the participants challenged why Netsafiethe Ministry of
Education (on behalf of the New Zealand state) should assume the authority to define what
counts as digital citizenship and appropriate ways of doing digital citizen. As such,
participants performed a shorify@ftieedite to definez e n s
acceptable behaviours for citize(R®ykett et al., 2010)Nevertheless, whilst these young
people did not guestion O6whod determined t
challenge the way digital citizenship was lgeironstructed through the terminology and
scope of the various criteria.

Inherent in any definition of digital citizenship is an assumption, or sometimes goal,
of participation in digitallymediated spaces. Most participants did not question the implicit
expectation that people will participate in digitaliyediated spaces. However, Mdfly
(Kikorangi College) pushed back against assumptions of participation, although she

acknowledged the pressure to participate:

I dondét reckon t heyopslheo uglod oans stuhnee ionrt enrank
some people donodt feel comfortable going
know how to use the internet, but, yeah . . . | reckon nowadays you have to

(laughs) (Molly, Kikorangi College).

Molly argued that participation in digitalsnediated spaces should not be assumed, as
people may not have the digital habitus or capital to participate. Indeed, a small number of
New Zealanders are uninterested in participating online due to safety menibeancial
concerns, and/or a lack of confidence and skills to en¢fagecand, 2013)Mossberger,
Tolbert, et al. (2008) note that disparities in internet use often reflect existing social

inequalities. Meanwhile, technology use is a participatoryustis) with those who use

10 All names used are pseudonyms
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technology more increasing their skills and participat(bfargittai & Hinnant, 2008;

Mossberger, Tolbert, et al., 2008b) Mo | | y 6 s(Gapretts&hSeghlla 20k3xgainst

online participation may be a reflection of social justice concerns over digital inequalities.

Al ternati vel y, collde tead@s an indicatiorslifoawnn cooon f i-dent or
homed she herself f eel-mediath spacegndeed; duringheerat i ng i
interview, Molly explained that her family emphasised fagdace communication as more

trustworthy than social medand did not currently have internet access at hdtashing

back allowed Molly an opportunity to voice rdsisce and question digital participation as

a requisite citizenship practice.

For several participants, the criteria for a successful New Zealand digital citizen (see
Table 51) seemed unrealistic. When comparing their own citizenship practices to the ways
of being and doing digital citizen outlined by the Netsafe definition, they were sceptical as
to whether the attributes and competencies outlined were achievable. For instance, when
they were interviewed together, Reggie and Cheekie (Kikorangi Colleigefireoncerns

that anyone could honestly claim to meet all the criteria:

Cheekie (Kikorangi Coll ege) : I dondét thir
t hem. Il could probably tick half of themi

can tick all those boxes.
Reggie(Kikorangi College): unless they lie (laughs).

Cheekie started by constructing the criteria in the definition as aspirational goals, boxes to

be 6tickedd once achieved, although he felt
criteria himself. Frening digital citizenship through normative criteria serves to construct

digital citizenship as measurable and aspirational goa&$oning et al., 2015and as a

status to be achieveahich potentially excludes those who do not meet the criteria. By
ackrowledging he could not meet all the criteria, Cheekie positioned himself in the interview

as an 6al mostd digital <citizen. Reggiedbs sta
criteria. would be lying could be read as support for his friend antapsr an
acknowledgment that he too did not feel he could meet the criteria. Equally, Cheekie and
Reggiebs critiques could be read as pushing
from the status of digital citizen and negate their digital prastas inadequate. Like others

who openly compared their own practices to the definition, the criteria seemed unfeasible.
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For others, the scope of the definition was too broad, and the criteria listed were
ambiguous and subjective. Ambiguity and lack ofdehay encourage the perception that
citizenship criteria are irrelevant (Bolstad, 2012; R. Hipkins & Satherley, 2012). For these
participants, the subjective nature of criteria and a lack of clear detail made it harder to gauge
progress against the crite. For instance, Zach (Waiporoporo College) was frustrated by
the ambiguity of having digital practices measured as acceptable, or not, based upon broad
and subjective criteria: i think it is so
illegally downloads one or two movies, am | just as bad as someone who does it all the
ti me?o0. Definitions construct measur abl e g
criteria against which citizenship is measured is too broad, it may serve to exclude, or
perhaps include unnecessarily. While it can be argued that any unauthorised downloading
breaches the principles of O6honesty and i n:
and leading a discursive shift with regard to copyright and constructions @frslvip in
many of the interviews. | return to this point further in Chapter 8, when | discuss young
peopdomgdsi gi t al citizenship practices i n mot
frustration as resisting criteria that do not seem to accounifferesht ways of doing digital
practices. For those participants who critiqued the criteria as too broad and subjective, the

definition of digital citizenship may not seem relevant or meaningful.

For some of the older participants, the definition focussetthe wrong skills. These
older participants decried what they felt was an @raphasis on advanced technological
skills and argued instead for an emphasis on the emotional and dispositional skills they felt
were necessary for eclnelaiesy Borigstance; Zaey (beftiaryd i g i t

Group) dismissed the need for everyone to learn advanced technical skills:

A

t hat 6 s jsonsieople totdd We Iéam from them, they break down

the steps. And we take t¢kidforevenygné e st eps.
to | earn. I think itdéds much more i mport a
online, compared to the reality in |ife,
so much more important than this coding. Like the influence people have

fomonl i ne and how they get affected and
online and then, thatdés so much more i

(Zoey, Tertiary Group).
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Zoey differentiated between the emotional impacts of using technology to interact within
digitally-mediatedspaces an@ossessing a detailed knowledge of how to use technology.

She argued instead that priority should be given to learning to negotiate the interpersonal
communications of digitalynediated interrelational spaces. In doing so, Zoeyexhalls

from L. M. Jones and Mitchell (201@) separate the simple steps of digital literacy skills

from the interpersonal social skills that foster citizenship attributes. In recognising the
emotional impact of digitalymediated interactions and praets, | contend that Zoey is

drawing upon notions of lived citizenship, or the everyday participatory citizenship practices

(B. E.Woo0d, 2010 hat <constitute young peopleds | ivec
practices and experiences are often ovédddB. E. Wood, 2010)and may differ from

those expressed within definitions of citizens{iacKian, 1995) Shifting the focus from
technical skills to relationships highlights
reflects tbhelicoe@epts epades transmediating
(Blanch, 2015; L. M. Jones and Mitchell, 2016).

Framing the o6digital citizend as posses
competencies discursively constructs the digital citizen habs@sway of being that is
embodied through particular practices, or ways of doing citizenship. When shown the
definition of the New Zealand digital citizen, participants resisted assumptions of
participation, resisted Dbteriaoafjedforemme relevard agai n
criteria that refl ect e dandpffenedtieir qve definitiondos | i v e d

digital citizenship.

53 ( Re)defining Digi tbadDi @iktoi zenshi p: A L

Asked how they might (re)define digital citizenship, maarticipants drew upon similar
concepts to those underpinning formal definitions, such as participation, contribution, and
community. Digital citizenship was understood as patrticipating in a digitadigiated

society, even if, as some participants atjyeople were unaware of that participation:

it is pretty much ... really just participating in the first world sort of because
everything in the first world has some online connection in some way and
everything that you do has something that somehowestiario an online

thing and even without realising it most people are digital citizen (Chairan,

Kikorangi College).
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Chairan acknowledged that modern life is increasingly digitally connected in a way that
means most people will have some presence onlinea@rid thus be called digital citizens.
Whereas Molly earlier resisted assumptions that people would participate, Chairan argued
that it is impossible to avoid passive participation in online spaces. In New Zealand, citizens
are drawn online from birth as-government increasingly moves citizen records and
interactions into digital spacefDigital. Govt.NZ, 2018) When a presence online is
unavoidable, digital habitus and digital capital may not be necessary in order to be a digital

citizen.

Whilst some paitipants felt people unknowingly could be labelled digital citizen,
others felt digitallymediated spaces offered more choice about participating as digital
citizens. These patrticipants felt that choosing to actively participate in digmadrated
spacs, and how to participate, was more optional compared to offline citizenship. For
instance, Antonio (Tertiary Group) referenced discursive expectations of citizenship
practices that construct ways of being and
citizen and actively do something and be u
optional o (Antonio, Tertiary Group). Antoni
as participatory and contributooffline butfelt those practices did noecessarily have to
be enacted in digitallynediated spaces. Moreover, Antonio constructs offline citizenship
practices as subject to authority and compulsion while reinforcing constructions of digitally
mediated spaces as spaces free of oversight (2tyd). For Antonio, the digital citizen
habitus is not necessarily embodied in the same way as the citizen habitus, and offline and

online spaces engender distinct citizenship practices.

For some participants, digital citizenship was about choosing aimindetheir own
digital spaces in which to participate. Kate (Tertiary Grodp)y instance,noted that
membership and being a citizenafline communitiess selfdetermined, wheredseing a

citizen offline asa member of a natiestatehaspre-determinedyecboundaries

a digital citizen is again an individual
community where the borders are chosen by themselves? | think that would

probably be an important distinction. Like if you are a citizen the boeders

defined for you, but an online citizen you kind of define your borders yourself

more. . . so,an individual person who defines the borders of their community

and again gives and takes from that community in an online sense. . . . giving
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out informaton . . . giving attention to advertising, but then from that you're
taking, you know, enjoyment and connections and all that kind of stuff (Kate,

Tertiary Group).

For Kate, digitallymediated spaces provide opportunities for digital citizens to determine

their own boundaries. However, Kate outlined that online spaces still carried expectations

of participation, albeit in ways appropriate to digitathediated interrelational spaces, such

as sharing information and in return people gained a sense of donrawd enjoyment. In
digitally-mediated spaces, young people take on the role of prosumer, producing and sharing
content whi | st 6consumi ng6 pr(Batru&Busows, such a
2010; Ritzer, 2013; Ritzer & Jurgenson, 201B¢ing abé to selfdetermine communities

does not mean young people escape discursive constructions of participation in digitally
mediated spaces. The digital citizen may choose the interrelational spaces they participate

in, but there are still expectations arourabitus and practice within those spaces.

While there were differing constructions of choice and digital spaffesed, for
many participantgiigital citizenship was about habitus and practice, or ways of being and
doing in digitallymediated space®articipants drew upon constructions of appropriate
attitudes and behaviours in the same way formal definitions did, although in more general
terms. For instance, Hayes (Tertiary Group) felt digital citizenship was a particular way of
being in digital spacea nd ti ed that to ways of doing dig
person if you are going to be interacting online. Not relying on the internet for absolutely
everything and compromising your social [|ife
Hayes, being digital citizen was about recognising that habitus and ways of doing were

digitally-mediated whilst still affecting offline spaces and physielth if overused

Several participants drew upon more colloquial terms to describe ways of bding an
doing online. In doing so, they implicitly drew upon understandings of citizenship as
involving responsibilities towards the wider community and community members. For
instance, Jacinta (Community Group) constructed access to digitathated spaces as
privilege that meant digital citizens had a responsibility to behave appropriately towards

others:

itbs diokét be a dick about it Dondét go a
internet, which is an awesome privilege . . . educate people to just not be a

arsehol e. ) ) ) That 6s kind of al most no:
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just like real life society. Yeah, educating people to not be dicks (Jacinta,

Community Group).

Il nterestingly, Jacinta can be raelad iafse oc, 0 nsspt
as distinct 6ésocietiesd. Yet she al s recoc
As she notes, ways of being in digital S pac

reflecteverydaywago f b ei n g i nnta@angracts citizanghie leabituslastaught;
people need to be educated as digital citizens. Educating for citizenship and digital
citizenship recognises that education plays a role in shaping habitus and practice (Brooks &
Holford, 2009; Heater, 2004; ivich, 2005; Ohler, 2010). For Jacinta, educating for digital
citizenship is about encouraging appropriate attitudes and behaviours in offline spaces as

well as digitallymediated spaces.

One participant stood out in resisting the entire concept of digitakenship
Throughout the interviews, as shall be explored in subsequent chapters, Adriano
(Community Group) explained how he did not feel like a citizen of a natate or a digital
citizen. He resisted defining and labelling of habitus, feelinggwas oci al | y di vi si
think there needs to be a labelling of, and not even so much of Internet communities, but
creating labels and creating subgenres of people just creates hate and creates more
prejudiceo. For Adr i sumetherofa matiohor wapsitdy wanabeut f a
ceding control to an authority: AThat' s | ik
of like saying you're a country and we are all under Facebook's control just by agreeing to
the terms and conditions andath makes wus al | peopl e of Fa:
concept of being digital citizens of websites, such as Facebook, implied that the site had
authority and power over users. It should be noted that users are subject to conditions defined
and enforced bwe bsi tes through O6Terms and Condi ti
being recognised as belonging dmation or wekbased community as positioning the
0citizend as subject to authority. B-el ongi
Davis, 2011) Belonging, and being recognised as belonging to a community, symbolises
that the individual habitus aligns with collective habitus or communityswhlgeing (Halse,
2018; OrtorJohnson, 2014; YuvdDavis, 2011). In resisting being labelled and iderdifie
as (digital) citizen, Adriano resists expectations to conform to particular ways of being and

doing.
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5.4 Summary

For a definition of digital citizenship to hold meaning for young people, it must seem
relevant to their lived experiences. Digitalizenship was a term new to my participants.
When presented with the definition of digital citizenship promoted by the Ministry of
Education, the young people in this research initially resisted what seemed broad and
unachievable expectations of digiteitizen habitus and practices. They challenged the
criteria outlined, with many finding the definition complex, subjective, and ambiguous. As

such, it was a term that initially appeared to hold little meaning for them.

Nonetheless, when asked for theiridigion, the young people in this study drew
upon similar constructions of digital citizenship. They variously defined digital citizenship
as a status attained through access and a digital presence (Oyedemi, 2012), as participation
(Mossberger, Tolbert, etl., 2008b), as prosumption (Beer & Burrows, 2010), as teachable
(boyd, 2014; Ohler, 2010; Ribble, 2011, Selwyn, 2009a), and as behaviours, attitudes, and
values or ways of being and doing, that fluidly transmediate between offline and online
spaces (Blach, 2013, 2015; boyd, 2014lthough the details varied, the participants drew
upon similar discursive constructions as the Ministry of Educatsmttioned definition to
construct digital citizenship as digital habitus and capital, with particulaudsst

dispositions, and practices, as well as relational skills for interrelational spaces.

It was notable that while participants questioned the details of the digital citizenship
definition, none queried that there was a definition, nor that it wasopam education
programme. Citizenship education programmes and criteria represent thesnatiant e 0 s
attempts to shape individual citizen habitus to align with desired shared ways of being and
doing that benefit theationstate (Brooks & Holford, 2009edKoning et al., 2015; Delanty,

2003; Heater, 2004; Loader, 2007; Mutch, 2013). Definitions of digital citizenship outline
statesanctioned acceptable ways of doing (Delanty, 2003). Participants appeared to accept
the right of the Ministry of Education, dmehalf of the natiorstate, to define the citizen

habitus and what were considered acceptable behavdigital spaces.

| began this chapter exploring the discursive cues inherent in the definition and
promotion of digital citizenship in educationhighlighted the way discourses of risk were
prevalent throughout the TKI and Netsafe websites and resoiditoese resources are just

part of acontext ocussed on young pe thattoashstsandre o f

(o
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presents digital spaces@sky, whilst simultaneously rpresenting digital spaces as spaces
of opportunity and participatiomn the next chapter, I turn to the discourses that shape young
peopl ebs ways of being and doing and how

citizenship.



144 Chapter5Conf ronting the 6l deal @



Chapter 6 Shaping (Digital) Citizen Habitus 145

Chapter 6: Shaping (Digital) Citizen Habitus: The
Discursive Context

As the second of four findings chapters, | focus here on the discursive influences that shape
how young people make sense of citizenship andadligtizenship. For young people who

are frequently positioned (Hadung620E/r Samem gbd O |
Azzopardi, Wickremarathne, & Patton, 2018; Turner, 20&iézenship is a concept often
defined by 6ot h estas, éducatonalcabthortiss, anchparents.aOne obtine

key points of the previous chapter, Chapter 5, is that definitions of digital citizenship seek

to shape peopleds habitus and practices by
citizenship. Howe v e r participants challenged the w:
constructed and defined. In this chapter, | explore the ways young people understand and
producewider, societal discursive constructions of citizenship and digital citizertdbip.

these young people understood competing discourses about being and doing (digital) citizen
shapes the way they embody their (digital) citizen habitus through digmetiated

practices.

Young peopleds understandindgrsinfarhedbydi gi t a
their lived experiences and practices within multiple interrelational spaces. In this chapter, |
continue to conceptual i snee ddidaitge d acli tciizte nzsehnis
the term (digital) citizenship to referenciizenship habitus and practices that transcend
interrelational spaces. Although the interviews created an artificial binary in that we tended
to discuss o6onlined and o6offlinebd spaces s
difference betweentheonl i nedé and O6éofflined personas
they recognised digital technologies as tools that allow (digital) citizens to access and

participate in digitallymediated interrelational spaces.

How young people learn to be and do tibicitizenship is shaped by a wider
discursive context in which citizenship is constructed in multiple ways. Competing
discourses construct young people as vulnerd@béesomingcitizens in need of protection,
yet responsibilisethemas capable digitalitizens with rights and responsibilities. Similarly,
digital spaces are constructed as spaces of opportunity and participation, yet also risky
spaces that require oversight and control. These competing discourses shape the way young

people understand thieidentities as (digital) citizens and engage in citizenship practices




















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































