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Abstract
This paper explores relationships between recent developments in the fields of 
mobilities, futures, and postdigital studies. The article covers six main themes: ques-
tions and their histories; definitions; research methods and ethics; the nature and 
ownership of knowing and learning; understandings of time, space, identity, com-
munity, and relationships; and political processes and political legitimacy. The arti-
cle was written in three steps. In the first step, the leading author (John Traxler) 
has identified the relevant themes. In the second step, proponents of each position 
have freely responded to the themes (futures studies, Stuart Connor; postdigital the-
ory, Sarah Hayes and Petar Jandrić; mobilities, John Traxler). In the third step, the 
responses have been collectively (re)mixed and edited, identifying complementary  
and conflicting concepts and ideas. The article was initiated a month before the outbreak  
of the Covid-19 pandemic, and it was completed over one and a half years later. Thusly, 
responses and analyses have included the pandemic experience without explicitly 
focusing to the Covid-19 pandemic. The paper concludes with drawing together 
contributions, seeking underlying commonalities and differences, and looking for 
trends, convergence, and change. Epistemically, the three positions discussed in this 
paper are far from commensurable. Yet they are compatible and complementary, in 
a postdigital dialogue, in a sense that they all need each others’ inputs on the road to 
a better understanding of our current condition, and the road to a better future.
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Introduction

This paper discusses, explores, and analyses the three positions represented by this 
opening statement in order to see if they are compatible, complementary, or compet-
ing, or perhaps all three are subordinate to some greater emerging worldview. More 
formally, the positions and their proponents are as follows: (1) futures studies (Stuart 
Connor), (2) postdigital (Sarah Hayes and Petar Jandrić), and (3) mobilities (John 
Traxler). Collaboration between the co-authors took the form of postdigital dia-
logue, aiming to produce ‘more knowledge than the arithmetic sum of its constituent 
parts … as [i]nterstitial spaces between authors’ research interests offer important 
insights into the breadth and depth of the postdigital challenge [and] overlaps and 
reoccurring themes are good indicators of pressing issues’ (Jandrić et al. 2019: 180).

The article was initiated by John Traxler. It grew out of a seminar organised 
by the Education Observatory at the University of Wolverhampton,1 where all 
four authors are affiliated, in the days shortly before the Covid-19 pandemic 
hit Europe and England went into lockdown. As we write these words in May 
2021, initial pandemic shocks are no more and the world slowly builds the ‘new 
normal’. While we all experienced a roller-coaster of emotions during the pan-
demic, an article written over the course of  over one and a half years cannot do 
them justice. Perhaps things are better that way; started before the pandemic, and  
completed at a point of its normalization, the article ‘reaches beyond the pandemic 
to the point where the pandemic experience is transformed from an object of  
research to an intrinsic part of our theories, approaches, research methodolo-
gies, and social struggles’ (Jandrić 2021: 262). This position, we believe, is 
important for development of a broader understanding of the historical moment  
we live in.

One may ask, and rightfully so, why pick studies of futures, postdigitality, 
and mobilities, in the vast sea of competing positions? Futures studies have sig-
nificantly risen in importance in our pandemic times marked with uncertainty. 
Based on convergence between the analog and the digital, the biological and 
the informational, postdigital studies provide important insights into the nature 
of our reality. And in our rapidly liquified modernity, engagement with mobili-
ties hardly requires any justification. Our choice of positions may be arbitrary, 
and the positions have different priorities and levels of maturity. Yet these three 
areas of study are covering aspects of life that have come to the fore with recent 
events and concerns, and have emerged somewhat serendipitously through the 
dialogues during the Observatory event. During over a year of co-writing this 
article, we have become convinced that their mutual interaction offers fertile 
ground for analysis.

1 See https:// www. wlv. ac. uk/ resea rch/ insti tutes- and- centr es/ educa tion- obser vatory/. Accessed 5 May 
2021.
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Questions and Their Histories

Implicit in all research positions are questions. In the case of futures studies, 
these are fairly explicit: what is next? More specifically, under what conditions 
does the question, ‘what is next?’, have a value or meaning (Masini 1993)? What 
do we need to do or know, to answer the question, what is next (Bell 1997/2003; 
Inayatullah 2009)? What do we need to let go of in order to answer the question, 
what is next (Inayatullah 1990)?

The ambiguity and recurrent uncertainty inherent in a response to what is next 
may be considered to limit the value of anticipating futures (Miller 2018), par-
ticularly in a world where order, certainty, and control are valued. The answers to 
the questions, what was and what is can be equally contested, complex and uncer-
tain (Guba 1990), but answering the question, what is next, demand different ori-
entations from the questioner and respondent (Amara 1991; de Jouvenel 1967). 
Assuming that what is next has not happened yet, not only are we unable to verify 
an answer against an actuality, but we may also believe in the potential to realise 
our answer to the question what is next (Bloch 1995).

It is the uncertainty and doubt in the possibility space (Miller 2006) that is 
opened by the vital question of, ‘what is next?’ that is deemed to be of value 
(Dator 2009). Not only is what can be known and how we should know brought 
into question, but far more significantly, we are no longer acting on the basis 
of what we claim to know. Instead, we are recognising that what we claim to 
know comes from our actions and ways of being in the world (Heidegger 2010; 
Merleau-Ponty 2002). So, these are the questions that constitute an initial outline 
of futures studies.

The mobilities community is also rooted in uncertainty, and certainly in 
flux and turbulence. Mobilities, also called the  mobilities turn  and sometimes 
the  sociology of  mobilities, encapsulate a position in social science but not a 
clearly defined body of people, or body of work. So, these remarks represent 
what seems to be their consensus. The need for the mobilities position is that all 
of our societies and cultures, each in their own different ways, coming from their 
own different histories, are now characterised by movement and motion. Perhaps 
they always were, but now these are accelerating and diversifying, and they are 
over-powering those earlier worldviews characterised by stasis and solidity. The 
latter are now stagnant perspectives unfit for an ever-faster moving world, a world 
where motion is pervasive, some of it physical, some virtual; some disciplined, 
some incoherent; some voluntary, some compulsory; and where immobilities too 
are in constant movement.

Mobilities (as described for example in Urry 2012) encompass both the large-
scale movements of people, objects, capital, and information across the world, as 
well as more local processes of daily transportation, movement through public 
space, and the travel of material things within everyday life. A classic exposition of 
the world as seen by the mobilities community might be a world characterised by the 
‘five highly interdependent “mobilities” that form and re-form diverse networks’:
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• Corporeal travel of people for work, leisure, family life, pleasure, migration, 
and escape.

• Physical movement of objects delivered to producers, consumers, and retailers.
• Imaginative travel elsewhere through images of places and peoples upon TV 

(1 billion worldwide).
• Virtual travel often in real time on the Internet so transcending geographical and 

social distance.
• Communicative travel through person-to-person messages via letters, telephone, 

fax, and mobile. (Urry 2007: 47)

In terms of landmarks, the Centre for Mobilities Research (CeMoRe),2 founded 
in 2003 at the University of Lancaster, is certainly one. Mobilities,3 its core and 
open journal founded in 2006 by the late John Urry, Mimi Sheller, and Kevin Han-
nam, produces a healthy six issues a year. The Wikipedia entry for mobilities4 pro-
vides a credible account of the history and achievements of the mobilities commu-
nities, and of its leading protagonists. Perpetual contact: Mobile communication, 
private talk, public performance (Katz and Aakhus 2002) was probably the ear-
liest edited volume representing emerging mobilities, and the most definitive and 
authoritative account must now be The Oxford Handbook of Mobile Communica-
tion and Society (Ling et  al. 2020). It must be admitted however that there have 
been some more speculative—not to say, whacky—readings of the current trends 
and realities of movement, some that spill over into our other two positions (Kirby 
2009). And there have been attempts to look for tacit precursors, for example in 
Bauman’s liquid modernity (2013), describing ‘rapidly changing order that under-
mines all notions of durability… a sense of rootlessness to all forms of social con-
struction…’ (Lee 2005: 61) and in the hypermodernity of Paul Virilio with his con-
cern with speed (Armitacge 1999).

By comparison, the postdigital position seems more confident. The mission state-
ment article for Postdigital Science and Education journal and book series5 (Jandrić 
et al. 2018: 893) says: ‘We are increasingly no longer in a world where digital tech-
nology and media is separate, virtual, “other” to a “natural” human and social life’. 
The postdigital community believes that this simple truism has wide-ranging conse-
quences. From anthropogenic changes in the Earth’s ecosystems, through changing 
power relationships between humans and machines, to posthumanist proposals of 
radical equality between carbon-based and non-carbon-based forms of life, the con-
temporary human condition has transformed at all scales and at great speed. Devel-
oped in times and contexts very different from ours, traditional philosophies, sci-
ences, and arts need to be reimagined and repurposed for today’s challenges.

2 See https:// www. lanca ster. ac. uk/ cemore/. Accessed 5 January 2021.
3 See https:// www. tandf online. com/ action/ journ alInf ormat ion? show= aimsS cope& journ alCode= rmob20. 
Accessed 5 January 2021.
4 See https:// en. wikip edia. org/ wiki/ Mobil ities. Accessed 5 January 2021.
5 Postdigital Science and Education journal: https:// www. sprin ger. com/ journ al/ 42438 and book series 
https:// www. sprin ger. com/ series/ 16439. Accessed 5 January 2021.
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In the postdigital position, scientific research is a collective enterprise consisting 
of four equally important prongs of we-think, we-learn, we-act, and we-feel (Jandrić 
2019; Jandrić and Hayes 2020), so postdisciplinary research perspectives cannot 
be separated from community development. The word postdigital first appeared in 
artistic circles at the brink of the millennium, although the idea can be traced a few 
years earlier (Jandrić et al. 2018; Cormier et al. 2019). These days the community 
around the Postdigital Science and Education journal and book series is far from 
alone in their efforts at mainstreaming postdigital ideas into the social sciences and 
the humanities, and the concept appears with increasing frequency in literature, 
exhibitions, academic institutes, and departments.

Definitions

‘The postdigital is hard to define, messy, unpredictable, digital and analog, technologi-
cal and non-technological, and biological and informational. The postdigital is both 
a rupture in our existing theories and their continuation.’ (Jandrić et  al. 2018: 895) 
The key element of this oft-discussed definition (see, amongst others, Jandrić et  al. 
2019; Fawns 2019; Peters and Besley 2019; Sinclair and Hayes 2019; Hayes 2021a) 
is a curious mix of continuation and rupture that characterizes all postdigital research. 
The postdigital community has a lot of appreciation for its intellectual ancestors, yet it 
dares to challenge traditional canons and explore new ruptures between our past and 
present.

Mobilities is also hard to define but in terms of specific research and publi-
cation, there has been little slackening of activity to carry it forward. There has 
been a steady output of papers and special editions, exploring different communi-
ties and their mobilities, including diaspora (Blunt 2007), counter diaspora (King 
and Christou 2011), cycling (Spinney 2009), walking (Myers 2011), railway travel 
(Löfgren 2008), cargo (Birtchnell and Urry 2015), migrants (Faist 2013), urban 
homeless (Smith and Hall 2016), migrant academics (Morley et al. 2018), farmers 
(Morris 2004), tropical villagers (Price and Price 2017), jogging (Qviström et al. 
2020), and lifestyles (Cohen et al. 2015).

The current trajectory continues to explore ever-widening target groups in ever-
widening countries and contexts, some geographical, a few historical, with as much 
focus on (im)mobilities as the eponymous mobilities. The focus does however seem 
largely restricted to the corporeal category, the movement of people rather than the 
other categories mentioned above. Like the postdigital in its mix of rupture and 
continuity, mobilities also has its (im)mobilities, its tetherings, not ignored or over-
looked but reconsidered and placed in a new frame of reference. This then might be 
its first major contribution, asking readers and researchers to reconceptualise their 
world around motion.

Whilst mobilities perspectives draw on the constituent disciplines of the social 
sciences—mostly sociology itself and geography, anthropology, media studies, 
and communications—postdigital perspectives draw from a hectic and eclectic 
mix of sources from more diverse fields including arts, philosophy, sociology, 
systems theory, cybernetics, critical theory and pedagogy, critical linguistics, 
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science and technology studies, natural sciences (primarily physics, biology, and 
life sciences), science fiction, and others. This creates a radically postdisciplinary 
conceptual space, and one of the key theoretical challenges of postdigital theory 
is development of mutual understanding between these often-incommensurable 
constituents.

What links science fiction visions of artificial intelligences, Karen Barad’s (2007) quan-
tum-physics-based agential realism, David J. Chalmers’ (1995) work on consciousness, and  
critical pedagogy’s struggle for emancipation? How can these diverse theories con-
ceive a meaningful interaction? It is through drawing links invisible to traditional  
disciplinary research approaches, and through developing a more holistic view to  
the contemporary human condition, that postdigital approaches are hoping to cre-
ate a more accurate image of our reality. This is intended to inspire a more powerful 
means for changing that reality towards more freedom, emancipation, environmental  
sustainability, and other important goals associated with the long-term well-being of  
humankind.

Expectations of clear answers to these kinds of questions may sound like sci-
ence fiction, yet that should not prevent us from trying. In a recent editorial, 
Jandrić (2020: 534) wrote that the postdigital challenge ‘does not only require 
more traditional research—more importantly, it also requires development of 
conceptually different research’, and this is an emerging theme across our three 
perspectives. ‘Given the rupture and continuation nature of our postdigital reality 
(Jandrić et al. 2018: 895), these two requirements are not at odds.’ (Jandrić 2020: 
534).

While they grapple with these hard epistemic problems, postdigital approaches 
are far from shy of developing practical approaches and engaging in popular 
movements. Drawing from the tradition of critical pedagogy, one current trajec-
tory of postdigital thinking is aimed at developing a postdigital philosophy of 
praxis (Peters and Besley 2019). Another trajectory concerns community work on 
critical postdigital skills and resistance to oppressive forms of algorithmic man-
agement (Williamson 2019).6 Following the recent outbreak of the Covid-19 pan-
demic, there have also been an increasing number of publications on postdigital 
futures (Costello et al. 2020; Kupferman 2021).

Development of postdigital philosophy of praxis is in its infancy, as are new 
collaborative endeavours towards postdigital participation7 and examinations of 
postdigital positionality (Hayes 2021a; Hayes and Jandrić 2021). Our foundational 
concepts of we-think, we-learn, we-act, and we-feel (Jandrić 2019; Jandrić and 
Hayes 2020), can make sense only when ‘we’ comprise as many different people 
from as diverse walks of life as it is reasonably possible. Working in the early days 
of postdigital philosophy of praxis, our most important challenge is development 
of the budding postdigital community and establishment of a respectful, creative 
postdigital dialogue (Jandrić et  al. 2019) amongst its members and between its 
members and the general population.

6 See http:// educa tiono bserv atory. co. uk/ human- data- inter action/. Accessed 6 October 2020.
7 See http:// postd igita lpart icipa tion. org/ index. php/ engli sch/. Accessed 6 October 2020.
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Moving onto futures studies, we again see diversity and transience. This has 
been informed and characterised by a diverse and frequently contested range of 
philosophies, functions, forms, moments, and methods (Adam and Groves 2007; 
Bell 1997/2003, 1997/2004; Inayatullah 1990; Gidley 2013; Slaughter 2008; Son 
2015). It is instructive to raise a distinction between the study of futures and the 
study for futures. The study of futures can quite easily sit alongside, though poten-
tially be competing for attention against, other domains. Framed as an object of 
study, the aim is to survey, order, and know how futures have and continue to be 
imagined and used at different times and in different spaces. When applied, the 
study of futures seeks to inform how best to represent futures (Bell 1997/2003; 
Tower Sargent 2010), our relationship to futures, and the relationship of futures to 
other domains and objects.

The study for futures offers a subtle, but important distinction. As noted above, a 
study for futures brings to the fore the question of what comes next, or in an embel-
lished form of the question, what form of current thinking, disposition, and knowl-
edge we could and should orientate to futures? What can be argued as the futurity 
of being human would suggest that all projects inherently, though frequently implic-
itly, serve the project of what comes next (Adam 2010). A study for futures makes 
such a project explicit where efforts are placed on various combinations of knowing 
futures, influencing and enacting futures. In short, a study for futures addresses how 
we could and should anticipate futures.

If a recurrent axiomatic statement is to be found across these forms of futures 
studies, it is that uncertainty is the only certainty—or more specifically how we 
should respond to the inherent uncertainty of futures. A source of anxiety, our con-
tingency, is also the source of our greatest hope and dignity as beings because recur-
ring conjunctures afford new possibilities and pathways.

Futures studies do not seek to own the concepts of a possibility space, uncer-
tainty, or even futures. Rather it seeks to make explicit that an inherent, but not 
always explicit, aspect of research, scholarship, policy, and practice is its orientation 
to the future and therefore its associated contingencies and plurality. And yet, the 
future, or what we should term futures, and how best to anticipate futures remains an 
underserved issue (Connor 2017).

Agents need to make sense of what might be ahead and in the process, to develop  
accounts and claims as to the nature and scale of a given problem and subsequent  
solutions (Fischer 2003). A contested and potent site, futures represent a par-
ticularly vital terrain where both visions over what the future is and should 
be are subject to conflict (Dunmire 2010). As such the development of what is 
described as a future-minded (Adam and Groves 2007) research, policy, and practice 
is not just an exercise in extending the number of years over which an agent consid-
ers the future and or exploring questions of intergenerational justice, but also one  
that supports agents to make sense of and enact a complex, open and contested past,  
present and future.
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Research Methods and Ethics

Postdigital research is strongly based on social constructivist epistemologies. Speak-
ing of methods, postdigital research requires a combination of traditional discipli-
nary methods and various interdisciplinary, transdisciplinary, and postdisciplinary 
approaches. Accepting that ‘my words and ideas in this article are not just mine: 
they are an amalgam of all encounters with colleagues, friends, and people known 
and unknown that have passed through my professional and personal life’ (Jandrić 
2020: 179; see also Mañero 2020), recent developments in the field focus to the 
political economy of knowledge making and dissemination practices including peer 
review and academic publishing. This focus is probably best exemplified in the 
dichotomy between knowledge capitalism and knowledge socialism.

Whereas knowledge capitalism focuses on the economics of knowledge, 
emphasizing human capital development, intellectual property regimes, 
and efficiency and profit maximization, knowledge socialism shifts empha-
sis towards recognition that knowledge and its value are ultimately rooted in 
social relations (Peters and Besley 2006). Knowledge socialism promotes the 
sociality of knowledge by providing mechanisms for a truly free exchange of 
ideas. (Peters, Liu, and Ondercin 2012: 88)

As of recently, and under the influence of the Covid-19 pandemic, these theories 
are now developed further into the direction of bioinformational capitalism ‘based 
on a self-organizing and self-replicating code that harnesses both the results of the 
information and new biology revolutions and brings them together in a powerful 
alliance’ (Peters 2012: 105). It also seems that many knowledge-related phenomena 
can be approached using the concept of viral modernity, which ‘is based upon the 
nature of viruses, the ancient and critical role they play in evolution and culture, and 
the basic application to understanding the role of information and forms of bioin-
formation in the social world’ (Peters et al. 2020; see also Peters and Besley 2021). 
This requires a recognition of universities as responsive and dialogic ‘postdigital 
sites, for connecting global technological and biological change, with local, social 
projects and citizens’ (Hayes et al. 2021). This brings about a lot of experimenta-
tion at the fringes between mainstream academic publishing and activism, aiming 
at development of a more holistic approach that reaches far beyond the question of 
method and resulting in new postdigital knowledge ecologies.

We must distinguish between the research methods and the research participants. 
Since their emergence, mobilities researchers have seemed to focus for their empir-
ical work on mobile communities rather than on the mobile methods to research 
them. In fact, anyone watching the 2020 John Urry Annual Lecture8 might have 
been surprised by the absence of any mentions of concepts, epistemology, or meth-
ods and equally surprised at the disciplined and intense re-focussing of a plethora of 
what, to the outsider, might have been disconnected phenomena, around mobility. 

8 See https:// www. lanca ster. ac. uk/ social- futur es/ events/ annual- john- urry- lectu re/. Accessed 15 June 
2021.

501Postdigital Science and Education  (2022) 4:494–518

1 3

https://www.lancaster.ac.uk/social-futures/events/annual-john-urry-lecture/


This seems ironic because the foundation of the mobilities position was that under-
standing the social world was based on an outdated epistemology of stasis, when not 
moving was the norm and the datum, and when movement could only be understood 
as freeze-frames, when researchers had to extract data from the moving in-world 
and retreat to the static out-world in order to look at frozen moments of movement 
captured as snapshots.

The paintings, ‘Dynamism of a Dog on a Leash’, the imperfect translation of the 
Italian title, by Giacomo Balla, 1912, and ‘Nude Descending a Staircase’, translat-
ing the title from the French, by Marcel Duchamp, also 1912, perfectly encapsulate 
the challenge of mobilities research, the challenge of capturing movement within a 
static medium. Both paintings come from the Futurist movement, those artists who 
had noticed the sudden forcefulness and prevalence of mechanical motion in Euro-
pean society. Clearly, these artists had already seen movement as a theme emerging 
through the twentieth century, the century of the motor car, and now latterly giving 
way to the decades of the mobile phone.

There was and still is great scope for methodological innovation especially from 
a technological perspective. Data capture, for example capturing location, voices, 
images and measurements, and data transmission, meaning coverage, bandwidth, 
telemetry, and ubiquity, continue to become more powerful, compact, and reliable 
and there are incredible possibilities. But technology is not a prerequisite and may 
in itself be an intrusion into worlds where the movement is already natural and 
habitual, such as walking. Perhaps there is a more subtle loyalty amongst researchers 
to the solidity, stability, privacy, convenience and quiet of interview rooms, and of 
physical presence. Even in a pre-mobile world these are far from the naturalistic and 
authentic settings that would increase or ensure the credibility of findings. In a world 
of movement, this is however even less likely.

This critique is perhaps only valid in terms of particular types and speeds of 
movement, most of which are not physical, not all are fast enough to require new 
technologies, allowing existing methods to work with continued credibility. And 
this is actually the case; most mobilities research co-opts earlier methods. There are 
however now works addressing an overarching methodological framework (Büscher 
et  al. 2010; Büscher and Urry 2009; Fincham et  al. 2009; Merriman 2014; Hein 
et al. 2008), drawing back from our earlier focus on merely faster physical motion to 
embrace Urry’s ‘five highly interdependent ‘mobilities’.

Researchers, working with students walking in Manchester, observed: ‘We recognise 
that accompanying students “in the field” can enable researchers to explore students’ 
narratives “in place”, and observe first-hand how multi-sensual, multi-layered experi-
ences of places may be both captured and interpreted.’ (Wilkinson and Badwan 2020) 
The research was however sadly conducted indoors and stationary. These remarks cap-
ture the potential of the mobile empirical. John Traxler will be taking some of these 
ideas further in a ‘walkshop’ at a forthcoming un-conference, post-pandemic, in order 
to develop this potential.9 Outside the avowed members of the mobilities community 
itself, research does evolve pragmatically.

9 See https:// ict4d 2020. org. Accessed 15 June 2021.
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Early work in Kenya (Traxler and Leach 2006) attempted lightweight qualita-
tive surveys by Short Message Service across tens of thousands of rural primary 
teachers, lightly constrained in terms of location (worse case: weekly walking 
to market for network coverage and battery top-up) but not constrained in terms 
of movement. More recently, as mobile devices become more widespread and 
their functionality improves, systems like WhatsApp have become widely used 
in research, often exploring the impact or perceptions of experiences or situa-
tions that were themselves mobile as well as reaching people who are intrinsically 
mobile, meaning practically everyone these days and that is, of course, the point.

As an aside, time geography is a minor geographical discipline and looks at 
how people move through spaces (Miller 2016), how perhaps different demo-
graphics occupy spaces at different times and in different configurations. Some 
work already looks at a convergence with mobilities and exploits the meth-
odological possibilities we suggest earlier (Liu et  al. 2011; Kang et  al. 2010), 
usually with a focus on specific social groups or social situations, for example 
Latvians in Germany, young Swedes, older people, travel diaries, or second 
homers—searching the literature reveals these and others.

Meanwhile, in futures studies, different moments and typologies (Gidley 
2013; Inayatullah 1990) are testament to the observation that ‘the scientific, 
scholarly, and rhetorical methods of any discipline in humanities, social science, 
and sciences might be – and sometimes are-used by futurists doing research on 
some particular topic’ (Bell 1997/2003: 241). Approaches such as time series 
analysis, Delphi, simulation, global modelling, content analysis, morphologi-
cal analysis, cross-impact analysis, and visioning may have their origins in other 
disciplines; these tools tend to be re-purposed when applied in the study of the 
futures (Puglisi 2001).

In all claims on futures, there is the potential for a form of temporal imperial-
ism (Sardar 1999). This is particularly the case in ‘realistic’ views of the future and 
predictive claims on the future that can seek to displace what are deemed as unre-
alistic alternatives—closing the future as a space for projecting a range of fears, 
hopes, and calls for another world (Nowotny 1994). Agencies granted a licence by 
authorities to know the future have the capacity to exhibit influence over what is  
deemed possible and desirable and the potential to shape today and tomorrow. 
Therefore, attention needs to be given to who receives a licence for representing 
the future and the conditions under which these licenses are held (Connor 2017).

In futures studies where the emphasis is placed on the plural, the aim is to provide 
foresight rather than a forecast. The objective is not to know ‘the future’, but using a 
range of approaches and tools such as scenario analysis, in-casting and back-casting 
methods and speculative design practices, the aim is to examine and extend the hori-
zon of what is deemed probable, possible and preferable, whilst also surfacing and 
questioning assumptions regarding what constitutes a desirable future and the means 
by which such a future can and should be realised. By systematically exploring, 
experiencing creating, and assessing alternative futures, methods in futures studies 
can blur distinctions between strategy, planning, design, and research as agents are 
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enabled to consider and rehearse a wide range of future operating conditions and 
relations and test and assess prototype policies and practices.

Given a recurrent theme in futures studies is to inform, facilitate, and foster open 
conversations as to how best to anticipate and prepare for the challenges and oppor-
tunities of the future, methods in futures research do not seek to establish what is, 
but reclaim the present as a site of tendencies and potentiality (Alessandrini 2003) 
and draw attention to what could be.

So, in looking at these summaries of research, their methods, and positions, we 
see an important concordance in the acceptance of messiness and complexity, not 
just in our descriptions of the world, but also in increasing fluidity between research 
methodologies. We further identify clear differences in emphases, sometimes on 
the mechanics of tools and techniques and sometimes on epistemological choices 
and decisions. However, in all three cases, we see growing and emerging disciplines 
grappling reconciling their evolving ideas with the changing world they seek, how-
ever provisionally, to explain.

The Nature and Ownership of Knowing and Learning

In many respects, the mobilities community has largely overlooked education and 
has certainly overlooked knowing and learning. Mobility (and connectedness) has 
nevertheless a transformative impact on knowing and learning; mobile societies 
undergo a substantial epistemological change, a change driven by the impact of mas-
sive connection and movement. This engages with only one or two of the mobilities 
outlined by Urry and others, quoted above, but the nature and ownership of knowing 
and learning are important, and the changes are profound.

Our case is based on the capacity of people and communities to use connected 
mobile digital technologies to create information, images, ideas, and opinions and 
to share, discuss, challenge, transform, merge, store, and disseminate them. People 
and communities do these things in ways that challenge the previous ownership and 
nature of knowledge and any previous digital technologies because personal mobile 
digital technologies are ubiquitous, pervasive, universal (nearly), and intrusive; they 
are now familiar, robust, cheap, easy, and personal, whereas even a decade ago, they 
were difficult, fragile, expensive, and unusual and their distribution is now very dif-
ferent from that of desktop and laptop computers, televisions, and plasma screens.

The changes have dramatic implications for what constitutes knowing and learn-
ing and what is worth knowing and worth learning because technologies change the 
nature of the employment, assets, commodities, transactions, entities, and relation-
ships that constitute economic activity irrespective of the specific economic, cul-
tural, and historical context of any given society. And this is perhaps a narrow and 
rather academic discussion of ‘knowing’; it excludes what might be ‘merely’ curi-
ous, interesting or fascinating in the world around us and how we can now explore 
it, and it excludes the aesthetic, the creative, and the spiritual and how these are 
transformed as the physical and the digital become ever more tightly interleaved, 
interlinked, and interwoven by personal mobile digital technologies and the net-
works, connections, and interactions that they afford.
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It is possible to start from the first principles, from the foundational axioms of 
mobility, from inferences, and deductions about the ongoing or overdue transforma-
tion of the social, economic, political, and intellectual realms and outline a new ped-
agogy based on changed understandings of knowing and learning. This is however 
embryonic (Traxler et al. 2019). This ongoing, subtle, and pervasive transformation 
has however been overshadowed by the transitory attention garnered by ‘mobile 
learning’, an extension of institutional e-learning within the universities and colleges 
of some advanced economies (Traxler 2018) that grew out of adherence to ‘innova-
tion’ as a theory of change espoused by national governments with the ideology and 
resources to support it. There is perhaps a contrast between this, the latter, a normal 
paradigm of science, and the other, the former, potentially a ‘revolutionary’ para-
digm of science, though perhaps not in a formally Kuhnian sense (Kuhn 1962).

Our other two perspectives have more sophisticated and mature insights. Under-
stood as conglomerates of various influences past and present, our knowing, learn-
ing, thinking, acting, and feeling cannot be attributed only to a single ‘genius’ or 
‘inventor’. It certainly takes exceptional talent and intellectual courage to recognize 
previously unseen relationships between different strands of inquiry, to add one’s 
own contribution, and to formulate a new theory. In our highly competitive world  
of knowledge capitalism (Peters, Liu, and Ondercin 2012: 88), scientists who make such  
achievements receive recognitions such as prestigious jobs and prizes. Yet the majority of  
‘regular’ scientists, who engage in less exciting or prestigious research, make the  
shoulders that a small number of ‘high-flyers’ build upon. ‘Welcome to viral moder-
nity, where we produce more and more research for less and less people, and where  
chances to have one’s argument heard are approaching chances of winning a lottery.’  
(Jandrić 2020: 533).

Postdigital science and education recognizes various perils accompanying these 
developments, such as reproducibility issues and the political economic relation-
ships between research funding, knowledge production, and academic publication 
(Jandrić and Hayes 2020). The viral behaviour of contemporary science cannot be 
significantly improved from within the current systems of knowledge production 
and dissemination (Peters et  al. 2021a); new knowledge ecologies require a deep 
philosophico-practical shift in our understanding of what it means to think, know, 
learn, act, and feel.

Postdigital knowledge ideals are of utopian character, not least because they 
require a wide social consensus and a fundamental change in ways that we conduct 
scientific research. This is where postdigital theory strongly draws from its theo-
retical links with critical pedagogy and in particular Freire’s understanding of utopia 
(Freire 1972). ‘Crucially, this utopia is messianic as opposed to prophetic because 
the latter is located in the future and takes place according to chronological time, 
while the former is located in the now.’ (Jandrić and Ford 2020) Aimed at connect-
ing (now largely disconnected) relationships between the nature and ownership 
of thinking, knowing, learning, and acting, postdigital knowledge ecologies are 
amongst us and beyond us; now and in the future.

And so to the future. Poiesis in the form of an education of attention (Gibson 
1979) and wayfinding (Ingold 2000; Sarpong et al. 2013) is offered as a response 
to the question of the nature and ownership of knowing, learning, and thinking in 

505Postdigital Science and Education  (2022) 4:494–518

1 3



futures studies. Poiesis here refers to and retains a capacity for agents to shape their 
worlds and, consequently, themselves (Levine 2015), but where mastery over knowl-
edge and future are rejected in favour of a project that, redolent of Haraway’s (2016) 
sym-poiesis, seeks to attend, attune, and at times accede or amplify the rhythms and 
flows of being and time. It is not about ‘looking’ at the truth, but awakening our 
experience of it (Heidegger 1971/2013). In response to, if not in contrast and oppo-
sition to, an alleged arid dominance of Apollonian logic and correspondence theo-
ries of truth (Levine 2015), poiesis as a practice appeals to a Dionysian disposition 
(Nietzsche 1994) that envisions truth as the uncovering of what is present but hidden 
(Heidegger 1971/2013). This is not a project that can be undertaken solely through 
a detached, rational, analytic, or reflective exercise, but a revealing and a dwell-
ing, expressed and enacted by and through the senses and the imagination (Connor 
2021).

Poiesis as a form of knowing and expertise is not the product of acquired, accu-
mulated, and elaborate mental representations, but through being attuned to ‘picking 
up’ and unconcealing critical features that one may simply fail to recall or notice 
(Ingold 2000). Both expert and novice expect and become familiar with being ‘com-
fortably confused’ (Levine 1997). Redolent of Keats’ (1958: 193–194) concept of 
‘Negative Capability’, an essential quality of poiesis is to be ‘capable of being in 
uncertainties, mysteries, doubts, without any irritable reaching after fact and reason’. 
In learning, attention turns from the transmission of representations to an educa-
tion of attention, where the etymologies of ignorance and to educate, to ignore, and 
to bring out and lead forth, respectively, are surfaced and realised. Mastery is sub-
verted and subsumed into the capacity to let-go of the desire, or more accurately, the 
illusion and delusion of control.

Understandings of Time, Space, Identity, Community, 
and Relationships

Our three positions each have something to say about these topics and certainly the 
mobilities literature sees them as all intimately interconnected and transformed. As 
with many other aspects of the mobilities community, thoughts on these issues range 
from the quite quotidian to the frankly fantastical. It is perhaps most stimulating to 
explore the latter rather than the business-as-normal depictions of the former.

The emergence of the mobile phone in the mid-2000s had a major impact on 
mobilities research, catalysing an outpouring of thought and writing. On the chang-
ing sense of self, authors described personal mobile digital technologies as becom-
ing ‘embodied’ (Rettie 2005). Others described them as becoming prosthetic. Raul 
Pertierra said:

Unlike desktops and other immobile technologies, mobile phones more closely 
resemble tools or prosthetic devices as extensions of the body. They become 
extensions of the hand, allowing us to connect anytime, anywhere, with any-
body. Bodies themselves become writing devices as phoneurs negotiate new 
urban spaces. (Pertierra 2005: 27)
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Anecdotally, Nokia staff referred to mobile phones as ‘our new private parts’. 
Elsewhere, the mobilities community reacted imaginatively to what it portrayed as 
the out-dated Newtonian, European Enlightenment, or Industrial Revolution account 
of time and space; mobile devices eroded established notions of time as the common 
structure, for scheduling, coordinating, and organising activities and events. Authors 
talked about the ‘approxi-meeting’ and the ‘multi-meeting’ (Plant 2002: 31), about 
‘socially negotiated time’ (Sørensen et al. 2002: 3), and the ‘micro-coordination of 
everyday life’ (Ling 2004: 69) alongside the ‘softening of schedules’ (Ling 2004: 
73) afforded by mobile devices as we used them to adjust our schedules and our 
commitments on-the-fly. Nyiri (2007: 301) said, ‘with the mobile phone, time has 
become personalized’, whilst Fortunati said:

The mechanical representation of time is more and more unacceptable at a 
social level. In other words, the abstract, uniform and unitary time of the clock 
is sinking further and further down in relation to electric and satellite time. 
With the possibility of perpetual contact,10 the mobile phone ends in fact by 
shaping time as a container of potentially continuing connection. (Fortunati 
2002: 517)

In relation to space and to place, again, the breakthrough of the mobile phone 
at the start of the century and then the smartphone a decade later provoked much 
thought, discussion, and writing. It created ‘simultaneity of place’ (International 
Telecommunications Union 2004: 20; paraphrasing Plant 2002), combining physi-
cal and virtual spaces of conversational interaction, and an extension of physical 
space, through the creation and juxtaposition of a mobile social space, phonespace 
(Townsend 2000), very different from the cyberspace mediated by computers.

Mobile phones also reconfigured relationships between public and private spaces. 
Virtual communities and discussions used to be mediated by static networked 
computers in dedicated times, places, and spaces. Mobile phones propelled these 
communities and discussions into physical public and private spaces, necessitat-
ing adjustments as we learnt to manage more fluid environments. The private ‘is 
no longer conceivable as what goes on, discreetly, in the life of the individual away 
from the public domain, or as subsequently represented in individual consciousness’ 
(Cooper 2002: 22). Bull commented on mobile phones re-appropriating public space 
or work time back into the private:

The use of these mobile sound technologies11 informs us about how users 
attempt to ‘inhabit’ the spaces within which they move. The use of these 
technologies appears to bind the disparate threads of much urban movement 
together, both ‘filling’ the spaces ‘in-between’ communication or meetings and 
structuring the spaces thus occupied. (Bull 2005: 334)

Mobile phones redefined conversation. Rather than it being set aside as some-
thing done at certain moments, for a delimited stretch of time, usually in a private 

10 Perhaps an unconscious reference to Katz and Aakhus (2002).
11 Really just an oblique reference to the iPod and its imitators.
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space (or semi-private phone ‘box’ or ‘booth’), Sheller (2004: 5) said there is now ‘a 
constant flickering of conversation’. These are, on the one hand, excerpts of a larger 
literature but, on the other hand, may have been only documenting the apparently 
exciting transition to a new normal as it then seemed and now of little interest now 
to societies thoroughly blasé about the mobile phone.

Postdigital theory adds an additional layer to these studies by recognizing entan-
glements between the online and offline, analogue and digital, and biological and 
informational. While there has been little dedicated research in the field,12 prelimi-
nary work implicit in existing postdigital research offers some starting points for 
discussion. Technology brings about rapid social acceleration which, in our pan-
demic times, has manifested in quick and unprepared shift to online work includ-
ing but not limited to teaching and learning. This has made much more visible the 
postdigital participation of humans in computing, rather than the more common 
assumptions and rationalities about what computing simply brings about in human 
lives (Hayes 2021a). As we increasingly work all times of day and from our homes, 
private time, and space merge with public time and space, thus creating new pri-
vate–public time–space entanglements. Coupled with mobile technologies, which 
bring work into the private sphere on the move, these trends result in new, by now 
largely unexplored, reconfigurations of the offline and the online. As technolo-
gies enter our living rooms, bedrooms, and even bathrooms, these reconfigurations 
strongly contribute to new bioinformational convergences.

These convergences profoundly impact people’s identities leading to diverse indi-
vidual experiences that might be understood as ‘postdigital positionalities’ (Hayes 
2021b) due to their intersectional nature. At work, we are professors; at home, we 
are parents; when we visit our parents, we are children. However, as we answer our 
work emails while homeschooling our children, and lecture online while cooking 
our dinners, these identities—which have never been completely separate—now 
come even closer.

Anecdotally, this brings about a whole new culture and etiquette. Only a few years 
ago, it was unimaginable to pause a lecture or meeting to take a kid to the toilet; 
today, this has become a norm. As we enter our colleagues’ homes, witness chaos 
in their kitchens, meet their children and spouses (while showing our own chaos 
and our own families), our relationships also gain a degree of intimacy. Postdigital 
reconfigurations of intimacy are one more research area deserving attention. While 
we wait for results of the (as far as we know) only dedicated project in the field at 
the moment,13 its research questions do indicate the importance of these studies.

[H]ow can people build meaningful relationships over long distances and time 
zones? How do people make sense of their public and private selves? And 
what does it mean when social media selfies represent who we are as people, 

12 A notable exception is the forthcoming Special Issue of Postdigital Science and Education, The Postdigital 
Spaces of Higher Education, edited by Lucila Carvalho, James Lamb, Michael Gallagher, and Jeremy Knox, 
scheduled for January 2022.
13 See https:// www. coven try. ac. uk/ resea rch/ about- us/ resea rch- news/ 2020/ launch- of- the- postd igital- intim acies- 
netwo rk- at- coven try- unive rsity/. Accessed 31 March 2021.
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revealing the intimate details of where we spend our private time, and who 
with?

Our constantly reconfigured identities and relationships profoundly impact ways 
in which we form and maintain communities. Over the past decades, there has been 
a lot of educational research in and around learning communities, communities of 
inquiry, and the like; in the face of the pandemic, this research requires a significant 
update.

The Covid-19 pandemic has brought about some fundamentally new develop-
ments such as massive-scale home-schooling, yet all these developments have their 
roots in pre-pandemic social organization and technological affordances. This is 
why postdigital/mobilities reconfigurations of ancient philosophical problems of 
time, space, identity, community, and relationships theory have such an important 
role in development of the ‘new normal’. A Few years ago, McKenzie Wark wrote:

It is commonplace that science fiction is not about the future, but about alter-
native possible presents. Science fiction is one of the things that enables you to 
think through relationships between different kinds of knowledge … Science 
fiction is not always about science, some works actually ignore the science, but 
it is usually about a geopolitical reality. (Wark in Jandrić 2017: 132)

While futures studies should not be equated with science fiction, Wark’s con-
clusion remains. Futures studies are not just about predicting the future—situated 
between being (in the present) and becoming (in the future), futures studies play 
a crucial role in shaping our present and future. Futures studies need postdigital/
mobilities understandings of time, space, identity, community, and relationships, 
and postdigital/mobilities studies need future studies. At a meta-level, these diverse 
and historically disconnected worldviews and approaches need to work in unity, 
respecting different positions and emphases, and merging them into a common goal 
of creating a better and more sustainable future.

Political Processes and Political Legitimacy

In recent years, the news media have highlighted occasions and trends where the 
supremacy of the nation-state and its agents has been challenged and eroded. There 
are several aspects to this. One is the rise of global corporations, especially digi-
tal corporations such as Facebook, now one of the largest ‘countries’ in the world, 
and Apple, apparently with a larger economy than Poland. Another has been the 
emergence of militant extra-state actors operating across national borders, such as 
Daesh and Al Qaeda in the Middle East, able to wage war in ways previously the 
unique domain of the nation-state. Yet another has been the increasing permeabil-
ity of national borders as cyber-warfare replaces physical warfare and thousands 
of refugees and migrants flee conflict and poverty. Finally, the legislatures, execu-
tives, judiciaries, and their processes and personnel in many countries, especially the 
liberal democracies, have been usurped, bypassed, or ignored by diverse factions, 
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events, and movements. Each of our positions and perspectives provides its own 
context for these observations.

For the mobilities community, the archetype event was the Arab Spring and its 
various off-spring and subsidiaries, where personal digital technologies, mostly 
mobile phones and social media, appeared to empower people to challenge and 
sometimes overthrow the static and sedentary institutions of the established order 
(Allagui and Kuebler 2011; Alhindi et  al. 2012), where the lumbering authorities 
could be outwitted by agile, spontaneous and digitally connected groups. Whilst 
the eventual reality differed dramatically from the early vision, the initial portrayal 
showed mobile phones enabling and ‘mobilising’ a new physical and political dis-
pensation. The prototype or template took place in Egypt in 2011 (Aouragh and 
Alexander 2011) and demonstrated the possibility of this transformation to a global 
audience. Whether any of these changes endured beyond the first few years, whether 
they spread beyond the authoritarian regimes of Middle East and North Africa, or 
whether they represented anything that marked a shift in global political conceptions 
is debatable, but the mobilities community seems not to have engaged with these 
speculations.

The postdigital position is deeply oriented to emancipation and social justice, yet 
its inputs to political processes and political legitimacy are largely indirect. Impor-
tant examples include inclusion of various reconfigurations of relationships between 
human and non-human actors, usually found under the broad banner of posthuman-
ism, into political discourse. This translates to wide research about post-truth, fake 
news, and epistemology of deceit (MacKenzie et al. 2021). Almost 30 contributions 
to the 2020 Special Issue of Postdigital Science and Education, ‘Lies, Bullshit and 
Fake News Online: Should We Be Worried?’,14 and the recent book, The Epistemol-
ogy of Deceit in a Postdigital Era: Dupery by Design (MacKenzie et al. 2021), indi-
cate width, depth, and importance of postdigital theory for political processes and 
their legitimacy.

Then there are challenges linked to Human Data Interaction (HDI) where there 
are calls for greater inclusivity for people in decisions concerning their personal data 
and support for people to re-evaluate their decisions about their data held within 
commercial systems, as their circumstances change (Mortier et al. 2014). A forth-
coming book, Human Data Interaction, Disadvantage and Skills in the Community: 
enabling cross-sector environments for postdigital inclusion (Hayes et al. forthcom-
ing 2023), will draw in the lived experiences of cross-sector agencies and individuals to  
shed light on new ways to understand HDI. In our postdigital lives, we all need to  
understand what is happening to the data that is being gathered about us as individuals  
(legibility) and to be able to change relevant digital systems. We will then be in  
accord with our own wishes (agency) and will be able to work with those who are 
processing our data (negotiability). As such, there is a need for analytics algorithms 
to be more transparent and comprehensible to people and for those systems that pro-
cess data to give people more capacity to control, inform, and correct their data, or 
to avoid systems and forms of monitoring and surveillance (resistance).

14 See https:// link. sprin ger. com/ journ al/ 42438/ volum es- and- issues/ 2-1. Accessed 15 June 2021.
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In education, these concerns translate to questions such as: ‘Where does the 
human teacher leak into the algorithm, and where does the algorithm leak into the 
human teacher’s practice?’ (Bayne in Jandrić 2017: 206). Insisting that ‘[d]istance is 
a positive principle, not a deficit’ and ‘place is differently, not less, important online’ 
(Bayne et  al. 2020), postdigital positions and principles translate into educational 
politics, policy, and practice.

For the postdigital community, together with many others, the archetype event 
was the Covid-19 pandemic—especially in the field of education, which has expe-
rienced the most extensive switch to working from home in human history. Conse-
quently, we now witness a rapid refocus from research of reconfigurations between 
the analog and the digital to research of reconfigurations between biology and infor-
mation and (the struggle against) bio-informational capitalism (Peters 2012). During 
the Covid-19 pandemic, it has become painfully obvious that.

these various reconfigurations cannot be thought of without each other. While 
our research efforts often focus to lower-level convergences between tradi-
tional disciplines such as biology+information or science+technology, we 
always need to maintain their grounding in the over-arching postdigital con-
vergence between all sorts of disciplines and technologies produced by these 
disciplines and their convergences. (Peters et al. 2021b)

The over-arching great convergence implies reconfigurations in all areas of 
human life. Opening up themes such as viral modernity (Peters and Besley 2021; 
Peters et al. 2020), postdigital theory is in constant interplay with political practice.

When claiming futures, both appeals to a better tomorrow, or the fear of what 
is to come, can serve as means by which partisans seek to legitimate the actions, 
conflicts and sacrifices taken today. Claims to know the future are inherently politi-
cal. Knowledge claims and forecasts become a resource for determining what is and 
will be deemed realistic and what actions are taken to be feasible in and towards 
the future (Heller 1999). A remedy is to ensure that futures and the space for mak-
ing claims on the future remain open (Adam and Groves 2007). By systematically 
exploring, creating, and assessing alternative futures, a study for futures can con-
sider and rehearse a wide range of future operating conditions and relations. A sig-
nificant tension in such projects is with a diverse set of means and ends being sur-
faced, under what conditions can moves towards futures be agreed. Efforts to open 
futures also disturb the ground on which claims towards a particular future can be 
made.

In addition to identifying alternative futures, a study for futures also contains 
a critique of the present moment (Polak 1973) and attempts to identify potential 
points of intervention and agents of change (Levitas 2011). By subverting notions 
of a determined future (Nandy 1999), and eschewing efforts to provide a view from 
nowhere or promise a false sense of certainty, the study for futures has the poten-
tial to consider a plurality of positions and thereby extend the menu of options for 
what could be done and the likely winners and losers of each position. By further 
developing our capacity to imagine and act, futures studies foster a space to move 
beyond what is, towards what could be, where it is possible to explore the nature and 
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meaning of our existence and as such offer a way of revisiting some of oldest and 
profound questions regarding our place in space and time.

The capacity for futures studies to disrupt established understandings and rela-
tions means that it is an approach that will not always be welcomed—a reminder, if 
one was needed, that the uptake of any one position or method is not just dependent 
on demonstrations of truth and proficiency, but a willingness and ability to engage 
with and shape questions of politics and power.

Conclusions… and in the Post‑Covid‑19 ‘New Normal?’

At this point, we draw together our contributions, seeking underlying common-
alities and differences, and looking for trends, convergence, and change. We 
acknowledge the scope and impact of our different positions beyond privileged 
European and American academics and intellectuals, and address what differ-
ence do they make to the Global South, to regions of poor infrastructure, human 
capacity, and economic activity, to the marginal, the disenfranchised, and to the 
excluded (Traxler et al. 2020). As practising professional researchers, we also ask 
ourselves about the likely impact of our research communities and their research 
outputs. Could they make a difference to policy and practice, might they have 
implications for equity, opportunity, and social mobility?

For the mobilities community, much of the research reported in journals, espe-
cially in Mobilities, does indeed focus on different and diverse communities in 
motion, and more recently explores how their mobilities and their immobilities 
have been reconfigured by the pandemic and by responses to it. Examples of the 
latter are manifold including lockdown, distancing, masking and isolation, the 
reduction of hospitality, entertainment and tourism sectors and of local public 
transport and international air travel and all those sectors upstream of them, and 
changed consequences of disability and disadvantage. This has not yet however 
resulted in major shifts in policy or practice and that may be the fate of any phi-
losophy or world view growing from largely conceptual concerns. Change beyond 
academia is slow, subtle, and imperceptible, and decades later, we look back and 
acknowledge it.

Post-Covid-19, postdigital theory, and practice experience rapid growth: 
increasing numbers of dedicated research centres, mushrooming of (research-, 
policy-, and practice-oriented) projects, a flourishing publishing ecosystem con-
sisting of Postdigital Science and Education journal and book series, growing 
numbers of exhibitions and events in fields such as arts and architecture. The 
Covid-19 pandemic has brought about new reconfigurations between the digital 
and the analog, the biological, and the informational, and it seems that the last 
20 years of postdigital theory have developed concepts and tools that provide a 
good starting point for analysing these reconfigurations. Just like the mobilities 
perspective, the postdigital perspective has not, by now, resulted in major shifts 
in policy or practice. At this stage of development, this is hardly a surprise. As 
we write these words 17  months into the Covid-19 pandemic, postdigital con-
cepts and ideas are under rapid development. It is only when some of this dust 
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settles, that we will be able to offer simple and straightforward recommendations 
that will hopefully be applicable for the future.

Reflecting on the process of completing this paper, first, one can reflect on the 
vital nature and role of dialogue, particularly in a context where conversation is 
preferred over martial forms of debate. Second and more specifically, if not more 
profoundly, it is worth considering that a role for futures studies is not just one 
where the means and ends that could and should be adopted are surfaced and 
shared, but that the privileging of ends and means that constitutes our projec-
tions into the world, is itself subject to question. Where futures studies return 
to and expose the present moment, it is argued that part of this unconcealing is 
what we take as the moment and our disposition towards past, future and present 
moments.

There is a significant and diverse tradition of writing (Adam 2004; Bergson 1889/1960; 
Deleuze and Guatarri 1988; Grosz 2005; Heraclitus 500/2003; St Augustine 1991) that 
has sought to question a metaphysics of presence (Derrida 1967/1973). In contrast to a 
vulgar conception of time, where the present is viewed as a distinct event within a timeline 
along which you move, time is experienced as a durée (Bergson 1889/1960)—intimate 
yet inscrutable and resists attempts at capture and expression (Bergson 1965). A mode of 
experience, three ecstases of past, present, and future, are understood as three dimensions 
of our experience that extend in time in a distinctive but mutually constitutive and com-
plementarity (Heidegger 2010). Each of these ecstases is not separate intentional acts, but 
consanguineous elements, often in the background but essential to every intentional act 
(Richardson 2012). Notably, it is not the past that determines the present, but the future 
that leads by engaging the other two ecstases of past and present (Heidegger 2010).

It is within such a rendering of time and futures where knowing as poiesis 
makes sense and becomes an act of embodied and extended sense making. Such a 
form of poiesis can be precarious, particularly where attempting to make a space 
within a knowledge economy where the imperative to codify and commodify 
knowledge is strong (Ancori et al. 2000: 255–256). In a world of big data, data 
scientism, metrics, performance reviews and intellectual property, it is tempting 
to cast poiesis as being subject to the same creative destructive fate as the hand-
loom weaver facing the advances of the power loom, but this is a fate that is far 
from determined. A tacit form of knowing (Polanyi 1969: 195) that is itself inar-
ticulable, the poiesis of futures studies requires and enables a distancing from 
the alleged actuality of a situation to question and reveal the limits of knowing 
and action and the possibilities of mystery and doing less. Poiesis in this sense 
subverts and goes beyond technical-rational understandings and yet does not just 
offer another way of being, but calls attention to our relation to being—a vital 
question, if not the question regarding our futures, to be raised within the context 
of a climate emergency (Wallace-Wells 2019).

Epistemically, the three positions discussed in this paper—mobilities, futures, 
and postdigital studies—are far from commensurable. Yet they are compatible, 
and complementary, in a sense that they all need each others’ inputs on the road 
to a better understanding of our current condition, and the road to a better future. 
Postdigital dialogue (Jandrić et al. 2019) presented in this paper is just one possi-
ble configuration of conversation between scholars, each representing ‘their’ own 

513Postdigital Science and Education  (2022) 4:494–518

1 3



position, but not claiming any primacy over that position, and not claiming leader-
ship. As a practical exercise in ‘process philosophy, which is a form of specula-
tive metaphysics that privileges the event and processes over and above substance’ 
(Peters and Besley 2019: 29), this postdigital dialogue is an experiment in what is, 
and what may become of, our collective journey into the future.

References

Adam, B. (2004). Time. Cambridge, UK and Malden, MA: Polity.
Adam, B. (2010). History of the future: Paradoxes and challenges, Rethinking History, 14(3), 361-

378. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 13642 529. 2010. 482790.
Adam, B., & Groves, C. (2007). Future Matters: Action, Knowledge, Ethics. Leiden and Boston: Brill.
Alessandrini, A. (2003). Reading the future. Cultural Studies, 17(2), 211–229. https:// doi. org/ 10. 

1080/ 09502 38032 00007 1703.
Alhindi, W. A., Talha, M., & Sulong, G. B. (2012). The role of modern technology in arab spring. 

Archives des sciences, 65(8), 101-112.
Allagui, I., & Kuebler, J. (2011). The Arab Spring and the role of ICTs. Editorial introduction. Inter-

national Journal of Communication, 5, 1435-1442.
Amara, R. (1991). Views on futures research methodology. Futures, 23(6), 645-649. https:// doi. org/ 

10. 1016/ 0016- 3287(91) 90085-G.
Ancori, B., Bureth, A., & Cohendet, P. (2000). The economics of knowledge: the debate about codifi-

cation and tacit knowledge. Industrial and Corporate Change, 9(2), 255-287. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1093/ icc/9. 2. 255.

Aouragh, M., & Alexander, A. (2011). The Arab spring| the Egyptian experience: Sense and nonsense 
of the Internet revolution. International Journal of communication, 5, 1344-1358.

Armitacge, J. (1999). From modernism to hypermodernism and beyond: an interview with Paul 
Virilio. Theory, Culture & Society, 16(5-6), 25-55. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 02632 76992 20508 54.

Barad, K. (2007). Meeting the universe Halfway: Quantum physics and the entanglement of matter and 
meaning. Durham and London: Duke University Press.

Bauman, Z. (2013). Liquid modernity. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.
Bayne, S., Evans, P., Ewins, R., Knox, J., Lamb, J., Mcleod, H., et al. (2020). The Manifesto for Teaching 

Online. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Bell, W. (1997/2003). Foundations of Futures Studies I: History, purposes, knowledge. New Brunswick, 

NJ: Transaction Publishers.
Bell, W. (1997/2004). Foundations of Futures Studies II: Values, objectivity and the good society. New 

Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers.
Bergson, H. (1889/1960). Time and Free Will, An Essay on the Immediate Data of Consciousness. Trans. 

F. L. Pogson. New York: Harper & Row.
Bergson, H. (1965). The Creative Mind. Trans. M. L. Andison. Totowa: Littlefield, Adams & Co.
Birtchnell, T., & Urry, J. (2015). The mobilities and post-mobilities of cargo. Consumption Markets and 

Culture, 18(1), 25-38. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 10253 866. 2014. 899214.
Bloch, E. (1995). The Principle of Hope. Vol 1. Trans. N. Plaice, S. Plaice & P. Knight. Cambridge, MA: 

MIT Press.
Blunt, A. (2007). Cultural geographies of migration: mobility, transnationality and diaspora. Progress in 

Human Geography, 31(5), 684-694. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 03091 32507 078945.
Bull, M. (2005). No dead air! The iPod and the culture of mobile listening. Leisure Studies, 24(4), 343–

356. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02614 36052 00033 0447.
Büscher, M., & Urry, J. (2009). Mobile Methods and the Empirical. European Journal of Social Theory, 

12(1), 99–116. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 13684 31008 099642.
Büscher, M., Urry, J., & Witchger, K. (Eds.). (2010). Mobile methods. London, UK: Routledge.
Chalmers, D. J. (1995). Facing up to the problem of consciousness. Journal of Consciousness Studies, 

2(3), 200–219. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ acprof: oso/ 97801 95311 105. 001. 0001.
Cohen, S. A., Duncan, T., & Thulemark, M. (2015). Lifestyle mobilities: The crossroads of travel, leisure 

and migration. Mobilities, 10(1), 155-172. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 17450 101. 2013. 826481.

514 Postdigital Science and Education  (2022) 4:494–518

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1080/13642529.2010.482790
https://doi.org/10.1080/0950238032000071703
https://doi.org/10.1080/0950238032000071703
https://doi.org/10.1016/0016-3287(91)90085-G
https://doi.org/10.1016/0016-3287(91)90085-G
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/9.2.255
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/9.2.255
https://doi.org/10.1177/02632769922050854
https://doi.org/10.1080/10253866.2014.899214
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132507078945
https://doi.org/10.1080/0261436052000330447
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368431008099642
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195311105.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2013.826481


Connor, S. (2017). An examination of independent fiscal councils and their orientation to the future 
and policy making.  European Journal of Futures Research,  5,  19.  https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s40309- 017- 0124-6.

Connor, S. (2021). Olfactory Pathways to Black Country Futures. In S. Groes & R.M. Francis (Eds.), 
Smell, Memory, and Literature in the Black Country (pp. 143-165). London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Cooper, G. (2002). The mutable mobile: Social theory in the wireless world. In B. Brown, N. Green, & 
R. Harper (Eds.), Wireless world: Social and interactional aspects of the mobile world (pp. 19–31). 
London: Springer. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-1- 4471- 0665-4_2.

Cormier, D., Jandrić, P., Childs, M., Hall, R., White, D., Phipps, L., Truelove, I., Hayes, S., & Fawns, T. (2019). 
Ten years of the postdigital in the 52group: reflections and developments 2009–2019. Postdigital Science 
and Education, 1(2), 475-506. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 019- 00049-8.

Costello, E., Brown, M., Donlon, E., & Girme, P. (2020). ‘The Pandemic Will Not be on Zoom’: A 
Retrospective from the Year 2050. Postdigital Science and Education, 2(3), 619–627. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 020- 00150-3.

Dator, J. (2009). Alternative Futures at The Manoa School. Journal of Futures Studies,14(2), 1-18.
de Jouvenel, B. (1967). The Art of Conjecture. London: Weidenfeld and Nicholson.
Deleuze, G., & Guatarri, F. (1988). A Thousand Plateaus. Trans. B. Massumi. London: Atlone.
Derrida, J. (1967/1973). Speech and Phenomena: and other essays on Husserl’s Theory of Signs. Trans. 

D. B. Allison. Evanston, IL: Northwestern University.
Dunmire, P. L. (2010). Knowing and Controlling the future: A review of futurology. Prose Studies, 32(3), 

240-263. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 01440 357. 2010. 528921.
Faist, T. (2013). The mobility turn: a new paradigm for the social sciences? Ethnic and Racial Studies, 

36(11), 1637-1646. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 01419 870. 2013. 812229.
Fawns, T. (2019). Postdigital education in design and practice. Postdigital Science and Education, 1(1), 

132–145. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 018- 0021-8.
Fincham, B., McGuinness, M., & Murray, L. (Eds.). (2009). Mobile methodologies. Springer.
Fischer, F. (2003). Reframing Public Policy Discursive Politics and Deliberative Practices. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press.
Fortunati, L. (2002). The mobile phone: Towards new categories and social relations. Information, Com-

munication & Society, 5(4), 513-528. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 13691 18020 85388 03.
Freire, P. (1972). Pedagogy of the Oppressed. New York: Herder & Herder.
Gibson, J. J. (1979). The Ecological Approach to Visual Perception. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin.
Gidley, J. M. (2013). Global Knowledge Futures: Articulating the Emergence of a New Meta-level Field. 

Integral Review, 9(2), 145-172.
Grosz, E. (2005). Time Travels: Feminism, Nature, Power. Durham and London: Duke University Press.
Guba, E. G. (1990). The Paradigm Dialog. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.
Haraway, D. (2016) Staying with the Trouble Making Kin in the Chthulucene. Durham, NC: Duke Uni-

versity Press.
Hayes, S. (2021a). Postdigital Positionality: Developing Powerful Inclusive Narratives for Learning, 

Teaching, Research and Policy in Higher Education. Leiden: Brill.
Hayes, S. (2021b). The value of postdigital humans as objects, or subjects, in McDonaldised Society. In 

M. Savin-Baden (Ed.), Postdigital Humans: Transitions, Transformations and Transcendence (pp. 
71–87). Cham: Springer. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-3- 030- 65592-1_5.

Hayes, S., & Jandrić, P. (2021). Postdigital artistic positionality and its potentials for cultural education. 
In J. Ackermann, B. Egger, & H. Seitz (Eds.), Postdigital Art Practices. Digital informierte Kunst 
und ihre Potenziale für die kulturelle Bildung. Springer.

Hayes, S., Connor, S., Johnson M., & Jopling, M. (forthcoming 2023). Human Data Interaction, Disadvantage  
and Skills in the Community: enabling cross-sector environments for postdigital inclusion. Cham: 
Springer.

Hayes, S., Jopling, M., Hayes, D., Westwood, A., Tuckett, A., & Barnett, R. (2021). Raising Regional 
Academic Voices (Alongside Data) in Higher Education (HE) Debate.  Postdigital Science and 
Education, 3(1), 242–260. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 020- 00131-6.

Heidegger, M. (1971/2013).  Poetry, Language, Thought. Trans. A. Hofstadter. New York: Harper 
Perennial Modern Thought.

Heidegger, M. (2010). Being and Time. Trans. J. Stambaugh. Albany: State of New York University Press.
Hein, J. R., Evans, J., & Jones, P. (2008). Mobile methodologies: Theory, technology and practice. Geog-

raphy Compass, 2(5), 1266-1285.

515Postdigital Science and Education  (2022) 4:494–518

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1007/s40309-017-0124-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40309-017-0124-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4471-0665-4_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-019-00049-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-020-00150-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-020-00150-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/01440357.2010.528921
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2013.812229
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-018-0021-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691180208538803
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-65592-1_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-020-00131-6


Heller, A. (1999). A Theory of Modernity. London: Blackwell.
Heraclitus. (500 BCE / 2003). Fragments. Trans. B. Haxton. London: Penguin Classics.
Inayatullah, S. (1990). Deconstructing and reconstructing the future: Predictive, cultural and critical epis-

temologies. Futures, 22(2), 115-141. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 0016- 3287(90) 90077-U.
Inayatullah, S. (2009). Global Transformations and World Futures, Vol. 1 & 2. Isle of Man : EOLSS.
Ingold, T. (2000). The perception of the environment: essays on livelihood, dwelling and skill. London: 

Routledge.
International Telecommunications Union. (2004). Social and human considerations for a more mobile 

world. Report from ITU/MIC Workshop on Shaping the Future Mobile Information Society, 26 
February in Seoul.

Jandrić, P. (2017). Learning in the Age of Digital Reason. Rotterdam: Sense.
Jandrić, P. (2019). We-think, we-learn, we-act: The trialectic of postdigital collective intelligence. Postdigital 

Science and Education, 1(2), 275–279. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 019- 00055-w.
Jandrić, P. (2020). The Day After Covid-19. Postdigital Science and Education, 2(3), 531–537. https:// 

doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 020- 00195-4.
Jandrić, P. (2021). Biology, Information, Society.  Postdigital Science and Education,  3(2), 261-

265. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 021- 00220-0.
Jandrić, P., & Ford, D. (2020). Postdigital Ecopedagogies: Genealogies, Contradictions, and Possible 

Futures. Postdigital Science and Education. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 020- 00207-3.
Jandrić, P., & Hayes, S. (2020). Postdigital We-Learn. Studies in Philosophy of Education, 39(3), 285-

297. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11217- 020- 09711-2.
Jandrić, P., Knox, J., Besley, T., Ryberg, T., Suoranta, J., & Hayes, S. (2018). Postdigital Science and Edu-

cation.  Educational Philosophy and Theory,  50(10), 893-899.  https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 00131 857. 
2018. 14540 00.

Jandrić, P.; Ryberg, T.; Knox, J.; Lacković, N.; Hayes, S.; Suoranta, J.; Smith, M.; Steketee, A.; Peters, M. 
A.; McLaren, P.; Ford, D. R.; Asher, G.; McGregor, C.; Stewart, G.; Williamson, B., & Gibbons, 
A. (2019). Postdigital Dialogue. Postdigital Science and Education, 1(1), 163-189. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1007/ s42438- 018- 0011-x.

Kang, C., Gao, S., Lin, X., Xiao, Y., Yuan, Y., Liu, Y., & Ma, X. (2010). Analyzing and geo-visualizing 
individual human mobility patterns using mobile call records. In Liu, Y., & Chen, A. (Eds.), 2010 
18th international conference on geoinformatics (pp. 1–7). Beijing: Beijing University. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1109/ GEOIN FORMA TICS. 2010. 55678 57.

Katz, J. E., & Aakhus, M. (Eds.). (2002). Perpetual contact: Mobile communication, private talk, public 
performance. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Keats, J. (1958). The Letters of John Keats. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
King, R., & Christou, A. (2011). Of Counter-Diaspora and Reverse Transnationalism: Return Mobilities to and 

from the Ancestral Homeland. Mobilities, 6(4), 451-466. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 17450 101. 2011. 603941.
Kirby, A. (2009). Digimodernism: How new technologies dismantle the postmodern and reconfigure our 

culture. New York and London: Continuum.
Kuhn, T. (1962). The structure of scientific revolutions. Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press.
Kupferman, D. (2021). Educational Futures and Postdigital Science. Postdigital Science and Education. 

https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 021- 00236-6.
Lee, R. L. (2005). Bauman, liquid modernity and dilemmas of development. Thesis Eleven, 83(1), 61-77. 

https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 07255 13605 057137.
Levine, S. K. (1997). Poiesis: The Language of Psychology and the Speech of the Soul. London: Jessica 

Kingsley Publishers.
Levine. S. K. (2015). The Tao of Poiesis: Expressive Arts Therapy and Taoist Philosophy. Creative Arts 

Education Therapy, 1(1), 15–25. https:// doi. org/ 10. 15534/ CAET/ 2015/1/4.
Levitas, R. (2011). The concept of utopia. Bern: Peter Lang.
Ling, R. (2004). The Mobile Connection – The Cell Phone’s Impact on Society. San Francisco, CA: Elsevier.
Ling, R., Fortunati, L., Goggin, G., Lim, S. S., & Li, Y. (Eds.). (2020). The Oxford Handbook of Mobile 

Communication and Society. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1093/ oxfor dhb/ 97801 90864 385. 001. 0001.

Liu, Y., Xiao, Y., Gao, S., Kang, C. G., & Wang, Y. L. (2011). A review of human mobility research 
based on location aware devices. Geography and Geo-Information Science, 27(4), 8-13.

Löfgren, O. (2008). Motion and Emotion: Learning to be a Railway Traveller. Mobilities, 3(3), 331-351. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 17450 10080 23766 96.

516 Postdigital Science and Education  (2022) 4:494–518

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1016/0016-3287(90)90077-U
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-019-00055-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-020-00195-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-020-00195-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-021-00220-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-020-00207-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11217-020-09711-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131857.2018.1454000
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131857.2018.1454000
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-018-0011-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-018-0011-x
https://doi.org/10.1109/GEOINFORMATICS.2010.5567857
https://doi.org/10.1109/GEOINFORMATICS.2010.5567857
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2011.603941
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-021-00236-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0725513605057137
https://doi.org/10.15534/CAET/2015/1/4
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190864385.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190864385.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450100802376696


MacKenzie, A., Rose, J., & Bhatt, I. (Eds.). (2021). The Epistemology of Deceit in a Postdigital Era: 
Dupery by Design. Cham: Springer.

Mañero, J. (2020). Postdigital Brave New World and Its Educational Implications. Postdigital Science 
and Education, 2(3), 670-674. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 020- 00129-0.

Masini, E. (1993). Why Futures Studies? London: Grey Seal Books.
Merleau-Ponty, M. (2002). Phenomenology of Perception: An Introduction. London: Routledge Classics.
Merriman, P. (2014). Rethinking mobile methods. Mobilities, 9(2), 167-187.  https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 

17450 101. 2013. 784540. 
Miller, H. J. (2016). Time geography and space–time prism. In D. Richardson (Ed.), International ency-

clopedia of geography: People, the earth, environment and technology. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley 
& Sons. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ 97811 18786 352. wbieg 0431. 

Miller, R. (2006). Futures Studies, Scenarios, and the “Possibility-space” Approach. In OECD (Ed.), 
Think Scenarios, Rethink Education. Paris: OECD. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1787/ 97892 64023 642-7- en.

Miller, R. (2018). Transforming the Future: Anticipation in the 21st Century. Paris: UNESCO; Abingdon 
and New York: Routledge.

Morley, L., Alexiadou, N., Garaz, S., González-Monteagudo, J., & Taba, M. (2018). Internationalisa-
tion and migrant academics: the hidden narratives of mobility. Higher Education, 76(3), 537-554. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10734- 017- 0224-z.

Morris, J. (2004). Locals and Experts: The New Conservation Paradigm in the MANU Biosphere Reserve, 
Peru and the Yorkshire Dales National Park, England. PhD thesis. Lancaster: Lancaster University.

Mortier, R., Haddadi, H., Henderson, T., McAuley, D., & Crowcroft, J. (2014). Human-Data Interaction: 
The Human Face of the Data-Driven Society. SSRN. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2139/ ssrn. 25080 51.

Myers, M. (2011). Walking Again Lively: Towards an Ambulant and Conversive Methodology of Per-
formance and Research. Mobilities, 6(2), 183-201. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 17450 101. 2011. 552775.

Nandy, A. (1999). Futures and Dissent. In Z. Sardar (Ed.), Rescuing all our futures: the future of futures 
studies (pp. 227–233). Westport, CT: Praegar. 

Nietzsche, F. (1994). The Birth of Tragedy Out of the Spirit of Music. New York: Penguin.
Nowotny, H. (1994). Time: The Modern and Postmodern Experience. Trans. N. Plaice. Cambridge: Polity.
Nyíri, K. (2007). Mobile Studies: Paradigms and Perspectives. Vienna: Passagen Verlag and Hungarian 

Academy of Sciences.
Pertierra, R. (2005). Mobile phones, identity and discursive intimacy. Human Technology: An Interdisci-

plinary Journal on Humans in ICT Environments, 1(1), 23-44.
Peters, M. A. (2012). Bio-informational capitalism. Thesis Eleven, 110(1), 98–111. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 

2F072 55136 12444 562.
Peters, M. A., & Besley, T. (2019). Critical philosophy of the postdigital. Postdigital Science and Educa-

tion, 1(1), 29–42. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 018- 0004-9.
Peters, M. A., & Besley, T. (Eds.). (2021). Pandemic education and viral politics. London and New York: 

Routledge.
Peters, M. A., Jandrić, P., & Hayes, S. (2021a). Biodigital Philosophy, Technological Convergence, and 

New Knowledge Ecologies. Postdigital Science and Education, 3(2), 370-388. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1007/ s42438- 020- 00211-7.

Peters, M. A., Jandrić, P., & Hayes, S. (2021b). Postdigital-Biodigital: An Emerging Configuration. Edu-
cational Philosophy and Theory. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 00131 857. 2020. 18671 08.

Peters, M. A., Liu, T. C., & Ondercin, D. J. (2012). The pedagogy of the open society: Knowledge and the gov-
ernance of higher education. Rotterdam: Sense.

Peters, M., Jandrić, P., & McLaren, P. (2020). Viral modernity? Epidemics, infodemics, and the ‘bioinforma-
tional’ paradigm. Educational Philosophy and Theory. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 00131 857. 2020. 17442 26.

Plant, S. (2002). On the Mobile - the effects of mobile telephones on individual and social life. Motorola.
Polak, F. (1973. The Image of the Future. Amsterdam: Elsevier.
Polanyi, M. (1969). Knowing and Being. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Price, R., & Price, S. (2017). Saamaka Dreaming. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.
Puglisi, M. (2001). The study of the futures: an overview of futures studies methodologies. In D. Cama-

rda & L. Grassini (Eds.), Interdependency between agriculture and urbanization: Conflicts on sus-
tainable use of soil and water (pp. 439 – 463). Bari: CIHEAM.

Qviström, M., Fridell, L., & Kärrholm, M. (2020). Differentiating the time-geography of recreational run-
ning. Mobilities, 15(4), 575-587. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 17450 101. 2020. 17624 62.

Rettie, R. (2005). Presence and Embodiment in Mobile Phone Communication. Psychology Journal, 3(1), 16-34.
Richardson, J. (2012). Heidegger. London: Routledge.

517Postdigital Science and Education  (2022) 4:494–518

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-020-00129-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2013.784540
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2013.784540
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118786352.wbieg0431
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264023642-7-en
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-017-0224-z
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2508051
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2011.552775
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F0725513612444562
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F0725513612444562
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-018-0004-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-020-00211-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-020-00211-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131857.2020.1867108
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131857.2020.1744226
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2020.1762462


Sardar, Z. (Ed.). (1999). Rescuing all our futures: the future of futures studies. Westport, CT: Praegar.
Sarpong, D., Maclean, M., & Alexander, E. (2013). Organizing strategic foresight: A contextual practice 

of ‘way finding’. Futures, 53, 33–41. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. futur es. 2013. 09. 001.
Sheller, M. (2004). Mobile publics: Beyond the network perspective. Environment and Planning D: Society 

and Space, 22(1), 39–52. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1068/ d324t.
Sinclair, C., & Hayes, S. (2019). Between the post and the com-post: examining the postdigital ‘work’ of a 

prefix. Postdigital Science and Education, 1(1), 119–131. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 018- 0017-4.
Slaughter, R. (2008). Introduction: Integral futures methodologies. Futures, 40, 101-108.
Smith, R. J., & Hall, T. (2016). Pedestrian circulations: Urban ethnography, the mobilities paradigm and 

outreach work. Mobilities, 11(4), 497-507. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 17450 101. 2016. 12118 19.
Son, H. (2015). The history of Western futures studies: An exploration of the intellectual traditions and 

three-phase periodization. Futures, 66, 120–137.
Sørensen, C., Mathiassen, L., & Kakihara, M. (2002). Mobile Services: Functional Diversity and Overload. 

London School of Economics and Political Sciences Working Paper Series 118.
Spinney, J. (2009). Cycling the City: Movement, Meaning and Method. Geography Compass, 3(2), 817-

835. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1749- 8198. 2008. 00211.x.
St Augustine. (1991). Confessions. Trans. H. Chadwick. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Tower Sargent, T. (2010). Utopianism: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Townsend, A. M. (2000). Life in the real-time city: Mobile telephones and urban metabolism. Journal of 

Urban Technology, 7(2), 85-104. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 71368 4114.
Traxler, J. (2018). Learning with Mobiles in the Digital Age. Pedagogika, 68(3), 293–310. https:// doi. 

org/ 10. 14712/ 23362 189. 2018. 860.
Traxler, J., & Leach, J., (2006). Innovative and Sustainable Mobile Learning in Africa. In S. Hsi, Kinshuk, T-W-

Chan, & D. G. Sampson (Eds.), 2006 Fourth IEEE International Workshop on Wireless, Mobile and Ubiq-
uitous Technology in Education (WMTE’06) (pp. 98–102). https:// doi. org/ 10. 1109/ WMTE. 2006. 261354.

Traxler, J., Read, T., Kukulska-Hulme, A., & Barcena, E. (2019). Paradoxical Paradigm Proposal. Argen-
tinian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 7(2), 89 – 109.

Traxler, J., Scott, H., Smith, M., & Hayes, S. (2020). Learning through the crisis: Helping decision-makers 
around the world use digital technology to combat the educational challenges produced by the current 
COVID-19 pandemic. EdTech Hub. https:// docs. edtec hhub. org/ lib/ CD9IA PFX/ downl oad/ 5N87E V2E/ 
Traxl erLea rning throu ghthe crisi sHelp ingde cision- maker. pdf. Accessed 26 June 2021.

Urry, J. (2007). Mobilities. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press.
Urry, J. (2012).  Sociology beyond societies: Mobilities for the twenty-first century. London and New 

York: Routledge.
Wallace-Wells, D. (2019). The Uninhabitable World. London: Penguin Books.
Wilkinson, S., & Badwan, K. (2020). Walk this way: the rhythmic mobilities of university students in Greater 

Manchester, UK. Mobilities. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 17450 101. 2020. 18335 65.
Williamson, B. (2019). Brain data: Scanning, scraping and sculpting the plastic learning brain through 

neurotechnology. Postdigital Science and Education, 1(1), 65–86. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s42438- 018- 0008-5.

Authors and Affiliations

John Traxler1  · Stuart Connor1 · Sarah Hayes1  · Petar Jandrić1,2 

 John Traxler 
 john.traxler@wlv.ac.uk

 Stuart Connor 
 stuart.connor@wlv.ac.uk

 Sarah Hayes 
 sarah.hayes@wlv.ac.uk

1 University of Wolverhampton, Wolverhampton, UK
2 Zagreb University of Applied Sciences, Zagreb, Croatia

518 Postdigital Science and Education  (2022) 4:494–518

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.futures.2013.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1068/d324t
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-018-0017-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2016.1211819
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-8198.2008.00211.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/713684114
https://doi.org/10.14712/23362189.2018.860
https://doi.org/10.14712/23362189.2018.860
https://doi.org/10.1109/WMTE.2006.261354
https://docs.edtechhub.org/lib/CD9IAPFX/download/5N87EV2E/TraxlerLearningthroughthecrisisHelpingdecision-maker.pdf
https://docs.edtechhub.org/lib/CD9IAPFX/download/5N87EV2E/TraxlerLearningthroughthecrisisHelpingdecision-maker.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2020.1833565
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-018-0008-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-018-0008-5
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5284-709X
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8633-0155
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6464-4142

	Futures Studies, Mobilities, and the Postdigital Condition: Contention or Complement
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Questions and Their Histories
	Definitions
	Research Methods and Ethics
	The Nature and Ownership of Knowing and Learning
	Understandings of Time, Space, Identity, Community, and Relationships
	Political Processes and Political Legitimacy
	Conclusions… and in the Post-Covid-19 ‘New Normal?’
	References




