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of engaging with devices and digital platforms. By analysing video-
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stickiness that illuminate how postdigital platform realities are enacted
at schools: sticky device ownership, sticky infrastructures, and sticky
data. Findings illustrate the underlying material care and maintenance
practices that enable platformed edtech use, and hence, the research
attends to the ambiguity of postdigital schooling.
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Introduction

This research attends to the landscape of platformed edtech use through the notion of stickiness.
Platformisation is at the core of contemporary edtech, constituting a central phenomenon of post-
digital schooling. A postdigital account implies a subtle cultural shift in which networked technol-
ogies have permeated societal domains and human life in increasingly complex and ambiguous
ways (Cramer 2015). The postdigital thus refers to the pervasive, economic and political character
of technology in everyday experience and calls for critical scrutiny of the consequences thereof
(Jandri¢ and Knox 2022; Knox 2019). This article addresses the micropolitics of platformisation
through exploring students’ affective experiences of engaging with edtech in two lower secondary
schools, one in Finland and one in Sweden.

Research shows how hyperconnected many Nordic schools have become; saturated with devices
enabling student access to commercial and educational platforms (Cone 2023, 2024; Hillman, Berg-
viken Rensfeldt, and Ivarsson 2020; Lai and Cone 2024). Through the lens of a postdigital literacy
ecology (Bhatt 2024), classrooms balance between analogue and digital teaching methods and lit-
eracy practices (Blikstad-Balas and Klette 2020; Hogstrom et al. 2026; Nilsberth, Hoegh, and Slot
2025). In addition, the boundaries between students’ personal sphere and teaching content have
become fluid (Erstad and Silseth 2023), for instance through the presence of phones (Hohti, Paak-
kari, and Stenberg 2019; Valasmo, Paakkari, and Sahlstrom 2023). Previous research has focused on
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a range of perspectives, such as digital infrastructures and school management (Cone 2024; Ker-
ssens and van Dijck 2021; Lai and Cone 2024; Pangrazio, Selwyn, and Cumbo 2023; Perrotta
et al. 2021), teaching practices and user perspectives (Alirezabeigi and Magaraggia 2024; Alireza-
beigi, Masschelein, and Decuypere 2020b, 2023; Cone 2023; Noteboom 2025), and the digital
data economy and division of labour (Kerssens, Nichols, and Pangrazio 2024; Knox 2021; Living-
stone et al. 2024; Perrotta et al. 2021; Selwyn 2021), to point to the significance of platformisation in
postdigital schooling.

Yet, much remains unknown regarding student experiences of the ubiquitous hybridity of the
postdigital; how students navigate various modes, times and spaces in schools. This article attends
to the topic by exploring how students become affectively engaged with edtech in two Nordic lower
secondary schools. Data consists of video-stimulated focus group discussions generated during
2020-2022, at a time when COVID-19 reassembled social practices, as new boundaries were
drawn between things, people, and institutions (Erstad and Silseth 2023; Jandri¢ and Knox
2022). Digital infrastructures expanded significantly in the participating schools, with transitions
to one-to-one (1:1) access and Google and Microsoft gaining dominance. The article responds to
the call to move ‘beyond the platform gaze’ (Perrotta and Pangrazio 2023, 14), indicating that
instead of focusing only on platform design or digital infrastructure, there is a need to explore
how students manage and relate to edtech. Bringing out student experiences is increasingly impor-
tant amid ongoing debates about whether and how access to devices and platforms should be
limited.

In this study, we conceptualise ‘sticky edtech’, providing a theoretical and analytical lens for
exploring how human and nonhuman bodies are constitutively entangled, affecting each other at
microlevel. Through an empirically grounded analysis, we propose three modes of stickiness illu-
minating how postdigital platform realities are enacted in schools. Being grounded in critical plat-
form studies, media research, and affect theory, the research contributes to the understanding of the
interwoven reality in students’ everyday lives. Rather than seeing devices and platforms as neutral
or pre-given, our analysis shows how these can become sites for attachment, negotiation, and affec-
tive engagement. Findings illustrate the underlying material care and maintenance practices that
enable platformed edtech use, further adding to discussions about emergent forces of digital resist-
ance. The following research question is posed: how do students become affectively engaged with
edtech in everyday schooling?

On affect: sticky edtech

Building on a previous study about access to digital technology as potentially sticky, slippery or
smooth (Hogstrom et al. 2026), this article expands the notion of sticky edtech. We approach stu-
dents’ experiences of engaging with edtech through an affective perspective. Affect theory is a loose
cluster of theories containing several and sometimes competing viewpoints (Seigworth and Gregg
2010; Wetherell 2012). Here, we think with a Spinozist and Deleuzian account of affect as a force or
intensity, in terms of an experience of a change or transition (Massumi 2015), seen as potential lines
of action of bodies (Wetherell 2012). Emotions or feelings, in turn, embody the depth of a body’s
movement, how experiences are registered personally and further ‘circulated socially and politically’
(Zembylas 2022, 513; also Ahmed 2014). This advocates a relational view of agency, in which
bodies’ liveness, their capacities to act, are produced in assemblages, always in connection with
other entities.

We propose stickiness as an affective attribute that refers to digital technologies’ capacities to
adhere to human bodies. Research has shown how digital technologies can produce and organise
specific affects and feelings. These can be either expected or unexpected, in both the positive and
the negative registers (Ash 2015), such as excitement, pleasure, boredom, distraction, frustration,
trust, uncertainty, and hope and despair (e.g., Ellis and Tucker 2021; Paasonen 2021; Shank
2014). Technology usage thus implies a personally registered experience that can further catalyse
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increased or decreased technology use (Shank 2014, 512). This resonates with Ahmed’s (2010) sug-
gestion that humans become oriented towards things as being and doing ‘good’ or ‘bad’. Drawing
on Ahmed, Paasonen (2015 , 704) states that ‘... encounters with the world give rise to affective
intensities that stick, layer, and give shape to relations of proximity and distance, attachment
and detachment’. When affective experiences accumulate, they grow in intensity. In this view,
stickiness relates to how affective intensities become registered in human-technology relations,
that is, how bodies become affectively attached to each other.

Stickiness can be described in terms of affects in the negative register, producing friction between
bodies (e.g., frustration, annoyance, concern). This relates to how things resist flowing smoothly,
illuminating the disruptive, distracting, and troubling side of edtech. Previous research has exem-
plified this through the study of infrastructural breakdowns (Alirezabeigi, Masschelein, and Decuy-
pere 2020a), disorder and maintenance (Mortsell 2024; Selwyn 2021), and frictions in students’
digital literacy practices in schools (Nichols and Johnston 2020). Recurring technical malfunction
leads to growing negative intensity (Paasonen 2015), generating a sense of affective ‘heaviness’ that
circulates between bodies. Stickiness may also imply affective states registered as positive (e.g., exci-
tement, trust, simplicity). When things operate seamlessly, they evoke a sense of ‘lightness’ and
become attractive and desired, that is, highly sticky. For instance, smooth access to digital writing
technology generates a sense of simplicity and easiness, and thus sticks to students and teachers
(Hogstrom et al. 2026). In a marketing discourse, digital platforms are inscribed with stickiness,
designed to be attractive and keep users engaged (Paasonen 2021), illustrating how platforms med-
iate sociality (Couldry and Hepp 2017; Gillespie 2010; van Dijck, Poell, and de Waal 2018).

Nevertheless, connective technologies may also become elusive with low friction, evoking a sense
of boredom and affective flatness (Paasonen 2021, 2025), which resonates with the notion of slip-
pery access (Hogstrom et al. 2026). Hence, in a relational account, stickiness is something that tech-
nology ‘becomes’ through the affective dynamics between human and nonhuman bodies. Simply
put, affect is what makes things sticky, producing friction and becoming the glue between bodies,
here more specifically students and technology. The more intense the affective charge of digital
technology is, the stickier it becomes. Edtech can become sticky both in the positive and the nega-
tive register; light and smooth and heavy and troublesome. In this paper, we do not claim student
engagement with edtech to be either good or bad at a given moment, but through the notion of
stickiness we attend to the ambiguity of postdigital schooling.

Ubiquitous platform logics and affective dynamics in mundane school settings

Educational and social practices increasingly take place through digital platforms, which vary
greatly in size but are typically associated with Big Tech and the extractive logics of platform capit-
alism (Couldry and Hepp 2017; van Dijck, Poell, and de Waal 2018). Educational platforms are
framed as intermediaries (Decuypere, Grimaldi, and Landri 2021) that operate with different logics
than generic commercial platforms, by involving organisational subscriptions (Cone 2024; Perrotta
et al. 2021).

In their infrastructural analysis of Google Classroom, Perrotta et al. (2021) illustrate how plat-
form logics enact a predefined template for participation characterised by automation, synchroni-
sation, and hypervisibility. Research shows how the design interfaces in Google Workspace for
Education blur boundaries between private and commercial services, facilitating data flows across
platforms and subjecting student data to privacy risks and commercial exploitation (Livingstone
et al. 2024). Zomer (2026) analyses the datafication of student engagement with digital platforms,
showing how it generates a culture of performativity and underpins the logics of accountability and
intensified surveillance (see also Kumar et al. 2019; Perrotta and Pangrazio 2023). It is argued that
contemporary digital schooling involves a division of learning (Zuboft 2019) in which students and
teachers continuously produce data through platformed teaching practices, and in turn, technology
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providers gain access to and learn from the users and exploit the situation for their own ends (Knox
2021; Perrotta et al. 2021).

In schools, student access to platforms is enacted through various devices. Platforms enable mul-
tiple affordances (Hutchby 2001) such as sharing and text production features, thus facilitating
schoolwork. Previous research has shown how platforms cultivate a ‘taskification’ of teaching,
configuring intensive and fragmented task time when students engage either in tasks assigned by
the teacher, or move between on- and off-task engagement (Alirezabeigi, Masschelein, and Decuy-
pere 2020b, 2023). This embodies a ‘pleasant swiftness of movement’ (Alirezabeigi and Magaraggia
2024, 365) whereby students smoothly navigate sites and switch between activities, times, and
spaces. To elaborate further, we draw on Paasonen’s (2021, 2025) work on affective formations
in networked media, showing how digital platforms involve an ambiguous dynamic relation
through both capturing user attention, evoking interest and excitement, and becoming engines
of distraction and boredom. Refreshing and scrolling media feeds generates a sense of immediacy,
a ‘temporality that is always in flux’ (Coleman 2018, 609), holding an enchanting potential through
the promise of something new yet to be discovered. In this view, platforms, apps, and online writing
or gaming both become antidotes for affective flatness, and ‘feed the boring’ (Paasonen 2021). That
is, instead of mourning the lost capacity to concentrate, the distractive nature of technologies can be
seen as an effect of contemporary consumer culture - the highly accelerated speed of modern life -
something that has become a habitual experience, part of students’ everyday rhythms and routines
at school.

Against this backdrop, we explore how and when edtech becomes sticky in mundane settings, by
asking what students anticipate, show interest in, get excited about, and what is registered as boring
or troublesome, implying that edtech generates various affects and desires in schools and
classrooms.

Material and method

The empirical data comprises two sets of focus group discussions, generated in three waves during
2020-2022, with students aged 12-16 (grades 7-9). The research builds on a three-year longitudinal
video ethnographic study (Connected Classroom Nordic), following two lower secondary schools
that described themselves as aiming for increased technology integration, one in Finland and one in
Sweden. The project followed a cyclic design; classroom video recordings of focus students (n = 18;
7 in Finland and 11 in Sweden) were conducted each autumn semester and followed by focus group
discussions with the same students mainly during spring semesters. Some students participated in
all three years, while others took part in one or two years.

In the discussions, we used pre-selected video clips, varying from 30 seconds to a couple of min-
utes in length, from video recordings in the school subjects L1 (Swedish language and literature),
English, mathematics and science, visual arts, and social studies (a total of 35 lessons in Finland and
44 lessons in Sweden) (see Hogstrom et al. 2026; Nilsberth et al. 2024). The clips were selected to
illustrate different themes of interest and worked as a stimulus for group discussions, which were
held in groups of 3-6 students and 2-3 researchers at both sites. In 2020-2021, COVID-19 reas-
sembled fieldwork, leading to some discussions being conducted online (Table 1). Participating stu-
dents were the same ones who had acted as focus students during the lesson recordings. For both
parts, we had been granted research permission and obtained informed consent. Throughout the
fieldwork, we fostered a sense of trust and safety, so that the participants felt comfortable in acting
as focus students and could withdraw at any stage. All discussions were audio recorded, and except
for the remote discussion in Finland, transcribed verbatim. To ensure participants’ privacy, we
anonymised the discussions and extracts used in this study.

Focus groups are seen as useful for illustrating complexities, nuances, and contradictions in the
research objective(s), and for involving the participants in the knowledge construction (Kamberelis
and Dimitriadis 2014). The discussions were participatory and collaborative, largely operating on
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Table 1. Overview of the group discussions in Finland and Sweden.

Students

Event Country Date Time and place (n) Themes discussed

1 SWE 10/02/2020 48 min, onsite 3 Classroom discourse and teaching

2 SWE 05/05/2020 48 min, via Zoom 4 Remote teaching, educational platforms, and interaction

3 FIN 21/09/2020 56 min, onsite 3 Computer use at school (1:1 access), teacher instruction,
technical logistics and troubleshooting

4 FIN 21/09/2020 66 min, onsite 3 Computer use at school (1:1 access), teacher instruction,
technical logistics and troubleshooting

5 SWE 12/05/2021 52 min, via Zoom 6 Computer use at school

6 SWE 26/05/2021 43 min, via Zoom 6 Computer use at school

7 FIN 31/05/2021 48 min, via Zoom 5 Mobile phone use at school, educational platforms, and
digital writing and gaming

8 SWE 30/03/2022 52 min, onsite 5 Educational platforms

9 SWE 13/04/2022 49 min, onsite 5 Educational platforms and participating in research

10 FIN 12/05/2022 62 min, onsite 4 Literacy practices and aspects of ‘quality teaching’ in the

connected classroom

student initiatives and assigning the researchers more of a facilitating role. The video clips provided
a shared focus and were selected because they contained a tension or intensity in relation to class-
room discourse, instruction, literacy practices, or classroom management. Examples included stu-
dents’ digital writing activities, use of various devices and platforms, and troubleshooting in class.
We showed one clip at a time and opened a thematic discussion, providing space for the students to
elaborate on potential topics. We had prepared supporting questions, but the discussions often
became broader in content as students raised questions they wanted to discuss. We posed fol-
low-up questions and involved the more reserved students in the discussions when needed. An
exception was the discussion held remotely in 2021 in Finland, where the students, all of whom
had their cameras turned oft, did not talk as actively. The group discussions thus became situated
affective encounters between the participants.

Although it was not part of our initial project planning, the pandemic emerged as an ever-pre-
sent backdrop of our study, shaping not only the shift of some discussions to online formats but also
acting as a catalyst for platformisation. COVID-19 indicated an accelerated expansion of schools’
digital infrastructures with various devices and platforms being implemented in teaching and hav-
ing students and teachers quickly moving online (Cone et al. 2022; Perrotta et al. 2021; Perrotta and
Pangrazio 2023). This often became a matter of choosing between the dominant platforms of the
education landscape, such as the Google Workspace for Education and Microsoft Education 365,
thus helping them to gain an even stronger foothold.

The school in Finland switched to 1:1 access in the middle of 7th grade in spring 2020, just before
the first wave of school closures. This transition was part of a larger municipal development pro-
gramme (2016-2019) to improve school digitalisation. Google Classroom became dominant in
the school at the time of our data production, and thus Google’s platform logics increasingly per-
meated students’ everyday lives. In the Swedish school, in turn, students were equipped with
touchscreen laptops and digital pens by autumn 2019 at the start of grade 7. Based on munici-
pal-level decisions, the school used Microsoft Office 365, and many teachers found OmneNote
especially useful as a collaborative space. Microsoft Teams became ubiquitous during the pandemic
when the school had to rely on hybrid or distance education. Thus, in contrast with the Finnish
school as a ‘Google School’, the Swedish school depended on the Microsoft universe, illustrating
how schools became increasingly entwined with commercial entities (c.f. Hillman, Bergviken
Rensfeldt, and Ivarsson 2020). In this study, our intent is not to compare or identify differences
between the schools but to approach the cases as distinct examples of post-platformisation, and
to analyse the role of platforms in postdigital schooling.

In the analytic process, the first author reviewed the transcripts, approaching the discussions as
vignettes into the affective dynamics of technology enactment in schools. Analytical focus was
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placed on students’ experiences, discursive meaning-making and retrospective sense-making in
relation to edtech. Following Wetherell (2012, 20), meaning-making is understood as part of the
affective practices, ‘bodily possibilities, narratives, sense-making, and local social relations’, in
schools. Hence, stickiness cannot be ‘captured’, in the sense of becoming or meaning one thing.
When reviewing the transcripts, three affective formations of responsibility-accountability (device
ownership), attention-distraction (infrastructures) and surveillance-privacy (digital data) often
became topical, and thinking with affect theory, they were conceptualised as different modes of
stickiness. In the analysis, we did not focus solely on the materiality of technology, a single hardware
or software product, nor a specific classroom practice, discourse or authority, but attended to how
affects are generated and become registered, as well as what they ‘do’ in given contexts.

Findings

In the following, we propose three modes of stickiness: sticky device ownership, sticky infrastruc-
tures, and sticky data, to illustrate how students relate to and become affectively engaged with
devices and platforms at school. The findings are then discussed in a concluding section.

Sticky device ownership: generating caring and responsible student-device relations

The enactment of 1:1 access implies that students are assigned device ownership at school. From a
student perspective, this becomes a matter of what it means and how it feels to ‘own’ a school
device, and how this affects various schooling practices. During the first data production round,
this was discussed with the Swedish students:

Student 2: Yes, it was nice [to get an own device].
Student 1: And a good touchscreen computer with a pen and everything.
Researcher: Yes, you have nice computers.
Student 1: I've never had that kind of touch pen before, so it was nice.
Student 3: Yes, we had such bad computers at our school.
Student 2: And then we had to share.
Student 3: Yes, we had to share two and two like that.
Researcher: Yes, okay, so you had computers on a carriage then, right?
Student 3: Mm, and then you just had to ... Oh, now I take this [computer].
Student 1: We didn’t have any computers. We had iPads instead that we were allowed to use ... Apparently
they now get computers at [previous school] but I didn’t get one.

Initially, students indicated that they got their own devices, touchscreen laptops and pens, when
starting lower secondary school. A sense of novelty and enhancement appeared among the students;
they became oriented towards the devices as ‘good things’ (Ahmed 2010) that evoked a sense of
pride and excitement. In general, group discussions revealed that device ownership implied a
sense of potential and flexibility with growing positive intensity. Students got their own devices
that could be used at different times and places, carried home or to the library, whenever needed.
Thus, device ownership implied freedom and choice, eliciting a sense of agency. In Finland, stu-
dents also talked about the pleasure of customising user interfaces; leaving tabs open, downloading
things, and using the devices in sleep mode when ‘you don’t every day need to, you know, log out or
something’. This generates continuity, predictability, and affectively intense (i.e., personalised) stu-
dent-device relations, which we translate to ‘light’ device ownership, becoming an entrance
enabling continuous platform access.

In the above extract, nevertheless, some students referred to previously having ‘bad’ devices that
needed to be shared. Another student had only used tablets before and expressed having missed the
opportunity to have their own computer at the previous school. Likewise, before enacting 1:1 access,
the Finnish school used shared laptops and tablets that were stored in carriages in the school office.
Teachers needed to reserve the devices, bring them to class, and track usage. Students had to log in
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and out, to enable subsequent device engagement. Picking up a device, logging in and out, and
handing over the device, can be understood as embodied ‘slight transitions’ (Massumi 2015, 4)
that change students’ affective capacities. This entails a sense of discontinuity and hinders person-
alised student-device relations, generating a distance between individual students and the devices.

Moreover, a commonly shared experience was that device ownership evokes a sense of respon-
sibility in relation to school property. Students felt responsible for something owned by the school,
yet not quite feeling as personal:

... it also feels like to drag a computer with you every day, five days a week ... it’s such a big responsibility, or if
it gets broken, and you’ll really have to pay for it ... the price of a computer, it’s really expensive. It’s like drag-
ging it around on all buses ... and then you can also very easily forget it at home, for example, because you
never know when you’ll need to use it. And then quite many also have a computer at home ... you can do
school stuff with it, yeah, but you can’t really do anything else. You can’t download anything ... it’s only
for school stuff.

As indicated above, laptops were seen as products of great economic value, and students were wor-
ried about being held accountable in case of damage. This evoked a sense of trouble rather than
lightness and individual liberty. The laptop thus became a ‘heavy’ entity with growing negative
intensity. Utterances such as ‘to drag a computer with you every day, five days a week’ and ‘oh,
now I have my own computer I must take care of illuminate how ownership became embodied
and felt troublesome. Students recognised the material vulnerability of the devices and the necessity
to take care of them. Having shared devices was not unproblematic either, as it became challenging
to hold anyone accountable if something happened to the devices. When talking about their actual
use, then, students referred to the devices being ‘only for school stuff. This indicated a sense of
restriction, as students desired attending a more personal sphere such as gaming and social
media but showed an awareness of norms, expectations, and potential consequences of their
actions. Even if students could engage in certain activities, the devices seldom operated as well as
they hoped. However, as the school laptops were not completely ‘Tocked’, students balanced
between a sense of restriction and freedom to act.

Furthermore, when personal laptops entered the school in Finland in 2020, students indicated that
charging was becoming the ‘biggest problem’, primarily due to a lack of power outlets. Students
referred to an agreement that they had signed for the use of the school laptops, prescribing responsible
device ownership. However, they were unsure when the devices were needed at school and sometimes
left them at home, which then could become messy if the devices were needed. To maintain readiness,
some kept the devices at school, while others carried them home almost daily. Hence, the school lap-
top became a tangible artefact travelling with students between school days - carried in bags, on buses,
school corridors, and stored in lockers — sometimes being discarded or forgotten along the way. One
student referred to equity by saying that not all students had access to a computer at home, limiting
their freedom of choice (i.e., possibility to leave the laptop at school) and thus increasing their school
device dependency. Here, the device becomes a materialisation of social and economic capital.

Our data shows how device ownership generates caring and responsible student-device relations.
Edtech implies human accountability, regardless of whether the devices are shared or personally
assigned. Hence, the affective dynamics evoked by device ownership show how the devices are
not neutral artefacts but can be seen as part of the underlying material care practices and conditions
enabling platformed edtech use.

Sticky infrastructures: maintaining smooth platform userism

In the group discussions, further, it became usual to talk about how devices and digital platforms with
built-in assistive technology (e.g., Google Docs and Microsoft Word) affect teaching practices. This
illustrates the stickiness of digital infrastructures, and how students engage with and become attached
to the hardware and software used. In Finland, students discussed the use of multiple platforms:
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Student 1: Yeah, well I don’t like Itslearning.

Student 2: No, neither do I.

Student 1: I'm just like annoyed that it exists.

Student 3: It’s so chaotic. First, you’ve had like completely normal school, then we got, I think we got in the
fifth grade, we got Teams.

Student 2: Yeah.

Student 3: And then, last year we got [Google] Classroom and now we’re going to switch again. What
would be easier, if one would just like stick to one.

Student 1: Like, I like Google Classroom. I haven’t seen anyone having a single problem with Google
Classroom.

When talking about Itslearning, the platform was clearly rejected and evoked annoyance. One of the
students indicated further that the time before using any platforms marked ‘completely normal
school’, showing how the analogue becomes subject to nostalgia and technological presence and
connectivity a potential beginning of decline. Keeping up with rapid changes from one platform
to another, or using multiple platforms simultaneously, was primarily registered as frustrating
and even confusing. As one of the students indicated, engaging in multiple technologies felt ‘chao-
tic’, hence they preferred sticking to one site at a time.

Furthermore, Google Classroom became imbued with positive affect. The platform evoked exci-
tement and minor mundane enchantments; as one student put it: “There is nothing that can be bet-
ter than [Google] Classroom’. The platform’s digital architecture was referred to as being easy and
more ‘relaxed’ compared to Microsoft Teams, providing a smooth graphical user interface that ‘you
can like shuffle through’. This illustrates the affective lightness of platforms, producing a sense of
harmony, easiness, and seamlessness, fostering prediction and automatisation in teaching. Google
Classroom generated a sense of control and simplicity, feeling ‘natural’ and ‘logical’. Platform use
has become a habitual experience (Paasonen 2021) through which everything is just a few clicks
away. In this discourse, Google Classroom is attributed stability and predictability (Perrotta et al.
2021), as ‘you just go there, click on this thing’, configuring students as ‘smooth platform users’
(Macgilchrist, Allert, and Bruch 2020; Noteboom 2025).

On the other hand, using educational platforms implies that tasks and files are created and
organised in manageable ways, conditioned by the materiality of technology, teacher habits and
routines, and student actions. When talking about the use of Microsoft 365 products with the Swed-
ish students, it became prominent that a smooth user interface is not pre-given:

It’s like ten different ... tabs and files you must go into, and then they are named the same so you have to go in
[to check], and then it was wrong and then you click on the other one and then it was wrong, and so on.

Here, the student described how navigating tasks was not always harmonious but could easily
become a series of clicking back and forth between embedded links, files, and media. This enacts
sticky access in the negative register (Hogstrom et al. 2026) rather than enabling a smooth user
experience. In the discussions, students also differentiated between the teacher putting up an assign-
ment on Microsoft Teams for them to submit and the students themselves creating a Microsoft Word
document separate from an assignment within the platform. In the latter case, there are ‘a lot of
documents’, which becomes ‘difficult, and then you have to share’. Students thus preferred the
option of not having to create their own documents, which they often must do anyway, and devel-
oped their own practices for file management:

Student 1: So, when you go into Word like ... where you’re supposed to write, it says like document 14. Then
you click on that and then you can just change the name.

Student 4: Then you should press archive.

Researcher: Yes ... you can simply rename the file. From document to SO [social studies] questions.

Student 4: But when you press save, you should save to OneDrive. Then you should go into the folders and
check.

Student 1: It becomes so many steps, and it happens that it’s saved automatically anyway.

Researcher: So, you have a lot of documents named document 14 and 15 ...
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Student 1: Yes now, or I have documents named until 13 ... Otherwise I have named them all, but then I
have some that I've forgotten.

The above extract exemplifies how students could end up with a plethora of files and folders named
in a non-descriptive manner, such as ‘document 14’, which then creates confusion instead of the
desired sense of structure and order. This illustrates the mundane, invisible and monotonous oper-
ations students engage in with their schoolwork. The utterance ‘it becomes so many steps’ indicates
that file management was felt as time-consuming, which then may lead to some documents being
overlooked. The platform’s built-in file storage, implying ‘that it’s saved automatically anyway’, does
not enable clarity by default but must be adapted to the user’s needs and maintained. Students must
therefore create various workarounds to reduce potential disorder generated by the platform.

In general, the group discussions revealed how a sense of fastness and slowness ongoingly cir-
culates between bodies. Regarding various literacy practices such as writing, most students felt it
was easier and faster when conducted digitally, if students stick to one site at a time. As one student
put it, Microsoft Word and Google Docs ‘don’t cooperate, they are different programs’. Using the
programs simultaneously disrupts synchronicity as ‘you may lose certain words if you have written
them in a certain style or something like that’. This shows that digital practices are preferred at
times, given that the technologies work seamlessly and evoke ease. The experience with school lap-
tops was that they are ‘slow’ devices, producing friction in teaching. Students described how laptops
required them to create personal accounts, log in, recall passwords, run ‘some [program] update
that takes three hours’, and navigate sites and online tasks, which carried a decelerating effect. Con-
trariwise, students framed mobile phones as ‘fast’ devices that fostered them to perform quickly,
seen as convenient for looking up things on the internet, and hence they often chose to use their
phones that are ‘always in the pocket’. On the other hand, the attributed ease and convenience
make mobile phones distracting elements that generate a desire to engage with various digital
media in class.

In addition, students described how platformed teaching (e.g., online writing) can at times
resemble monotonous work that evokes boredom and a sense of flatness, generating inattention
to school tasks and a “fickle focus’ where students’ attentive engagement ongoingly shifts (Paasonen
2021, 61-63). According to the students, they ‘too often” engage in activities other than the tasks
assigned by the teacher, generating a flux of attention and distraction:

... it becomes kind of a circle where one [the teacher] says ‘put the computer away’. Okay, putting the com-
puter away, taking it back again, putting the computer away, and so on. So, it goes around.

Here, the student indicated how the distractive nature of devices and platforms leads to a vicious
‘circle’ of repeated requests to put the devices away. This was further exemplified in descriptions
of classroom gaming. Playing games under the teacher’s radar produces an affective atmosphere
in which distraction and annoyance circulate between students and teachers. When it gets boring,
students desire to do ‘something else’, such as chatting and gaming, which may evoke annoyance
among the others. Students also considered the benefits of gaming, such as not bothering others
when the assigned tasks were finished. In addition, when talking about the gamification of teaching,
students described how gaming ‘sticks’ content-wise, prompting them to ‘think strategically’, and
forcing them to ‘get excellent scores’. Digital gaming may thus promote progress and competitive-
ness, evoke excitement, cultivate self-assertion, and further configure students as winners and losers
in class (Cone 2023).

Taken together, sticky infrastructures refer to the affective capacities that are produced and car-
ried forward when students engage with various screen content in school. It could be understood as
a matter of actively maintaining and working towards smooth platform userism. In this perspective,
platformed edtech use becomes a matter of flexibility, persistence and agility; indicating that stu-
dents need to adapt and ‘stretch out’ in digital environments.
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Sticky data: reassembling personal boundaries

Given the stickiness of digital infrastructures, students also become affectively engaged with digital
data. Engaging with digital devices, platforms and sites creates new connections and reassembles
student activities which are no longer private in an analogue sense, but interwoven with new com-
ponents and ‘other eyes’, such as those of the teacher, other students, and the tech industry. Hence,
a third mode of stickiness actualises the question of privacy and surveillance; how underlying cod-
ing and digital data logics become registered among students.

When working online, students felt like the teacher’s eyes were on them in real-time, as ‘the tea-
cher can access your document and see exactly everything you have written’. This shows how plat-
forms generate a sense of being ‘followed’, which is characteristic of the affective experience of
digital surveillance (Ellis and Tucker 2021). Students might feel pressure or that they ‘get into trou-
ble’ if they are not doing the assigned tasks. One student exemplified this by saying that ‘what if I do
something wrong and then she [the teacher] remembers it’. Hence, digital teacher surveillance
involves anticipation; not only the sense of what happens ‘now’ but also brings future consequences
into the present (Coleman 2018). Moreover, it is not only about completing the tasks, fostered by
underlying algorithms (Alirezabeigi, Masschelein, and Decuypere 2023), but a matter of doing them
in the expected way, producing ‘behavioural accountability at the expense of privacy’ (Kumar et al.
2019, 148). Students nonetheless indicated that digital surveillance also holds a scaffolding function
in enabling the teacher to track and facilitate students’ schoolwork, further configuring teachers as
‘surveillant consumers’ in class (Kumar et al. 2019).

Furthermore, the Finnish students described how they were using Google Classroom on their
mobile phones, keeping themselves ‘updated’, which creates a feeling of immediacy (Coleman
2018). However, one student talked about ‘completely losing it [information]’ since they had turned
off the notifications on their mobile phone. As the student explained, they intended to check the
platform a lot more but ‘schoolwork does not belong on a mobile phone’, showing how digital plat-
forms reassemble and blur the conventional boundaries of formal schooling (Erstad and Silseth
2023; Lai and Cone 2024). Students need to manage and set boundaries between school content
(public space) and their mobile phone (personal sphere), and in this way, technologies can ‘pre-
scribe abstinence and avoidance’ at an individual level (Pangrazio and Selwyn 2023, 22).

Generally, Google appeared to be reliable and evoked a sense of trust and opportunity. Never-
theless, students indicated that technology could also generate distrust and potentially become a
‘threat’. This was exemplified when the students evaluated the utility of two search engines, namely
the private browser DuckDuckGo that was available for use at school, and Google, which is a free
commercial browser, and the one mostly used:

Student 1: It [DuckDuckGo] might be better, because, well, there are some people who are like ‘oh my god,
Google is stalking me and it’s so horrible’. But I don’t care if some Google knows that I like cats, because like,
who’s going to need this information? No one’s going to hack my whole life in any way, knowing that I love
cats.

Student 2: Well like, the only thing Google actually could use the information ... is for advertising.

Student 3: Yes, because DuckDuckGo ... Is it so that it collects data or is it only ...

Student 2: DuckDuckGo probably doesn’t collect any data.

Student 3: It doesn’t collect anything ...

Initially, one of the students indicated that Google may hold a negative affective charge, being
accused of ‘stalking’, which is ‘horrible’. Google is assigned with epistemic authority and power, ani-
mated as someone who ‘knows” and ‘watches’. Subsequently, the student recognises the potential
but unlikely threat of someone ‘hacking’ their life when ‘knowing’ that they love cats, thus the tech-
nology becomes questionable, and the student disregards the notion. As such, ‘googling cats’
resembles a routine action that applies certainly not only to an individual student, and it is fair
to say that the threat of being hacked based on a single data point(s) is unrealistic. However,
using a commercial search engine is free, but with the condition that the user provides data in
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exchange — through every search and click - and from there, data starts to flow. Digital data are not
mere measurements or representations of the activity of an individual human body, but masses of
data points are processed to reductive digital categories, ultimately for algorithmically enhanced
profiling and prediction of future consumer behaviour (Ellis and Tucker 2021). One student recog-
nised this by saying that Google uses the information for advertising. Hence, the technology provi-
der itself will ‘need the information’ and students’ daily life and likes are translated to data points.

However, students showed no concern on a personal level about the mundane and routine ways
of data processing, although indicating that ‘some people’ register it quite differently. In the discus-
sions, it appeared that some students desired a stronger focus on data privacy issues in school, since
it is ‘so much [personal information] that is like hidden or so’. This shows how certain affects (e.g.,
worry, trust) circulate between students with growing intensity in both registers. As one of the stu-
dents above indicated, using DuckDuckGo ‘might be better’ since it is a private browser, yet they did
not use it. Perhaps a love of cats does not feel particularly private or personal, thus being considered
indifferent, and the desire and ease of using the Google search engine exceeds any related concerns.
However, the student downplayed the issue by saying ‘no one’s going to hack my whole life in any
way knowing that I like cats’, and hence showed an awareness about data being extracted for poten-
tial use but was also seemingly comfortable with it, trusting that it will not affect or ‘act back’ upon
them in the future (Ellis and Tucker 2021, 113). This involves a sense that something could happen,
followed by questioning and disregard, which can be further understood as a form of epistemic
ignorance in relation to digital data.

The above examples show how students negotiate and relate to underlying digital data logics of
platforms. Sticky data illuminates how students engage in forms of boundary work; ignore or some-
times even resist using certain technologies, further pointing to the dependency relations that
edtech generates.

Ambiguous edtech: shifting platform realities in schools

This article has explored students’ affective experiences of engaging with devices and digital plat-
forms in two lower secondary schools. With a postdigital account, we presented three different
yet not mutually exclusive modes of stickiness to show how edtech becomes embodied and adheres
to students: sticky device ownership, sticky infrastructures, and sticky data. In this section follows
an analytic discussion of the findings.

Sticky edtech is an inherently ambiguous concept; a shift from binaries and humanist notions of
agency to relationality, embodiment, affective intensities, and temporalities produced between
social and material bodies. Our analysis implies that edtech holds multiple meanings and potentials,
enacting shifting platform realities in schools. Student engagement with edtech may enact a harmo-
nious platform reality where a sense of agency, excitement and pleasure, feelings of simplicity or
control, and smoothness, seamlessness, and trust come together. Meanwhile, edtech can become
sticky in the negative register, generating a disruptive reality with feelings of responsibility and
accountability, annoyance, frustration, distraction, chaos, distrust, worry, or an experience of
being surveilled. Edtech may also enact an elusive platform reality through boredom and affective
flatness, generating disenchantment about the digital and a desire for the analogue. This points to
the constant flux of affects produced in schools and classrooms.

Firstly, sticky device ownership mainly relates to student experiences of switching to 1:1 access at
school. The analysis shows how device ownership does not generate individual liberty and a sense of
lightness by default but involves some balancing between feelings of responsibility and accountabil-
ity in relation to school property, resulting in a sense of heaviness. Access to digital technology
increasingly involves manual human labour in schools, as students and teachers need to manage
and take care of technology by physically carrying, storing and charging the devices in school spaces
(Hogstrom et al. 2026; Pangrazio, Selwyn, and Cumbo 2023). In addition, datafication generates
intangible digital work that has become a necessity for infrastructural maintenance in schools
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(Selwyn 2021). This resonates with the idea of ‘postdigital noise’ (Macgilchrist 2021), referring to
the world’s messiness and sticky engagements between human and nonhuman bodies. Noise is
what is seemingly outside or irrelevant to digitality yet provides the sociomaterial conditions
(e.g., matter, labour) that enable it.

Secondly, sticky infrastructures relate to student engagement with hardware and software at
school. When working on-screen, students swiftly move between platforms and sites (Alirezabeigi
and Magaraggia 2024), enabled through smooth and seamless access (Hogstrom et al. 2026), confi-
guring students as smooth users and competent subjects (Macgilchrist, Allert, and Bruch 2020;
Noteboom 2025). Nevertheless, a sense of order ongoingly necessitates care and maintenance
(Mortsell 2024), for instance when students must manage the devices and programs, files and
folders, and work around technical disruptions. In our data, students often referred to the inscribed
rhythms and pace of digital technologies and practices, particularly a sense of fastness. Supporting
this, Alirezabeigi, Masschelein, and Decuypere (2023) have shown how platformed teaching prac-
tices are enhanced through underlying coding, generating an ‘algorhythmic’ sense of time, fostering
students to perform faster to complete tasks, ‘to be vigilant and alert to what appears on the screen’
(Alirezabeigi and Magaraggia 2024, 371). Digital media generate a real-time temporality (Coleman
2018), capturing student attention yet also distracting (Paasonen 2021). This illustrates a form of
hybrid engagement, how students become affectively attuned with the commercial speed of plat-
forms, ‘zoning in and out’ in teaching (Paasonen 2025, 277). Moreover, laptop usage was generally
perceived as being technically slower and hence more time-consuming than phone use, showing
how technology produces multiple temporalities — from acceleration to deceleration - in schools.

Finally, sticky data illuminates how platformisation in the postdigital era ultimately is about
flows and circulation of digital data, which is now recognised to be critical in shaping sociotechnical
practices (Couldry and Hepp 2017; Ellis and Tucker 2021; Pangrazio and Selwyn 2023). The analy-
sis shows how platformed teaching practices reassemble personal boundaries, implying that stu-
dents balance between feelings of privacy and surveillance at school. In our data, students
showed certain awareness and distrust in using connective technologies. Despite the distrust, stu-
dents expressed epistemic ignorance regarding the use of commercial search engines. Bhatt and
MacKenzie (2019) illustrate how ignorance becomes a routine action in students’ literacy practices.
In addition, Ellis (2020) proposes the term ‘surveillance-apatheia’ to describe the indifference
humans might express in relation to digital surveillance, which supports the notion that it can
be seen as a response to underlying feelings of concern (e.g., digital bias, privacy issues).

Rather than simply framing ignorance as a carelessness about digital data logics, a lack of under-
standing or a state of not-knowing, it can be understood as something that is generated relationally.
An affective perspective moves beyond rational awareness of the individual, implying that ignor-
ance does not emerge exclusively inside the human body. Reducing interests, prompts, searches
or other digital activities into masses of data points generates a distance between data and the
human body (Goriunova 2019), thus a sense of detachment. Creating a distance through ignorance
might reconfigure a sense of privacy, anonymity, and unity — not letting the ‘other’ (here Google)
‘know too much’ or ‘watch too closely’ — which further evokes a sense of trust and enacts continu-
ous use of commercial search engines. In platform capitalism, trust becomes a proxy for depen-
dence. This is where the power of digital platforms and data lies: a sense of detachment enables
further technology usage, which becomes registered as smooth and seamless, and data keeps
flowing. It could then be argued that ignorance keeps humans and digital technologies affectively
attached, creating intimate relations but also providing a desired distance. Epistemic ignorance
thus illuminates the banality of the postdigital, becoming part of the affective experience of living
in a datafied world (Bhatt and MacKenzie 2019; Ellis 2020).

In terms of responsibility, then, we do not claim that students should or even could encounter or
remedy the potential underlying concerns here. Instead, we invite to rethink ignorance as a
response to a state of powerlessness where individuals are shaped by forces outside their own con-
trol yet being dependent on complex networked technologies (e.g., Ellis and Tucker 2021; Paasonen



LEARNING, MEDIA AND TECHNOLOGY 13

2021). The postdigital has brought an incessant need to manage and set boundaries, as humans
encounter platforms everywhere and must constantly reflect and rework their relationships with
them (Albris et al. 2024; Erstad and Silseth 2023). Nevertheless, postdigitality rejects digital dualism
(e.g., online-offline binary) and emphasises the interwoven reality of embodied everyday experi-
ence. For instance, mobile phone use has been framed as an issue of postdigital young people’s
rights and argued to carry a pedagogical value (e.g., enacting access to information, social networks,
and interests) (Reed and Dunn 2025). Mobile phones are things in students’ personal sphere,
resembling body parts (Hohti, Paakkari, and Stenberg 2019) and sticking to students through var-
ious screen content (Valasmo, Paakkari, and Sahlstrém 2023), also supported by our findings.

The research suggests moving beyond binaries to work with the ambiguity of postdigital school-
ing. Our findings show on one hand how edtech destabilises objects and events, resists assembling
things smoothly and as expected, and hence generates slowness, chaos, and unpredictability in
teaching. On the other hand, students often become attached to the hardware and software used,
feeling that the devices and platforms make things easier, scaffold, and provide stability and predict-
ability. From a post-platform perspective, digitality cannot simply be disregarded but always needs
to be managed somehow. In this study, through the notion of stickiness, we have shown how stu-
dents relate to the stabilising and destabilising effects of edtech, through forms of care, mainten-
ance, and boundary work.

Conclusion

In conclusion, sticky edtech calls for rethinking technology enactment in schools from the student
perspective. The goals of 1:1 ratios and universal accessibility promote a belief that digital technol-
ogy brings added value, seen as something to be personally owned at schools (i.e., sticky device
ownership). Many schools have become increasingly dependent on Big Tech companies, which
further affects edtech governance and teaching practices, configuring students as users of technol-
ogy (i.e., sticky infrastructures). Furthermore, based on previous research and our findings, much of
what happens below the screens in schools remains obscure and unregistered (i.e., sticky data). Yet,
as responsibility is assigned to students themselves, prescribing accountability, (dis)trust and avoid-
ance, the micropolitics of platformed edtech use sticks to the individual.
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