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Abstract

This theoretical commentary introduces the concept of connectivity justice and
discusses how it can be utilized in research on mobile, digitally reliant lives. Connectivity
justice reframes questions of mobility and data justice for a post-digital world in which
digital connections have become both indispensable and intrusive. The concept extends
recent work on digital disconnection by examining the institutional and sociotechnical
drivers of connectivity (in)justice, such as state actors, tech industry, labor conditions,
and cultural norms, rather than individual-level correlates alone. By combining the
capabilities approach with a feminist ethics of care, connectivity justice highlights that
justice today involves not only equitable access to infrastructures but also the relational
capacity to connect well, to engage, withdraw, and sustain digital life responsibly. This
lens opens new directions for mobilities research, and beyond, inviting analyses of how
digital infrastructures, labor platforms, and everyday practices shape people’s freedoms
to move, communicate, and care. In doing so, it bridges normative and empirical
inquiry, providing a vocabulary for understanding justice as an evolving balance between
autonomy and interdependence within networked societies.
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Introduction

A key marker of digitalized societies is that digital connectivity has become essential for
people’s everyday undertakings — sometimes embraced, sometimes reluctantly accepted.
As a case in point, digital connections are closely intertwined with, if not inseparable
from, various forms of mobility. This applies to any type of travel tied to a service (from
local buses and e-scooters to global flights) and their support systems (accommodation,
ticketing, parking, etc.). Digital connectivity shapes these practices throughout — from
planning and imagining a trip to navigating, coordinating, and evaluating services. Those
whose connectivity resources and skills are limited are directly or indirectly excluded
from most types of mobility, or, at least, from the added value (in terms of smoothness,
security, and special offers) that may come with digital adoption.

At the same time, society and culture are increasingly characterized by post-digital
trends, meaning that many people want and are encouraged to disconnect, “unplug,” or
somehow control their digital engagements to reduce stress, distractions and unwanted
dataveillance (e.g., Fast, 2021; Jorge et al., 2022; Nassen et al., 2023; Zhang and Zhang,
2022). Certain voices have even proclaimed and discussed the “right to disconnect” (see,
e.g., Hesselberth, 2018; Kloza et al., 2025) as an emerging component of social justice,
notably in the Global North. Such initiatives resonate with Cramer’s (2015) influential
notion of the “post-digital condition” as marked by normalized digital entanglement and
disenchantment with new technology, as well as with more recent writings that show
how digital unease and other negative sentiments also lead to counter-measures, either
through individual tactics, or, within commercially or politically endorsed “digital well-
being” programs (e.g., Enli and Fast, 2023; Fast et al., 2021; Jorge et al., 2022). Here,
mobility can be seen as a social domain where the power differentials and injustices
associated with digital connectivity unfold in complex ways, and where the cultural ten-
dencies and social tensions demarcating the post-digital condition are brought to a head.

Yet, there is neither a term, nor a coherent analytical lens, for capturing both sides of
this condition, that is, the privilege or precariousness associated with people’s (in)ability
to either utilize digital connections efficiently (the “right to connect”) or choose non-
digital alternatives for getting around (the “right to disconnect”). How can we describe
what is at stake when, for example, some people feel hampered from taking a bus because
they cannot access the new transit app, while others may temporarily escape digital pres-
sures for a serene “digital detox” retreat? Evidently, such social divisions and dialectics
have much to do with mobility justice (Sheller, 2018), in the sense that they concern
whether people’s capacities to move, or stay put, are distributed in a just way. In a plat-
form economy, they also concern data justice (e.g., Dencik et al., 2019), referring to the
unevenly distributed capacities of people to govern if and how they are affected by data-
fication processes. However, a more precise concept for zooming in on the above-men-
tioned post-digital trends would be connectivity justice. Tentatively, connectivity justice
— which we introduce here for the first time — refers to the rights and opportunities of
different actors, individuals as well as organizations, to manage whether and how they are
connected to different — especially digital — networks and infrastructures. It ranges from
having a mobile transmitter close to where one lives to possessing the means and skills for
using digital authorization apps or mandatory booking platforms. As so conceived, con-
nectivity justice covers an area of inquiry that is different from mobility justice and data
justice, while at the same time providing an analytical bridge between them.
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What emerges from bridging the concepts, we argue, is an account of how connectiv-
ity becomes a structural conversion factor that simultaneously conditions mobility access
and datafied governance. Connectivity justice makes visible tensions that are harder to
capture within either concept alone, for instance when mobility “inclusion” through dig-
ital-by-default services also mandates data extraction and continuous reachability, or
when data justice claims about visibility and representation collide with the capability to
withdraw and set boundaries. In this way, compelled connectivity appears not as an indi-
vidual-level matter of skills or preferences, but as an institutionalized condition pro-
duced through policy choices, platform architectures, and workplace and cultural norms.

Our suggested concept is also different from recent, multi-layered notions of “digital
inequality” (e.g., Nguyen and Hargittai, 2023) and “disconnection divides” (Hartmann
et al., 2026). While building on such complex understandings of the stratified conditions
and consequences of digital (dis)connectivity (see also Bozan and Trer¢, 2024), connec-
tivity justice goes beyond social positionality, structuration and inequality, to address
what the responsibilities should be among different actors in society (e.g., states, munici-
palities, employers, service providers) for providing just (conditions for) connectivity. In
this regard, connectivity justice also responds to Treré et al.’s (2020) call in an earlier
Crosscurrent themed issue of this journal to turn away from the “universalism of discon-
nection” to engage with diverse publics and geographies. In the post-digital condition,
we argue, this shift should not only concern how disconnection is “performed and lived”
in other parts of the world but “indeed, among vulnerable minorities within wealthy
Western nations” (p. 607) — and, one should add, among a steadily growing share of
populations whose digital capabilities are “lagging” in relation to dominant connectivity
and disconnectivity imperatives, and whose needs are annihilated or misrepresented by
those in power. Even seemingly “well-connected” populations, regardless of where in
the world they live, may experience that their capabilities to move and communicate (in
the way they want) are injustly hampered due to technological, administrative, commer-
cial, or other forces (e.g., Jansson, 2018).

In this theoretical commentary, we chart the basic properties of connectivity justice
and illustrate how it can be utilized in research on mobilities — but also beyond. For this
purpose, we develop an analytical heuristic that stakes out the key ontological and epis-
temological domains of connectivity justice in mobilities research, distinguishing
between institutional and sociotechnical drivers that organize the conditions of connec-
tivity and positional conversion factors that shape how those conditions are turned into
real capabilities. Here, we draw on Sen’s (1993, 2005) capabilities approach to empha-
size the real freedoms people have to (dis)connect, move, and act, as well as on a femi-
nist ethics of care (Sevenhuijsen, 2003; Verlinghieri and Schwanen, 2020), which
highlights the relational and affective conditions of those freedoms. These perspectives
together frame connectivity justice as concerned not only with access to infrastructures
and data but also with the capacity to sustain meaningful, responsible, and balanced
forms of connection under the post-digital condition.

Our discussion begins with a brief conceptual overview of mobility justice and data
justice, including the more recent notion of mobility data justice (Behrendt and Sheller,
2024). We then show what is special about connectivity justice and how the three notions
are compatible within a critical approach to the post-digital condition. This leads up to
the final section, where we present the analytical heuristic.
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Mobility justice

Mobility justice was coined by Sheller (2018) as part of the new mobilities paradigm in
sociology. It is “an overarching concept for thinking about how power and inequality
inform the governance and control of movement, shaping the patterns of unequal mobil-
ity and immobility in the circulation of people, resources and information” (Sheller,
2018: 14). Hence, mobility justice covers a wide range of scales and complexities of
movements, where transportation — and “transport justice” (see, e.g., Sourbati and
Behrendt, 2021; Verlinghieri and Schwanen, 2020) — is just one component. The under-
lying idea is that the rights and opportunities to be mobile, and to stay put, are unevenly
and unfairly distributed in society (see also Newman and Wyly, 2006). The same holds
for the multifaceted consequences of mobility, not least when it comes to energy supply,
waste, and pollution. The development of e-mobility is a good example, where clean air
in advanced urban areas may correspond to growing pollution and precarity at other
places, and where public debates in countries like Germany consider how electrification
will affect the domestic workforce in the local automotive industry rather than the ine-
qualities related to mineral extraction in the Global South (Haas, 2022).

Related concepts include Kaufmann’s “motility” (Kaufmann et al., 2004) and Urry’s
(2012) “network capital,” both referring to the social power stemming from the capacity
of social actors to make use of a variety of resources and skills to be mobile (enter, exit,
transit, etc.) or to dwell in a place of one’s preference. For example, we may here think
about the modern, and increasingly digitalized, hotel as a symbol of accelerating, and
uneven, mobility systems, catering for the comfort of those who can afford elective
forms of mobility, and dwelling, while at the same time relying to a great extent on the
labor of people (including migrants) who move under more precarious conditions. As
such, the positionality of individuals and groups in relation to different flow architectures
reflects their amounts of network capital, which may in turn depend on whether and how
they are able to utilize and master different connectivity resources. The observation of
such power asymmetries is a good starting point for addressing questions of justice.

Data justice

Data justice concerns the rights and opportunities of individuals and groups to manage
whether various stakeholders should collect data about them, and how and for what pur-
poses such data are used. It thus concerns the potential force and the uneven social con-
sequences of datafication in its deployment vis-a-vis humans as “data subjects” (Ruppert,
2019) or “digital subjects” (Goriunova, 2019). The concept has been discussed and
implemented in somewhat different ways, referring to, for example, the power asym-
metries emerging as more and more commercial and public stakeholders extract data
from consumers and/or citizens through their online practices (e.g., Johnson, 2014); the
degree to which different social groups and their needs are being recognized through data
collection (e.g., Sourbati and Behrendt, 2021), and how decisions related to digital infra-
structure development and the choice of particular data systems affect the opportunities
for individuals and groups to exercise their social and political rights without being sur-
veilled (e.g., Dencik et al., 2019). Recognizing such variations, Taylor (2017: 11)
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suggests a framing where data justice rests upon three pillars: visibility, digital (dis)
engagement, and non-discrimination. It refers to “the need to be represented but also the
possibility to opt out of data collection and processing, the need to preserve one’s auton-
omy with regard to data-producing technologies and the need to be protected from and to
challenge data-driven discrimination.”

As such, data justice entails a crucial tension between, on the one hand, being
exploited and manipulated by various forms of — mostly commercial but also state-led
— datafication (e.g., Andrejevic, 2014; Zuboff, 2015), and, on the other hand, being
discriminated and/or invisibilized due to “data gaps.” As an example of the latter,
Sourbati and Behrendt (2021) show how data justice and mobility justice sometimes
come together. In their study of smart mobility systems in Brighton and Hove, UK, they
found that there were data gaps pertaining to senior citizens, as well as a reluctance
among service providers to use data to improve their services and develop inclusive
information systems for older people (see also Klausen, 2024). Such inequalities reflect
the broader mechanisms of datafication and commodification that van Dijck et al.
(2018) identify as structuring the platform society. Going beyond mobility justice, con-
nectivity justice, as we will show, also involves confronting how platform logics dis-
tribute visibility and autonomy across mobility and data systems.

Along similar lines, Behrendt and Sheller (2024) introduce the term mobility data jus-
tice, pointing to the intricate connections between datafication and mobilities of various
kinds. Mobility data justice, they argue, “provides a multi-scalar, interdisciplinary approach
for examining entanglements of mobility and data with a social justice perspective” (p.
162). This dualistic approach considers how differentiated mobility patterns and access to
mobility resources (including also the movement of goods and information) are reflected
and reproduced through uneven exposure to datafication, and vice versa. Whereas mobility
data justice highlights the intermediary role of connectivity for enabling both mobility and
datafication, however, it is still different from connectivity justice, we argue. Above all,
mobility data justice does not account for social challenges that are directly linked to con-
nectivity, such as structurally imposed stress or loss of autonomy, even self-worth.

Connectivity justice and the post-digital condition

Oxford Reference (2025) defines connectivity as “the degree to which the nodes of a
network are directly connected with each other.” In this simple definition, the word
“degree” is very important. Connectivity is not the same thing as a perfect connection but
can refer to many different forms of connection and to connections that work in more or
less efficient ways, sometimes involving fluctuations of connection and disconnection.
This means, in turn, that connectivity is conditioned not just by technological resources,
such as cables, servers, and transmitters, but also by situational, social, and human fac-
tors related to, for example, practical skills and living conditions. Regardless of whether
we speak about transit systems (roads, bus-stops, schedules, etc.) or the Internet (mobile
devices, broadband, wifi networks, etc.), connectivity should be understood as a sife of
negotiation and, sometimes, power struggle, in the sense that people not always feel that
their demands for certain types of connection, or disconnection, correspond to what they
are offered, or what is expected from them, for example, in relation to an employer, the
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municipality or the state, or in social life more generally. There can be too little or too
much connection, or even the wrong types of, or conditions for, (dis)connection at the
wrong time or in the wrong place.

In relation to digital connectivity, more specifically, the question of power and justice
was for long related foremost to the lack, or low quality, of digital connection in certain
places and among certain groups (e.g., in the Global South, or in remote or socially dis-
advantaged areas) — largely coinciding with the “digital divides” discourse (see Van Dijk,
2020). More recently, however, the pervasive nature of digital connectivity — the fact that
digital architectures presuppose engagement and that social rules and conventions pre-
scribe digital connection and know-how as mandatory (e.g., Gregg, 2013; van Dijck,
2013) — has fostered a more complex discussion that also considers the “costs of connec-
tion” (Couldry and Mejias, 2019) — social pressures, stress, surveillance, and so forth —
and people’s “right to disconnect” (e.g., Hesselberth, 2018). Scholars describe the new
social divisions stemming from unequal opportunities to voluntarily disconnect as a
“fourth level of digital inequality” (in addition to unequal digital access, uses, and ben-
efits) (Nguyen and Hargittai, 2023). One may thus speak about a “digital backlash”
(Albris et al., 2024), or a “disconnection turn” (Fast, 2021), in both society and research,
that entails a problematization of the side-effects of escalating digital reliance, whether
in terms of (lack of) “digital wellbeing” (e.g., Vanden Abeele, 2021), “surveillance capi-
talism” (e.g., Zuboff, 2015), environmental concerns, or eroding productivity.

The discourses and ideologies that frame digital disconnection may differ, but together
they signify the coming of a new post-digital condition. Cramer (2015) uses the term to
describe a historical phase in which digital technology is normalized and our concerns
shift towards its consequences. With Cramer, we understand the post-digital condition as
a sociotechnical condition defined by a growing “disenchantment with ‘digital’” (p. 12)
and a parallel “revival of ‘old” media” (p. 12). Arguably, the “disconnection turn” (or
“digital backlash”) represents the most obvious expression of the post-digital condition
and the vintage typewriter its most iconic symbol (see Cramer, 2015; Thorén et al.,
2019). This does not mean, however, that the post-digital shift should necessarily be
reduced to “just” changes in media habits. Fast et al. (2026), for example, read the cur-
rent re-valorization of handicraft, manual labor, and materialities (Gandini and Gerosa,
2025) into the post-digital condition. Similarly, Jansson et al. (2026) recognize how post-
digital sentiments and practices correspond with a broader, “neo-romantic” consumer
culture driven by nostalgia. In agreement with such outlooks, we argue that the “discon-
nection turn” takes place within the “post-digital turn” (Berry and Dieter, 2015: 6), rather
than the other way around. This also resonates with how Fast (2021) locates the discon-
nection turn within “post-digital capitalism,” thereby preparing for a critique of the une-
qual premises of digital disconnection, as both obligation and luxury.

While research on digital disconnection has expanded rapidly and added much to our
understanding of how people’s (in)ability to govern (dis)connectivity is linked to social
privilege, status and power — for example, during the Covid 19 crisis (e.g., Nguyen and
Hargittai, 2023; Jansson, 2022) — studies in this field have rarely engaged explicitly with
questions of justice. The post-digital shift, we argue, pushes us to rethink what notions
like “human right” and “individual freedom” mean — and how they can be safeguarded
— when digital pervasiveness is a lived reality not only for the privileged few but for a
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majority of people, and when “too much” rather than “too little” connectivity is framed
as a new welfare malady in technologically advanced societies.

As Bucher (2020) argues, algorithmic entanglement means there is “nothing to dis-
connect from,” and even absence generates data. Treré et al. (2020) show that connection
and disconnection exist in a continuum, with both potentially constituting privilege or
oppression depending on the context. Our concept of connectivity justice is a step in that
direction. Building on Sen’s (1993, 2005) capabilities approach, connectivity justice can
be understood as the fair distribution of the freedoms and capacities people and commu-
nities have to connect, disconnect, or manage digital relations as they see fit. Sen (2005)
distinguishes between functionings, “what a person is able to do or be” (p. 153), and
capabilities, the substantive opportunities or freedoms to pursue lives they value. In the
digital domain, this means that justice concerns not only technical access but also agency
and the conversion of digital resources into meaningful participation, safety, and auton-
omy (similar to what Ragnedda, 2018, calls “digital capital”). Following Israel and
Frenkel (2018), who combine Sen’s notion of capabilities with Bourdieu’s ideas of field,
capital, and habitus, connectivity justice, as we define it, requires examining how the
social and spatial conditions in which individuals live determine their possibilities to
convert capabilities into “real functionings” (p. 649), that is, the degree to which con-
nectivity infrastructures, digital literacy, and social capital can be turned into genuine
opportunities for mobility and belonging. Bowman (2010) has shown that such a synthe-
sis helps to connect normative freedom (Sen) with the structural constraints of social life
(Bourdieu). From this view, connectivity justice demands that societies provide the con-
ditions under which all actors can effectively translate digital connectivity into capabili-
ties for movement, communication, and self-determination.

As stated above, connectivity can be seen as a precondition for one’s capacity or, in
Sen’s (1993, 2005) terms, capability, to move, for example, using certain transit sys-
tems, as well as for one’s ability to utilize media platforms and, by extension, being
subject to datafication processes (with their positive and negative implications). At the
same time, connectivity points to the capacity to disconnect; to withdraw from networks
and thus avoid certain types of interactions, such as surveillance. In a society marked by
post-digital trends, connectivity justice is thus not only a matter of justly distributed
opportunities to connect and utilize digital resources; it also concerns the “right to dis-
connect” (see, e.g., Hesselberth, 2018). The latter aspect has been discussed especially
in relation to certain forms of digital(ized) labor — such as gig work and various forms
of office work (e.g., Bonini and Trer¢, 2024; Josserand and Boersma, 2024) — but should
also be applied across social realms, including people as citizens and consumers. Kloza
et al.” (2025) recent exploration of “the right to not use the internet” in diverse empirical
contexts — including education and healthcare sectors — comes close to what we are
looking for here.

Thus, connectivity justice is a matter of having access to certain information resources
and digital tools, while at the same time maintaining a sense of autonomy and meaningful
boundaries around the self (Adams and Jansson, 2023; Couldry and Mejias, 2019). Whereas
mobility justice concerns the fair distribution of rights and opportunities to move or remain
in place (Sheller, 2018), and data justice focuses on how datafication shapes fairness and
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autonomy (Dencik et al., 2019; Taylor, 2017), connectivity justice links these through the
capabilities to connect and disconnect. It deals with the preconditions of digital mobility:
the infrastructural, social, and affective capacities that allow people to enact or resist digital
ties.

Spatial dimensions of connectivity justice become visible when digital infrastructures
reproduce territorial inequalities. As Israel and Frenkel (2018) argue, capabilities are
shaped by the spatial distribution of capital resources and habitus. Rural digitalization
projects demonstrate that inclusive, place-based strategies can foster procedural and dis-
tributive justice only when they attend to local perceptions of autonomy and participa-
tion (Lofving et al., 2022). Urban contexts reveal parallel inequalities: Wang (2025)
shows how New York City’s public Wi-Fi network, despite its inclusive rhetoric, repro-
duces socio-spatial divides as hotspots cluster in affluent and commercial areas while
peripheral neighborhoods remain underserved. This illustrates that even projects branded
as universal can deepen territorial injustice when connectivity follows market logics
rather than public need. Connectivity justice, therefore, calls for evaluating both the dis-
tribution and the quality of connection, since spatial inequalities in access limit residents’
ability to connect and participate in education, employment, and governance (Lofving
etal., 2022; Wang, 2025), while hyper-connectivity and platform labor raise questions of
coercion and the “right to disconnect.” Such examples reveal that both absence of con-
nectivity and coerced connectivity can be unjust, while still leaving room for negotiation
and resistance on behalf of workers, consumers, and citizens (e.g., Bonini and Treré,
2024; Fast and Jansson, 2019; Ornebring et al., 2025).

In sum, connectivity justice builds upon a capabilities approach that conceives justice
as expanding people’s substantive freedoms to engage or disengage with digital systems
on their own terms. It bridges normative theories of justice with sociotechnical analyses
of power by focusing on how infrastructures, institutions, and cultural expectations
shape people’s capabilities to (dis)connect, positioning connectivity as a central dimen-
sion of equality in post-digital societies.

Analytical heuristic

In this section, we outline an analytical heuristic for studying connectivity justice
(Table 1). We build on the capabilities approach (Sen, 2005), which enables us to con-
nect normative concerns about fairness with empirical questions about what people are
actually able to do with connectivity resources. Combined with a feminist ethics of
care (Sevenhuijsen, 2003; Verlinghieri and Schwanen, 2020), our approach highlights
that justice involves both the freedom to act and the responsibility to sustain supportive
relations with others and with technology.

Connectivity justice can be understood along three interrelated dimensions: distributive,
procedural, and recognition justice (Fraser, 2008; Verlinghieri and Schwanen, 2020). (1) In
distributive terms, it concerns the ethically justifiable rights and opportunities to access and
utilize connectivity resources, to convert them into real capabilities, and to live with, ben-
efit from, and be protected against the consequences of connectivity and disconnection,
including public Wi-Fi (in)equalities and app-only or digitally mandatory services that
exclude some users. (2) In procedural terms, it concerns the ethically justifiable rights and
opportunities to participate in, and shape, the governance and decision-making through
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which connectivity infrastructures and digital systems are designed, implemented, and
regulated, for example through municipal policies, platform rules, or initiatives that sup-
port community-run networks. (3) In recognition terms, it concerns the ethically justifiable
rights and opportunities to have one’s needs, values, identities, and boundary-setting prac-
tices around (dis)connection acknowledged and respected in connectivity development and
governance, including right-to-disconnect policies, local digital well-being programs, and
fairness in data visibility and representation.

A capabilities-informed view links these dimensions dynamically: distribution con-
cerns who can transform resources into capabilities; procedure who can shape the sys-
tems that govern those transformations, and recognition whose ways of connecting or
disconnecting are socially valued or dismissed. This also leads to epistemic questions
concerning what (alternative) ways of knowing and representing connectivity are imagi-
nable, and who is in the position to articulate and negotiate such sociotechnical imaginar-
ies (Behrendt and Sheller, 2024; Fast et al., 2024; Ruppert, 2019).

It should be stressed that our view of “justice” does not follow any absolute or univer-
sal notion of rights. Social disparities in terms of resources, influence, and recognition
are not necessarily unjust. We therefore talk about “ethically justifiable rights and oppor-
tunities,” recognizing that justice is always place-specific, emergent, and relative to indi-
vidual visions of a meaningful life and the techniques for accomplishing these visions. In
order to bridge the divide between universalism and particularism, and to reach beyond
simplified notions of “right” or “wrong,” our approach views connectivity justice through
a feminist ethics of care (Sevenhuijsen, 2003). This entails “a double and situated move-
ment of recognition of the other and their needs (caring about) and of taking responsibil-
ity for supporting the fulfilment of those needs in a way that respects others’ personhoods
(caring for)” (Verlinghieri and Schwanen, 2020: 6, original emphasis).

Bringing these dimensions together, we propose connectivity justice as a conceptual
bridge between mobility and data justice for understanding life under the post-digital
condition. The concept links infrastructural and relational dimensions of justice: it draws
on the capabilities approach to assess people’s freedoms to connect or disconnect, and on
a feminist ethics of care to consider how those freedoms are exercised responsibly within
networks of interdependence. This combination invites researchers to view digital
mobilities not only as systems of movement and data but as arenas of affective, moral,
and political negotiation, where care, autonomy, and power intersect.

Consequently, the heuristic outlined in Table 1 promotes empirical analyses that move
between infrastructures and experiences, crisscrossing the aforementioned justice dimen-
sions. It identifies institutional and sociotechnical drivers across three analytical entry
points. State actors shape access through infrastructure policies and digital-by-default
services. The tech industry determines autonomy and agency through platform design,
data extraction, and algorithmic management. Labor conditions and cultural norms con-
strain relational capacity through workplace expectations and gendered affective labor
(Beattie, 2020; Kratel, 2023). These drivers intersect with positional conversion factors,
such as gender, class, age, education, and geography, that determine who can convert
connectivity resources into meaningful capabilities. For instance, women disproportion-
ately bear digital care work (maintaining family communication, coordinating sched-
ules), limiting their autonomy and agency to disconnect (Beattie, 2020; Kratel, 2023);
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class shapes whether disconnection is privilege (expensive digital detox retreats) or pre-
carity (inability to afford devices); age and education determine digital literacy, while
geography determines infrastructure availability.

Table 1 thus helps trace how capabilities to connect and disconnect are expanded or
constrained by identifiable structural actors (e.g., state, industry, workplaces) and inter-
secting inequalities. Used as an analytical lens, it can guide case-based inquiry, for exam-
ple into digital-by default public or semi-public services, labor platforms, or workplace
availability norms, by mapping conversion factors, affected groups, and resulting distri-
butions of access, autonomy, and relational capacity.

While encompassing a broad range of social domains, we argue that connectivity
justice is particularly apt for bringing further nuance to mobilities research in relation to
post-digital trends. It invites studies to examine not only how connectivity is distributed,
but also how it is lived and negotiated — in (more or less) mobile societies — and how
people exercise agency and autonomy amid the demands that come with constant con-
nection. For example, digital detox retreats costing thousands of dollars exemplify dis-
connection as privilege, while Hartmann et al. (2026) show that roofless, relatively
“immobile,” individuals in Berlin maintain precarious connection while strategically
disconnecting: a “disconnection divide.” Also, while our discussion on these matters
focuses mainly on the Global North, we acknowledge different dynamics in other parts
of the world (Bozan and Treré, 2020; Lim, 2020), where disconnection often constitutes
state repression (e.g., internet shutdowns targeting vulnerable populations) and connec-
tion frequently remains “a luxury and fragile” (Lim, 2020: 619). Yet, connectivity justice
is not bound to any particular type of society. Future work should adapt it as an analytical
lens across social and geographical contexts.
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