
1 

 

 

Digital Education Governance 
Beyond International 
Comparative Assessments 
complex histories, contested presents, 
and contingent futures 
25th – 26th May 2022 

 

 
ABSTRACTS 
 
 
  



2 

 

Day 1, Wednesday 25 May 2022 
 

Keynote 1 at 11.00 (British summer time) in Room 1 
Sigrid Hartong (Helmut-Schmidt University) 
THE COMPLEXITIES OF UNDERSTANDING THE DATAFICATION OF SCHOOLING: DISENTANGLING 
INFRASTRUCTURES, PEOPLE AND PRACTICES 

The ongoing datafication of schooling manifests as a highly complex and ambivalent process and 
through ongoing global-local recontextualization. Thus, it poses significant challenges for researchers 
who seek to understand and critically disentangle what datafication 'is' and what it 'does' to 
schooling, both from global and local perspectives. Still, over the past years, a variety of conceptual, 
method(odolog)ical and empirical approaches has been developed to support such an understanding 
and disentanglement. The keynote will illuminate some of these approaches, focusing in particular on 
the critical investigation of data infrastructures, new intermediary actors (e.g., new 'shadow 
professionals'), and governing practices. Based on these insights, the keynote will equally discuss 
remaining challenges and blind spots, which should be more systematically addressed in the future. 

 

Parallel session 1 at 12:30 (British summer time) in Room 1 
Lina Rahm (KTH, Sweden) and Jörgen Rahm-Skågeby (Stockholm University, Sweden) 
EDUCATIONAL IMAGINARIES AND HOW TO EDUCATE CITIZENS ABOUT AI: A RESEARCH AGENDA 

Education has always been a way to prepare citizens for the future. Right now, artificial intelligence 
(AI) is regarded as a key emerging technology that will change the future radically in all areas of life. 
As such, many educational stakeholders, at different levels, are considering how best to convey the 
necessary knowledges and skills to the general population in order to prepare them for a future 
where AI is ubiquitous. But what exactly are we supposed to learn, and why? This presentation begins 
to explore how knowledge about AI is construed and represented in policies and broad citizen 
education, and what social, political and epistemic meaning the construction and representation of 
said knowledge produces. By looking at problematisations (ways that problems and solutions are co-
constructed) and epistemic injustice (ways in which certain knowledge is privileged) in international 
education policies and massive online AI courses, this presentation argues that the ways in which 
policymakers, researchers, and educators conceptualise and talk about AI matters. The overall aim is 
therefore to deepen our scientific understanding of the educational preconditions that informal 
learning about AI rests on, and thereby support the development of critically reflexive and just citizen 
education about AI futures. 

Sotiria Grek (University of Edinburgh) 
EDUCATION FUTURAMAS: FABRICATING EDUCATION FUTURES FIFTY YEARS APART  

This paper presentation aims to examine the discursive construction of old and new narratives around 
what the future of education might hold. By focusing on the construction of these visions of 
education futures, the article will capture and compare the content of education imaginings then 
(1970s) and now (2020s); second, it will analyse the processes and practices behind the shaping of 
these discourses and futuristic ideas. What are these narratives about? What spurs their 
construction? How are they developed? Who are the people that put them forward? What are the 
qualities of these actors and what are the processes they go through to achieve legitimacy and a stage 
to communicate their ideas? In order to answer these questions, the article will focus on two 
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historical junctures over the last half century: the first is the economic recession of the 1970s and the 
consolidation of comprehensive schooling in the Western world; the second is the post-Covid era and 
the quest of major international organisations to ‘future-proof’ the digital governance of education. 
Both historical junctures will be brought to life through two key events; the first is Torsten Husen’s 
Aspen-Berlin seminars on the ‘Future of Education’ and his key work of the time, the The School in 
Question (1979). The second period will focus on the UNESCO Futures of Education project (2021), a 
global consultation initiative which brought together views of a wide range of actors on what 
education could (or should) look like by the middle of the 21st century. The article will apply a 
theoretical frame that draws on and combines the sociology of risk with ideas from the field of 
anticipatory governance, in order to examine the narratives both historical periods have generated in 
relation to potential or desired education futures. 

Nelli Piattoeva (Tampere University) 
TOWARDS UNDERSTANDING HOW EDUCATION DIGITALIZATION AND DATAFICATION CONTRIBUTE TO 
PERPETUAL NATION-BUILDING 

In a recent review of literature on the relationship between education and nationalism, Tröhler (2020) 
has identified a “large underestimation of nationalism in education and curriculum research and the 
ignorance of education in the theoretical study of nationalism.” Contemporary education is however 
being deeply transformed by the processes of digitalization and datafication of education (Williamson, 
2017, Selwyn, 2016). Bearing in mind that education has been a central arena of the reproduction of 
everyday nationalism, I engage with the question of how this historical relationship manifests in our 
age of education digitalization and datafication. This interest also follows recent debates in the 
nationalism studies that seek to explore how nationalism endures in the current times marked by 
seemingly reverse processes of globalization and digitalization (see also Mihelj & Jiménez-Martínez, 
2021). Nationalism tends to be studied when it is on “steroids” – a passionate focus of purposeful 
manipulation (Fox, 2016). But most of the time, nationhood is reproduced in banal ways (Billig, 1995), 
thus also posing an evidence problem. This paper is to address this evidence-cum-epistemology 
problem by suggesting that the relationship between education, nationalism and digitalization could 
be studied in representational and performative modalities. The representational approach 
investigates how the nation is discursively reproduced in the digital contexts of education. The 
performative approach studies how the nation is reproduced in the sociotechnical conditions of the 
digital. With these two approaches in mind, which also echo Bonikowski’s (2016) division of 
nationalism into ideology and practice, this paper will offer glimpses into the digital reproduction of 
the nation in the realm of school education, building on my own and others’ empirical examples. 

Parallel session 2 at 12:30 (British summer time) in Room 2 
Kevin Witzenberger (University of New South Wales) 
THE HINTERLAND OF AUTOMATED LEARNING 

The role of artificial intelligence in education is manifold and versatile. Whether concerning individual 
students, organisations or policy development, AI is hailed as a one-size fits all approach to every 
possible issue within education. The common narrative across education research is that advances in 
computing machinery have brought about a growing repertoire of computational methods allow for 
more application of AI and therefore result in an intensification of digital and automated forms of 
governance in education. This paper, however, argues that the conditions for digital and automated 
forms of governance are much rather the result of a fundamental automation of the human. To do 
this, this paper simply asks the question: What is learning? The paper does not aim to answer this 
question, but rather use it as a guide to explore the ‘hinterland’ (Law, 2004) and development of 
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notions of learning that are compatible with automated and digital governance. Thereby, the paper 
sets out to do three things: (i) present a conceptual framework of automation and artificial 
intelligence, (ii) investigate the hinterland of notions of learning across behaviourism, cybernetics, 
cognitivism, and artificial intelligence research, and (iii) provide an overview about the application of 
these notions in the context of contemporary learning analytics and organisational management. 
Doing this will show that learning, education, and the development of artificial intelligence are 
inseparably linked and are part of an operative logic of automation that we are familiar with today 
that often contribute to the sense of a total absence of alternatives. 

Anne Mishkind (Yale University)  
DESIGNING CIVIC SUBJECTS: COLD WAR POLITICAL TECHNOLOGIES AND THE ORIGINS OF SCHOOLWIDE 
POSITIVE BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT 

My research investigates why and in what sense the goal of cultivating individual autonomy has been 
central to the history of U.S. educational planning and statecraft, and how this goal has come to 
shape probabilistic and predictive logics of educational control. Within the liberal tradition, the 
pursuit of autonomy has served to justify the protection of individual rights and liberties, and the 
values of freedom and equality. This framing has buttressed a neoliberal worldview wherein 
autonomy describes the core driving principles of self-government, choice, consumer sovereignty, 
personal responsibility, and self-reliance. As a result, K-12 schooling in the United States tends to 
promote and celebrate the development of individual autonomy as preparation for political, social, 
and economic participation. This paper analyzes the grammar and discourse of the schoolwide 
behavioral management framework Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS)—
specifically its guidance concerning the rules, norms, risk-management procedures, surveillance 
technologies, and behavioral modification strategies that together govern the school environment. I 
argue that attention to its foundations in a Cold War behaviorist ontology forces us to reexamine the 
vision of the human and its relationship to society that underpins the project of civic subject 
formation in schools. I explore how a particular genealogy of autonomy in this discourse tracks ideas 
of dignity, freedom, responsibility, choice, value, and ethical and political judgment, and currently 
informs the design of new digital infrastructures in schools.   

Annika Bergviken Rensfeldt (University of Gothenburg)  
TRACING TEACHER LABOR ACROSS PLATFORM INFRASTRUCTURES: GOVERNING OF CONDUCT, PUBLIC 
APIs AND ALGORITHMIC POWERS  

This paper aims to contribute to the emerging research on how teacher digital work socio-technically 
is governed and ordered by the infrastructural powers of digital platforms (e.g. Bergviken Rensfeldt, 
Hillman & Selwyn 2018; Perotta et al. 2021; Plantin et al. 2018), and the political economy of 
platforms that now forms a part of a deregulated and privatized welfare state governance. In 
particular, the paper focuses on how teacher work across platforms is promoted and performed, on 
learning platforms integrated into public education, and on social media platforms. The paper brings 
together analyses from research projects focused on teacher work on platforms in Sweden, including 
its recent impact due to the pandemic (Cone et al. 2021). The paper draws on trace ethnography 
methods (Geiger & Ribes 2011) to investigate the discursive-material traces (Barad 2003) of teacher 
work and how it is enabled or circumscribed by powers shaping cross-platform work. In-depth 
computational methods (social media scraping and self-tracking) were used as reflective tools and 
selectively chosen based on the digital work traces from 1) one social media case, 2) teachers digital 
work logs, 3) school platform infrastructural policies. Three analytical aspects were examined. Firstly, 
(neo)liberal governmentalities producing preferred digital work behaviors, secondly, mediating 
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powers of ‘public’ Application Programming Interfaces (APIs), translating between platforms, thirdly, 
algorithmic powers that intervene in work, e.g. by (semi-) automated moderation or management 
orderings. Apart from concerns around the digital labor exploitation of public sector work, the paper 
aims to discuss the shifting neoliberal welfare sector politics with weakened ties to the social rights of 
public sector work. 

 

Parallel session 3 at 13:45 (British summer time) in Room 1 
Ken Horvath (University of Education Zürich) and Mario Steinberg (University of Basel) 
“WORLDS OF EDUCATION”: HOW TO GRASP THE POLITICS AND PEDAGOGIES OF ALGORITHMIC 
SORTING IN SCHOOL EDUCATION? 

Artificial intelligence has recently moved center stage in debates on digital education. Corporate and 
political actors routinely argue that AI-based technologies will enhance educational equity and 
quality. In contrast, critical scholars underline the possible detrimental and discriminatory effects of 
algorithmic black-boxes. Attempts at clarifying these possible effects, however, face the challenge 
that the formation of these technologies intertwines the political and the pedagogical in novel and 
often opaque ways. Inspired by French pragmatic sociology, we propose the notion of “worlds of 
education” as a key heuristic for disentangling these dynamics. “Worlds of education” denote specific 
ways of imagining, organizing, realizing, and evaluating educational practices that have been 
developed and institutionalized over time. They are hence both (i) heavily informed by prevailing 
political and moral orders and (ii) deeply ingrained in everyday pedagogical situations. For involved 
actors, they provide strategic resources for designing, implementing, and assessing the role of 
algorithmic sorting in ways that seem feasible, adequate, and legitimate. We sketch the contours of 
this concept in three steps: First, we identify plurality as a crucial challenge for researching 
configurations of digital education governance – there are always several widely accepted and 
powerful understandings of what makes “good and fair” education that actors employ when 
envisioning and enacting new technologies. Second, we outline possible strategies for grasping plural 
understandings in empirical research. Finally, we discuss ways in which the idea of “worlds of 
education” can advance dialogue between critical scholarship and actors in the technological, 
political, and pedagogical field. 

Antti Paakkari (Tampere University) 
DIGITAL ETHNOGRAPHY IN SEARCH OF DIGITAL EDUCATION GOVERNANCE 

This presentation examines the possibilities of researching digital education governance on the 
ground-level of the school, through means of digital ethnography. As various ed-tech solutions are 
mobilized into the school everyday, how can we gain an understanding of their workings and the ways 
in which they are entangled in school life? Through the development of two methodic approaches, 
the presentation searches for possibilities for research methods that are able to navigate the 
borderlands between school, home, public and market spaces where the digitalization of education 
currently unfolds. The first experiment involves following the Covid-19 distance school days of upper 
secondary school students with portable video cameras; the second tracing the entanglements of 
upper secondary school students’ mobile phone use during school days by creating a closed wi-fi 
network inside the school enabling the students to share their phone screens with researchers. By 
following the entanglements of new technologies and schooling, we can gain insight into the 
marketisation of public education and the growing influence of global digital platforms seeking to 
strengthen their foothold in schools. Drawing inspiration from the works of Anna Tsing and Deleuze & 
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Guattari, the article discusses the possibilities and challenges of researching these new emerging 
school assemblages and entanglements. 

Ida Martinez Lunde (University of Oslo) 
LEARNING ANALYTICS AS MODES OF ANTICIPATION: ENACTING TEMPORALITIES IN ACTOR-NETWORKS  

Learning analytics platforms (LAPs) have become important modes of anticipatory governance in 
education. Educational futures are governed by LAPs by tracking student data over time, suggesting 
school practitioners are expected to improve school quality by engaging with digital representations 
of prediction, anticipation, and decision-making. This study empirically investigates two Norwegian 
LAP’s as they unfold in school leaders’ mundane practice: Conexus Engage and Conexus Insight. The 
aim of the study is twofold: firstly, I aim to examine enactments of anticipation that unfold in relations 
between the school leaders and the LAPs, and secondly, I aim to problematize traditional 
understandings of time in educational research. Analytically and methodologically, the study draws 
from actor-network theory. The empirical material consists of screen-recorded interviews with school 
leaders at three lower secondary schools in Norway. As such, this study offers empirical insight into 
digital actors, as well as displaying analytical and methodological protocols to study digital education 
governance. The enactments showed various temporalities in the relations between the school 
leaders and the LAPs: the past, present and future were juxtaposed and emerged conjointly, rather 
than chronologically. This suggested time emerged on the premises of the LAPs. Furthermore, the 
actor-networks showed how anticipation became both fluid and stable, and how it actively steered 
the problematizations, priorities and solutions in leadership tasks. In this sense, Conexus Engage and 
Conexus Insight became indispensable for the school leaders in this study. 

 

Parallel session 4 at 13:45 (British summer time) in Room 2 
Marko Teras (Tampere University) 
TOTALISATION OF FINNISH HIGHER EDUCATION AND SOCIETY, AND CONNECTING THEM TO GLOBAL 
DATA GOVERNANCE: ONE NATIONAL DIGITAL SERVICE PLATFORM TO RULE THEM ALL 

Various international actors such as the OECD and Microsoft impact global digitalization and 
datafication discourse and thus national decision making. The core governing rule of this discourse is, 
“digitalization and datafication have potential”. This presentation explores how international 
education, technological and business discourse flows into national education visions and practices, 
and how it mutates in local discursive practices. To illustrate this, it uses various empirical data such 
as international and national policy documents and reports, learning analytics needs analysis 
conducted with several Finnish higher education institutions (HEIs), and the Digivision 2030 initiative 
documentation. Digivision 2030 is a national-level initiative funded by the Finnish Ministry of 
Education and Culture. The aim is to transform Finnish HEIs into data driven communities and to open 
national data reserves for the use of individuals, society and national and international actors, 
including companies. The main purpose of Digivision 2030 is to create a national datafied digital 
service platform which would host individuals’ learning data for life. As such, Digivision 2030 could be 
seen as a concrete national-level culmination of the dominant global discourse of digital education 
governance. The presentation argues that much of the dominant discourse is based on a myth of 
certainty and controllability of life. Therefore it also asks, can we still speculate alternatives futures of 
digitalization beyond the dominant discourse of total data governance and if so, how? 
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Emma Day, Kruakae Pothong, Ayça Atabey and Sonia Livingstone (LSE) 
WHO CONTROLS CHILDREN’S EDUCATION DATA? A SOCIO-LEGAL ANALYSIS OF THE UK GOVERNANCE 
REGIMES FOR SCHOOLS AND EDTECH  

A socio-legal analysis of the UK governance regime for data collected from children at school for 
purposes of teaching and learning contrasts the government-mandated data collection by schools to 
inform educational policy and planning with that collected, processed and shared with third parties by 
commercial EdTech providers. The former includes personal information (name, date of birth, gender, 
ethnicity, disability, attendance, grades, etc.) of which parents and children are most likely aware. We 
find this is effectively governed by the government’s ‘Five Safes Framework’ for publicly held data, 
although with potentially problematic exceptions; generally, only deidentified (‘safe’) data are shared 
with what are (accountably) ‘safe people’ in ‘safe settings’ for ‘safe projects’ with ‘safe outputs.’ By 
contrast, EdTech companies process many kinds of personal (identified) data under the looser 
enforcement regime of the Data Protection Act and UK GDPR. This includes data passively taken from 
or inferred about children at multiple points throughout the school day, including metadata and data 
generated through profiling and learning analytics. It is likely that parents and children are less aware 
of such data processing or how to exercise their data subject rights. While schools have few 
mechanisms and insufficient expertise or resources to hold powerful EdTech providers accountable 
for processing children’s data, EdTech providers have considerable latitude to interpret the law, 
processing data as they choose and accessing children in real-time learning to develop their products. 
Meanwhile, public and civil society bodies are inhibited from developing innovative data-driven 
projects in children’s or the public interest. 

Hanna Toivonen (Tampere University)  
HIJACKING TEACHERS’ DESIRES: INFRASTRUCTURE OF CHILD-STAFF RATIOS IN FINNISH EARLY 
CHILDHOOD EDUCATION  

A growing body of research identifies the influence of ‘digital’ methods in the ways education and 
teachers are governed. This study approaches the new ways of governing with the help of the 
concept of data infrastructures. Especially, the study scrutinizes the role of ‘desire’ in data 
infrastructures by utilizing Gill Deleuze’ and Félix Guattari’s theoretical framework of assemblage 
(French agencement). I will focus on the specific case from Finnish early childhood education. The aim 
of the study is to examine how data infrastructures work, flux and do in preschool context. In this 
specific case, data infrastructure is assembling around digital mobile application, which is used for 
generating, storing, and analyzing the number of children and qualified staff in preschools. I have 
utilized autoethnographic diary for generating the research data to investigate the flow of desires in 
data infrastructures. Earlier research has focused on describing assemblages as sum of their parts. 
This research adds on that by conceptualizing assemblages as machines which get their driving force 
from desire. This way of scrutiny makes it possible to see how assemblage work and why. The results 
imply that situational assemblages generate cross-draught between preschool staff, preschool 
director, and municipality officials by embodying various aims for governance. 
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Parallel session 5 at 15:15 (British summer time) in Room 1 
Michael Brown, Amy Updegraff, Noreen Naseem Rodriguez (Iowa State University) 
WE NEED A CURRICULAR COOPERATIVE: ENVISIONING A FUTURE BEYOND TEACHERS PAYING TEACHERS 

Teachers and teacher education candidates increasingly rely on curriculum marketplaces like 
TeachersPayTeachers to identify and access instructional materials; TPT goes so far as to assert that 
85% of US teachers use the platform. While a number of researchers have turned their attention to 
how teachers access and make use of curricular materials through platform marketplaces (see 
Rodriguez et al., 2020 for a discussion), very little research has considered the role of curricular 
platform marketplaces as actors in remaking curricular governance. In our talk, we detail recent 
results of empirical research with teacher education candidates on their use of platform marketplaces 
like TPT; propose a conceptual framework for research on how platform marketplaces, ‘sellers’, 
‘buyers’, and institutions are remaking agency and authority in US elementary social studies 
education; and offer a vision for a digital deliberative curricular commons that builds on the 
affordances of platform technologies, in order to create a democratic, just, and sustainable socio-
technical educational future where teachers don’t have to pay teachers. Specifically, platforms 
encourage the circulation of algorithmically promoted curricular materials- popular resources that 
flatten complex learning tasks; platforms teach users to consume, not to produce, author or teach 
curriculum (Authors-a). Platforms extract value from the curriculum offered for sale on the site as well 
as the data traces that sellers and buyers produce through their interactions with the site. Platforms 
like TPT can mine these data assets for insight into curricular production and seeking processes 
without sharing to inform teacher education. 

Rajender Singh (University of Western Ontario) 
GOOGLE EDUCATOR GROUPS: EDTECH FORUMS OR THE NEW EDUCATION INTERMEDIARIES? 

With nearly a five fold increase in Google classroom users (~200 million) since the beginning of 
COVID-19 pandemic, Google has become one of the world’s largest and most prominent providers of 
educational software and hardware. One of the ways Google achieved this feat is by upending the 
conventional sales techniques by leveraging educators as intermediaries for its marketing and 
branding. It basically enlists teachers and educators to participate in more than 500 globally-spread 
yet localized forums called Google Educator Groups (GEGs). Drawing from the emerging 
methodological repertoire of netnography, this article presents an original analysis of one such 
group’s (GEG Delhi) yearlong social media activity. The twitter and Youtube posts of GEG Delhi are 
analyzed from its launch in October 2020 to October 2021 with an aim to examine: a) what is being 
discussed, produced, and circulated in and through GEG Delhi? b) who and what is involved in GEG 
Delhi activities? The ongoing analysis indicates that the knowledge generated at GEG Delhi includes 
functional use of Google products in classrooms, product demonstration of EdTech solutions offered 
by other companies, and exposure to subject or topic specific software application. The social media 
traces of GEG Delhi also signal the group becoming a crucial hub of knowledge and information 
exchange amongst EdTech entrepreneurs, education consultants, school principals, administrators, 
other GEGs, and even government funded educational institutions. This netnographic analysis is part 
of a broader research that aims to investigate how platformization of education is achieved in the 
global south through companies headquartered in the global north. 

Priscila Gonsales (Educadigital Institute and University of Campinas) and Tel Amiel (University 
of Brasília) 
DIGITAL EDUCATION GOVERNANCE IN BRAZIL AND SOUTH AMERICA 
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To present an overview of how digital education in Brazil and other South American countries has 
been exposed to digital surveillance capitalism with more intensity, but not exclusively due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic.  In 2020 the Surveillance Education Observatory was launched, an initiative led 
by researchers in academia and social organizations that aims to collect and disseminate information 
about the platformization of public education in Brazil and South America, and to encourage a 
conversation in regards to its social and educational impacts. The Observatory is part of the Open 
Education Initiative. The Observatory created an open-source software capable of identifying the 
storage location of the official e-mails servers of public educational institutions. In parallel, a group of 
researchers used information requests to identify and map agreements and contracts made between 
public education institutions and states and Big Tech companies. The project was started because of 
lack of information about the presence of large technology companies - especially those that profit 
through the collection, processing, and commercialization of user data on their digital platforms and 
services - in offering educational technologies and storage in data centers - to public educational 
institutions in Brazil, which hinders research efforts, public discussion about the risks, and the 
decisions of managers in regards to technology futures in institutions and school systems. This is a 
complex problem that connects to issues of data sovereignty, technological independence, 
technology governance in public education, as well as pedagogical ramifications in regards to critical 
data literacy and the promotion of digital rights in education. 

 

Parallel session 6 at 15:15 (British summer time) in Room 2 
Michelle Ciccone (University of Massachusetts Amherst) 
THE HIDDEN CURRICULUM OF THE DIGITIZED MUNDANE: EARLY FINDINGS FROM A STUDY OF DIGITAL 
HALL PASS SYSTEMS IN US SCHOOLS 

What can we learn by studying the digitization of the most mundane materials and routines of 
schooling? This presentation will share early findings from a project that focuses on the digitization of 
school hall passes, a ubiquitous material in K-12 schools in the United States whose history and 
impact has been largely ignored within historical and sociological accountings of American education. 
I began this inquiry during the 2020-21 school year, when my former employer, a high school in the 
US, transitioned its once analog hall pass system (a paper log + physical object that students carry in 
order to indicate they have permission to be traveling in the hallway) to a cobbled-together digital 
system in response to pandemic-related health concerns. I continue this inquiry during the 2021-22 
school year, now as a graduate student and having learned that this school has since partnered with a 
3rd party digital hall pass vendor. This trajectory, in real time, demonstrates the slippery slope of 
“surveillance creep” (Selinger & Durant, 2021) as well as the playbook of “disaster capitalism” (Klein, 
2007). What priorities, narratives, and beliefs drive institutions to adopt digital technologies for 
mundane materials and infrastructures? And via these shifts what do students learn about what they 
can expect in an increasingly automated, invisibilized, and datafied world? Mertala (2020) encourages 
us to consider the “hidden curriculum” of the “everyday data-related practices” of schools, and the 
ways in which these practices “naturalize the routines of all-pervading data collection” (p. 31). This 
project closely examines the sociotechnical imaginaries that are embedded and entrenched via the 
hidden curriculum of the digitized hall pass. 

Devor Petreski (City of Glasgow College) 
THE ROLE OF EDUCATION IN THE GOALS OF NATIONAL POLICY DOCUMENTS ON ARTIFICIAL 
INTELLIGENCE DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES IN BULGARIA AND SERBIA: A THEMATIC ANALYSIS 
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Realizing the potential for Artificial Intelligence (AI) to become one of the most prominent drivers for 
economic growth, improvements in public service and quality of life, countries have released strategic 
policy plans for the use and development of AI on a national level. However, the majority of countries 
that have published such documents are developed global economic leaders or Western European 
countries. In Europe, countries from the Balkan Peninsula lag behind their Western counterparts. 
Namely, only Serbia, Slovenia and Bulgaria have published their respective national strategies. As a 
major platform for human capital development and capacity building, in many such documents 
education is presented as one of the key sectors for the development and implementation of AI on a 
national level. Whereas national strategies of most major economic powerhouses such as the UK, 
Germany, US, China etc. have been analysed and discussed in the literature, smaller, less developed 
countries have been largely ignored. Thus, this paper aims at examining the role of education in the 
goals of the national AI development strategies of Bulgaria and Serbia. The paper conducts an 
inductive, comparative, thematic analysis of the two recently published national AI strategies with a 
focus on the role of education. Based on the thematic analysis three main themes were identified: (1) 
Education and AI for business; (2) Education for technical rather than ethical training; (3) Education as 
a malleable space. As a result of the analysis, research and policy recommendations are proposed at 
the end of the paper. 

Pekka Mertala (University of Jyväskylä) 
FROM IT TO ‘I-it’: WHAT DATAFICATION AND AUTOMATION MEAN FOR TEACHER-STUDENT -
RELATIONSHIPS? 

This conceptual paper theorizes the kinds of undesired consequences datafication and automation of 
education have for teacher-student relationships by drawing on Martin Buber’s (1937) dialogical 
philosophy. The main idea in Buber’s thinking was that people relate to each other through two 
different ways. In ‘I–Thou’ -relationship subjects meet one another in their authentic existence, 
without any objectification of one another. In ‘I–It’ -relationship the other is objectified as mental 
representations, created and sustained by the individual mind. Datafication and automation bring 
new perspectives to Buber’s ideas, especially to the ‘I-it’-relationship. The representation of a student 
is no longer created and possessed (only) in the mind of an individual – here teacher – but also 
through and as data points that are analyzed and visualized via different (often interlinked) platforms. 
For a machine/software, the child is always ‘it’: a malleable object the technology steers/nudges 
towards a predetermined goal. Therefore, the more datafied and automated education is, the more 
there is ‘it’ in ‘thou’ also in teacher-student relationships taking place in the realm of data-driven 
pedagogy. By focusing on teacher-student-relationships, this paper provides a micro-level perspective 
to the global macro-level digital education governance. Two literature-informed examples from 
contemporary classrooms – automated roll calls (e.g., Selwyn, 2022) and digital behavior 
monitoring/modification (e.g., Manolev et al., 2019) – provide concrete cases to put the theoretical 
ideas into context. 

 

Keynote 2: Past, Present, and Futures of Digital Education Governance: A conversation 
and Q&A  with Audrey Watters, at 16:30 (British summer time) in Room 1 

Audrey Watters is the acclaimed author of Teaching Machines: The History of Personalized Learning. 
In this Q&A session, Audrey will discuss the significance of a historical view on digital education 
governance as a way of understanding the present and confronting future imaginaries. The session 
will begin with questions from the conference organizers, followed by an interactive Q&A with 
conference participants.  
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Day 2, Thursday 26 May 2022 
Keynote 3 at 8:00 (British summer time) in Room 1 
Kalervo N. Gulson (University of Sydney) and Sam Sellar (University of South Australia) 
SYNTHETIC GOVERNANCE: HOW DATAFICATION AND ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE ARE SHAPING 
EDUCATION 

Science fiction tales about Artificial General Intelligence eclipsing humanity are still, for now, 
fantasies. However, many AI experts are “spooked” by the prospect of AI outpacing human cognition 
this century. Amidst this condition of uncertainty regarding the futures of AI, we argue it is now 
necessary to undertake speculative inquiry into its possible impact on education, and specifically 
education policy. Focusing on how datafication and artificial intelligence are changing the conditions 
for education policy and governance, we argue that that governments are increasingly turning to 
synthetic governance as a strategy for optimizing education. This mode of governance arises from the 
synthesis of (1) human rationalities, values and practices; (2) new data analytics approaches; and (3) 
the spread of algorithmic decision-making, including artificial intelligence. This synthesis of human 
and machine cognition may dramatically alter the way we think about educational problems and their 
solutions. We will also map some political strategies for responding to changes wrought by 
algorithms, automation, and data science in education. New strategies and new politics are required 
to move us beyond debates about datafication and digitalization that sustain distinctions between 
humans and machines, or education and data-driven rationalities. 

 
Parallel session 1 at 9:15 (British summer time) in Room 1 
Pravindharan Balakrishnan (Comparative and International Education initiative, Malaysia)  
HOW ARE GOOGLE AND MICROSOFT EMBEDDING THEMSELVES IN THE MALAYSIAN EDUCATION 
SYSTEM? 

With the COVID-19 pandemic forcing prolonged physical school closures, this accelerated Google and 
Microsoft to embed themselves as key players in the global education system. Taking Malaysia as the 
case study, this study seeks to understand how Google and Microsoft influence the national 
education system. In June 2020, three months after nationwide school closures, the Ministry of 
Education (MOE) launched Digital Educational Learning Initiative Malaysia (DELIMa) through a 
partnership with Google, Microsoft, Apple and other EdTech organizations to boost online learning. 
Utilizing a technographic investigation, I attempt to outline how Google and Microsoft constitute and 
configure the Malaysian education system through the process of ‘making’, ‘distributed cognition’, 
and ‘construction of rules’ (Jansen & Vellema, 2011). Process of ‘making’ can be defined as the use of 
skills, knowledge, and techniques to transform materials. This can be exemplified through Google’s 
partnership with MOE by providing teachers with digital teaching skills through online webinars. 
Simultaneously, Microsoft provided short-term online courses, specifically aimed at Malaysian 
educators. Next, distributed cognition can be described as the collective action within a task group or 
network of actors. This can be observed through certification opportunities provided by both Google 
and Microsoft. By doing so, this creates a sustainable community of certified teachers who then 
initiate grassroots groups on social media that promote the use of Google or Microsoft tools. Finally, 
‘construction of rules’ looks at how rules, protocols, routines, and rituals emerge from these activities. 
With the establishment of DELIMa, MOE had encouraged teachers to use Google Classroom as the 
official mode of online learning. Simultaneously, the use of Google Classroom is part of the online 
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reporting system for teachers. All of these shows how these socio-technical systems are constituting 
and configuring the education system at a micro and local level.  

Carlos Ortegón (KU Leuven) 
THE RISE TO POWER OF EDTECH BROKERS: NEW WAYS OF GOVERNING THROUGH “WHAT WORKS” 

The ongoing digitization of education, enhanced by the pandemic shock suffered almost two years 
ago, has brought new actors into the educational landscape that are playing a central role in defining 
the type of education that is delivered at schools. This contribution aims to examine one of such 
actors, namely, the edtech brokers, and to critically explore the policy context in which they emerge, 
as well as the governing rationales they promote. Edtech brokers are broadly defined as the 
intermediary organizations that operate between the commercial industry (e.g. Google, Microsoft) 
and the schools. As it is portrayed by identified cases in Belgium (i.c. Flanders) and the U.K., brokers’ 
range of action includes the assistance on procurement processes, the recommendation of specific 
educational platforms, and digital skills training to teachers and staff. Brokers are “hidden” actors 
placed between the schools and the edtech industry, that nonetheless occupy a powerful position in 
guiding schools in the use of “what works” in edtech, and in promoting new types of professionality 
and expertise in practice settings. By analyzing locally embedded policy documents of Flanders and 
the U.K, and also transnational documents (e.g. World Bank, U.N.), we contend that the current policy 
landscape discursively constructs a space in which brokers are called to emerge as new type of 
educational professionals, strengthening and even actualizing overarching meta-policies of governing 
education through “evidence-based” solutions or though “what works”. A critical scrutiny will provide 
a richer idea of how these governing rationales can alter in novel ways the limits and boundaries 
between the (edtech) market and the schools. 

Emma E. Rowe (Deakin University) 
THE ASSEMBLAGE OF THE INANIMATE OBJECT IN EDUCATION RESEARCH: MAPPING POLICY NETWORKS 
AND VENTURE PHILANTHROPY  

This paper examines digital education governance via the frame of venture philanthropy in public 
education. Digital actors are frequently working alongside, or with, venture philanthropy—such as 
Facebook, Google, Amazon or Microsoft. Focusing on Australia and policy mobility in public 
education, the paper identifies a central hub (named Social Ventures Australia) to map a structural 
shift in the governance of education, identifying how policy networks steer education systems, and in 
the process mutating agency and authority of public education. Drawing on a metaphor of the dingo-
proof fence, the longest structure in Australia, the paper conceptualises policy networks and how 
they are assembled as hybrid digital actors—tying this to the assemblage of major policy reform in 
public education, namely a national evidence broker. Australian Education Research Organisation 
(AERO) emerged in 2021, as modelled on the UK’s Education Endowment Foundation and the What 
Works Centre for Education. The logic of causation is publicly attributed to a government report, yet 
this omits a more complex policy network that lobbied for its establishment. Australia’s first national 
‘evidence-broker’ is strategically assembled as an ‘inanimate object’ (Law and Singleton, 2005), and is 
reliant upon a range of governance technologies to uphold its scaffolding of impartiality, including 
tools and instruments, such as randomized controlled trials (RCTs) and public rubrics, or hierarchies of 
evidence. The evidence broker is tied to venture philanthropic networks, and these policy networks, 
as entangled with big banks, consultancies, and tech corporations, illuminate the heterarchical state, 
fundamentally affecting the materiality of public education. 
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Parallel session 2 at 9:15 (British summer time) in Room 2 
Radhika Gorur and Ben Arnold (Deakin University) 
GOVERNING BY DASHBOARD: RECONFIGURING EDUCATION GOVERNANCE IN THE GLOBAL SOUTH 

Learning from the failed African aid projects of the 20th century, aid agencies now seek to 
supplement technical and financial aid by focusing also reforming the socio-political and 
administrative apparatus of recipient nations. Dashboards are emerging as key governance 
infrastructures to promote such “systems thinking” in the field of development. Dashboards 
represent a style of governance that is vigorous, responsive, and results oriented. In this paper, we 
explore the phenomenon of global governing by dashboard, with an empirical focus on the Global 
Education Policy Dashboard (GEPD) being developed by the World Bank in conjunction with DFID and 
the Gates Foundation. Set to be piloted in 13 countries across Africa, Asia, the Middle East, Latin 
America, and Eastern Europe, the GEPD aims to facilitate the monitoring of the indicators that “drive” 
learning, from teacher preparedness and school management to “politics, [and] other actors that are 
affecting everything that is happening in the service delivery level” (World Bank, 2019, p. 62). We 
draw on press releases, presentations and policy briefs about the GEPD as well as reports and 
websites relating to World Bank initiatives the underpin the GEPD. We demonstrate that such 
dashboards are sociotechnical imaginaries that promote particular forms of governance. We explain 
how the governance prescriptions embedded in such dashboards, which seek to improve aid 
effectiveness, might inadvertently be undermining some key principles of aid effectiveness. 

Joyeeta Dey (University of Melbourne) and Radhika Gorur (Deakin University) 
DASHED EXPECTATIONS?  INDIA’S NATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT SURVEY 2017 DASHBOARDS 

‘Dashboard governance’ aligns with policy ideas of Performance Based Accountability and represents 
immediacy (“live” data), accessibility (visualised, open data) and actionability. It is sometimes seen as 
a form of ‘policy diffusion’ where policies travel not through changed legislation, but instruments of 
governance. However these policy ideas do not always travel so neatly across contexts - getting 
reshaped, subverted, or even forgotten. Here, we focus on  India’s National Assessment Survey (NAS) 
2017 dashboard which presented a picture of a remarkably equitable system, with similar 
performance outcomes for boys and girls; urban and rural schools; and marginalised and dominant 
social groups. This was at odds with all previous evidence, including previous NAS data. However, 
despite the stunning evenness of performance in NAS (2017) being made highly visible through the 
sophisticated yet accessible online dashboards, it led to no heated discussion in the media, or among 
academics, bureaucrats or practitioners. There were no calls to review the assessment. Instead, the 
dashboard was largely ignored. NAS 2017 data were incorporated into several powerful accountability 
measures and indices, even as the glaring contradiction in the data failed to be called into question.  
Using interviews with selected technical experts, bureaucrats, academics, and journalists, we explore 
the visibility and impact of the NAS 2017 dashboard and the conversations and actions they have 
generated or failed to generate. We argue that the focus of NAS and the international agencies 
supporting it was more on the development of data technologies, the production of timely data, and 
its incorporation into governance, than on the meaning of the data. 

M. Nutsa Kobakhidze (University of Hong Kong) 
IN SEARCH OF LEGITIMACY: COVID-19, EDUCATION POLICY RESPONSES AND EMERGING FORMS OF 
PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS  

Using an interdisciplinary approach, this paper draws on theoretical concepts from political science 
and comparative education to explore Georgian policy-makers’ responses to COVID-19. The findings 
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show how the Ministry of Education of Georgia has sought external endorsements from global actors 
– Microsoft Corporation and The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) – 
as legitimising authorities to claim policy effectiveness and success domestically. The findings indicate 
that in a political environment with low public support for the government, this approach has 
contributed to further deepening of public distrust. Moreover, such external endorsements have 
created conflicts of interest, as private authorities in education have acted simultaneously as policy 
advocates and service providers. The changed role of a government in creating markets through 
public–private partnerships (PPPs) and serving the business interests of transnational corporations 
and businesses is a well-studied phenomenon in the field of comparative education. This paper goes 
beyond documenting policy influences and the growing role of businesses as policy actors in 
education by considering the additional roles that corporations play in policy-making: endorsers and 
legitimators of education policies and authorities. The COVID-19 pandemic accelerated the 
digitalisation of education and created even bigger markets promoted by governments in exchange 
for external political support in a mutually beneficial new form of PPP. Finally, this paper 
conceptualises the emerging phenomenon of ‘digital compradors’. The paper echoes the conference 
theme on emerging public-private governance relations and exploring the influence of new digital 
actors in education. 

 

Parallel session 3 at 10:30 (British summer time) in Room 1 
Anurag Shukla (Indian Institute of Management Ahmedabad) 
INVESTIGATING THE ‘PRIVATE’ IN THE DIGITAL EDUCATION FIELD: IMAGINARIES AND PRECARITY IN 
EDUCATIONAL PROVISIONING IN INDIA 

Supported by favourable policies such as Digital India, Start-up India, Make in India, and Smart Cities 
that conceptualized technology as a problem-solving ‘silver bullet’, the Digital Education has grown 
exponentially, attracting a number of players who are actively shaping Indian educational discourse 
and practice. Globally, the rise of the Digital Education has been accompanied by the growth of the 
market in education. Working alongside the dispersed policy networks, and the discourse of 
‘disruption’, the interests driving Digital Education have proposed an alternative form of educational 
provisioning where educational services are produced, exchanged and consumed on a for-profit basis, 
especially through supra-national interactions. Such a form, underpinned by a global education 
industry, a favourable international policy environment, and transnational sources of influence, has 
paved the way for longer-term transformation of education systems, institutions and practices, 
including the repositioning of teachers in an ever-changing educational labour market. In the context 
of this reimagining and reconfiguring of education, this paper proposes to investigate the constitution 
of the Digital Education field in India by examining the dynamics shaping it at the discourse level, 
organizational level and the level of individual teachers. More specifically, using a critical discourse 
analysis approach, and the key concept of corporatization, the study seeks to analyze the social 
relationships, identities and figured worlds that emerge from the network of discourse patterns in the 
Digital Education Field. The possible counter-narratives to these dominant forms of imaginaries and 
practices are explored to trace the discursive constructions between the organizational field and the 
practice field. Finally, the concepts of ‘precarity’, ‘deprofessionalization’, and ‘gig academia’ are used 
to locate teachers and teaching within the fast-growing Digital Education field in India. Selected Digital 
Education players and teachers will be interviewed to understand how the Digital Education and its 
logic get materialized in everyday lives. In addition, secondary data on the Digital Education field will 
be studied. The proposed study seeks to contribute to theory-building by providing a critical 
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perspective on the political economy of the Digital Education in India, and how the work of teachers is 
currently organized. 

Felix Büchner (Georg Eckert Institute), Patricia Ferrante (Facultad Latinoamericana de 
Ciencias Sociales Argentina), Svea Kiesewetter (University of Gothenburg), Godfrey Chitsauko 
Muyambi (University of South Africa), Chinaza Uleanya (University of South Africa) and 
Federico Williams (Instituto Politécnico Nacional México)  
IN/EQUALITIES IN DIGITAL EDUCATION POLICY – PROBLEM REPRESENTATIONS FROM THREE WORLD 
REGIONS  

The interplay of digital practices and social, educational, and economic inequalities are increasingly 
discussed in contemporary research on media technologies and digital cultures (Richterich & Abend, 
2019). This body of research focuses on different forms of ‘digital divides’ – inequalities between 
different social constellations concerning the access to, the usage of and the outcomes from the use 
of media technologies (van Dijk, 2020). These socio-digital inequalities (Helsper 2021) are often 
addressed as a ‘problem’ that societies should face to enable a more just and equal life for their 
members. However, a cross-country and multi-voiced perspective on how socio-digital inequalities 
are conceptualized in education governance is missing. We – an international research group with 
teams in Argentina, Botswana, Germany, Mexico, South Africa, and Sweden – therefore ask: how are 
socio-digital inequalities represented as a ‘problem’ in education governance around the world? For 
our contribution to the conference, we conducted an analysis of digital education policy documents in 
our respective contexts as part of the research project RED (‘Reconfigurations of educational 
In/Equalities in a Digital World’). With a focus on ‘problem representations’ (Bacchi 2012) in 
supranational, national, federal, municipal, and commercial policy documents we unpack and present 
differences and similarities of problem narratives to paint a multi-layered picture of contemporary 
digital education governance in relation to inequalities. 

Kapil Dev Regmi (University of Melbourne) 
DIGITAL INEQUALITY: BARRIER TO PARTICIPATION IN LIFELONG LEARNING 

Amidst strong arguments and critiques against the increasing domination of technological capitalism 
in teaching and learning the Covid-19 pandemic left teachers and students with no other choice but 
to accept technology as an only pedagogical tool. While corporate giants have seen only the positive 
side of it, that is a possible opportunity for a borderless utopian world of online learning, we should 
not ignore its negative side. Review of literature shows that the digital divide has worsened the 
existing inequalities and status quos (Lin & Overbaugh, 2009). Because of the historical discrimination 
in terms of gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, the intellectual hegemony on knowledge 
production/dissemination, and the nature and quality of educational opportunities the inequality 
between countries and communities has not decreased, especially after the 1980s (Hall & Soskice, 
2001; Piketty, 2020). Studies conducted in the context of developed countries such as the US have 
shown that the use of technology in health and education has widened the divide between the White 
and non-White population (Mitchell et al., 2018). In Australia, online teaching measure taken by 
Western Australian universities as a pandemic response measure disproportionately affected the 
learning of indigenous higher education students because of ‘the pre-existing digital divide’(Bennett 
et al., 2020). In this paper, building on my ongoing research on digital inequality as the barrier to 
participation in lifelong learning, I explore how digital divide between the developed countries and 
“Least Developed Countries” such as Nepal might effect educational outcomes, especially the timely 
achievement of the Sustainable Development Goal #4 (UN, 2015). 
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Parallel session 4 at 10:30 (British summer time) in Room 2 
Ana Mouta, Eva María Torrecilla-Sánchez and Ana María Pinto-Llorente (University of 
Salamanca) 
PARTICIPATORY PROCESSES FOR GOVERNANCE IN AIED  

This paper is a result from a semi-systemic literature review and presents the preoccupations 
underpinning the (mostly) participatory processes through which a global governance for the use of 
Artificial Intelligence in Education (AIED) is being sought. Although work on trustworthy Artificial 
Intelligence (AI) was gaining traction, by 2019 there were still no regulations specifically for AIED 
(Holmes et al., 2019). But for algorithms to play a role sustaining democracy and education, AI must 
be understood as a socio-technical layer (Dignum, 2021) and Dewey’s  notions  of  the ethics  of  
moral  principles and methods of deliberation are crucial in the educational field (DeFalco and 
Hampton, 2020). If we consider the Digital Divide, AI has widen the gap between developed and 
developing countries, socio-economic groups within countries, those having jobs enhanced by AI 
against those who may be replaced by it, owners and users of technologies (Miao et al., 2021). In fact, 
the divide is now beyond users, as it encompasses a divide between users and corporations (Abboud 
et al., 2020). Given this mindset, some AIED frameworks and its guiding principles will be presented, 
namely the “UNESCO's Rights, Openness, Access and Multi-stakeholder Governance”, the “Beijing 
Consensus on Artificial Intelligence and Education” (designed by over 50 government ministers, 
international representatives from over 105 Member States and almost 100 representatives from UN 
agencies, academic institutions, civil society and private sector) and “The Ethical Framework for Al in 
Education” from the  “Institute for Ethical Al in Education”, resulting from a collection of interviews to 
policymakers, academics, philosophers and ethicists, industry experts, and educators. 

Jeremy Knox (University of Edinburgh) 
THREE TRAJECTORIES THROUGH PUBLIC-PRIVATE GOVERNANCE RELATIONS AND SHIFTING SECTORAL 
DYNAMICS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF AI IN CHINA 

This talk will examine the impact of the recent ‘double reduction’ (双减) policy in China, which 
imposed stringent regulations on the private education sector in July 2021. The particular focus of 
discussion will be the impact of this policy on the development of AI for education in China, which, 
previous to the recent regulations, was driven largely by the private education sector. Alongside this 
policy analysis, the recent trajectories of three Chinese companies developing AI for education will be 
discussed, as ways of understanding the shifting sectoral dynamics in China, and the ways data-driven 
technologies are becoming established around particular kinds of public-private relations. Firstly, 
‘New Oriental’, a well-established and prominent private education company that has shifted from a 
central player in the development of AI to, somewhat bizarrely, ‘an online marketplace for agriculture 
products’ (Wu, 2021). Secondly, ‘Tomorrow Advancing Life’ (or TAL), a well-known private education 
company that has become a ‘national AI champion’ for ‘smart education’ (Wernberg-Tougaard, 2021), 
thus taking on a powerful role in the governance of educational technology development. And finally, 
‘Squirrel AI’, perhaps the best known educational AI company outside China, that have recently 
implemented substantial shifts in their business by developing new AI hardware and attempting to 
‘service’ more public schools. In conclusion, drawing on the apparent fortunes of these three 
companies as they have navigated recent government policy in China, this talk will suggest broader 
implications for the regulation of AI in education internationally. 
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Teresa Swist (University of Sydney), Kalervo N. Gulson (University of Sydney) and Jason 
Schultz (New York University) 
ALGORITHMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENTS IN EDUCATION: THE POTENTIAL OF COLLABORATIVE 
GOVERNANCE AND TECHNICAL DEMOCRACY  

There is a growing focus on the use of algorithmic systems in education, especially on proprietary 
systems used in K-12 systems and schools (Calo and Citron, 2021; Gulson & Witzenberger, 202l; 
Williamson, 2019). Accompanying the increased use of algorithm systems are calls for ‘core agencies’ 
such as education to no longer use opaque or ‘black-box’ automated systems (Campalo, Sanfilippo, 
Whittaker, & Crawford, 2017), with the European Union identifying automated systems in education 
as ‘high-risk’ activities (European Commission, 2021).This presentation focuses on the increased use 
of algorithmic systems in education, differentiated impacts on diverse stakeholders, and the need for 
innovative approaches to support collaborative governance. Specifically, we examine the potential of 
Algorithmic Impact Assessments (AIAs) to assess the uses and effects of algorithmic systems in 
education. While there are emerging ethical mechanisms in the sector to assess algorithmic impacts 
(Holmes et al., 2021), the potential of co-creating education-specific AIAs is underexplored. AIAs are 
increasingly recognised as a valuable tool for policymakers and practitioners to assess possible 
societal impacts both before a system is in use, as well as after application (Ada Lovelace Institute, 
2020). We examine the challenges and opportunities associated with AIAs as an innovative approach 
to include multiple stakeholders in both design of, and application of, algorithmic systems in 
education. To inform future digital education governance theory and research, we also consider how 
this collaborative process potentially aligns with the concept of ‘technical democracy’ (Callon, 
Lascoumes, & Barthe, 2011) focused upon collective learning and experimentation to address socio-
technical controversies. 

 

PANEL 1 at 12:00 (British summer time) in Room 2 
HOW GOOGLE TOOK OVER THE CLASSROOM: THE ROLE OF INTERMEDIARIES IN THE GOOGLIZATION OF 
THREE EDUCATION SYSTEMS 

Google has a major presence in education worldwide, with millions of schools across 250 countries 
using Chromebooks and Google Workspace for Education as resources for teaching and learning 
(Gulson et al. 2021). The “googlization” of education is emblematic of the growing power of private 
tech companies in public schools which challenges education as a public good (Kerssens and Van Dijck 
2021). While critical scholarship has started unpacking the ideological, pedagogical and economical 
logics underpinning Google’s digital infrastructure in schools (Carlsson 2021; Lindh and Nolin 2016; 
Krutka et al. 2021; Perrotta et al. 2020), we still have little insight into ‘how Google took over the 
classroom’ (Singer 2017) – much less, the variations in how googlization unfolds in education systems 
across the world. This panel addresses this by examining the googlization of education across three 
countries —The Netherlands (EU), Australia (OC) and the US (NA)—attending, specifically, to how 
Google’s growing presence in education is brokered by new and established intermediary actors 
which mediate platform power (Van der Vlist and Helmond 2021) between private tech companies 
and public education systems. Each individual contribution is guided by two overarching questions: 
how does googlization take place? And what intermediaries are involved in googlization?  

Niels Kerssens (Utrecht University) 
‘GLOCAL’ TECH INTERMEDIARIES: GOOGLIZATION THROUGH COMPLEMENTATION AND PARTNER 
INTEGRATION IN DUTCH PRIMARY EDUCATION 
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Googlization signals a form of techno-commercial control over teaching and learning which clashes 
with fundamental values of Dutch education as a public good (Kerssens and Van Dijck 2021), 
particularly schools pedagogical autonomy in accordance with the principle of ‘freedom of education’ 
as administered by article 29 of the constitution. This raises the question of how, in this field of 
apparently conflicting forces between public and private control over the organization of teaching and 
learning, Dutch public schools have become so dependent on Google? In answer to this question, this 
paper will demonstrate how Googlization of education in primary education in the Netherlands is 
mediated by a select group of Dutch edtech companies which as ‘glocal intermediaries’ coordinate 
and integrate two potentially clashing modes of governance—one at the level of national/local public 
school systems, the other at the level of Google’s private global infrastructure. Such alignment, I 
argue, is arranged through two interdependent intermediary operations: 1) complementation—
complementing Google’s infrastructure for education through the supply of a full range of services 
and digital tools tailored to policy, regulation and demand concerning online learning at the national 
level of the Dutch public education sector and the local level of primary schools; and 2) partner 
integration—organizational arrangements with Google as global tech corporation which are based on 
partnerships, and underlying technological partner integrations (SDK/API-based).   

Luci Pangrazio (Deakin University) 
STATE BASED INTERMEDIARIES: THE ROLE OF DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION IN THE ‘GOOGLIZATION’ 
OF AUSTRALIAN SCHOOLS 

Like many other parts of the world, the role of Google in Australian education has grown 
exponentially in recent years. Based on conservative estimates, there are currently over 100,000 full-
time teachers and close to two million K-12 students using some form of Google Apps, Classroom or 
Workspace for Education in Australian schools. While Google was a late arrival to the delivery of 
formal education in Australia and New Zealand, it has quickly become the platform of choice in 
primary and secondary classrooms. Australia has a federal education system, however, the 
constitutional responsibilities for curriculum and assessment lie with individual states and territories. 
Historically, the states and territories of Australia determine policy, curriculum and assessment, and 
this is no different when it comes to the procurement, rollout and use of digital technologies in 
schools. For this reason, departments of education have become key intermediaries and authorities 
on the uptake and use of technologies in Australian schools. In some states and territories contracts 
between Google and the department mean all schools and students in that jurisdiction are mandated 
to use these products. At this scale, tech companies specialising in the ‘roll out’ and ‘integration’ of 
digital technologies have also become integral intermediaries in the platformisation process. In this 
presentation, I will contrast two different examples of the googlization of education in Australia to 
show how government departments are smoothing the way for private companies into public 
education systems.  

T. Philip Nichols, Baylor University 
BROKERING INTEROPERABILITY: SOCIAL, TECHNICAL, AND POLITICAL-ECONOMIC INTERMEDIARIES IN 
THE ‘GOOGLIZATION’ OF US PUBLIC EDUCATION 

As in other countries, Google’s influence in US K-12 public education has grown exponentially in 
recent years. Even before a global pandemic pushed many districts to hurriedly adopt its products, 
more than half of the country’s 50.7 million students used Google software, and Chromebooks 
accounted for half of all mobile device sales to US schools. This paper, like the others in this panel, 
takes up the question of how the ‘googlization’ of US public education has unfolded – and, 
specifically, what intermediary actors and local contingencies have enabled, conditioned, and 
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sustained this process? While many have, justifiably, credited Google’s proliferation in US schools to 
its tactic of side-stepping conventional edtech procurement channels and marketing directly to 
teachers (Singer, 2017), such explanations can elide the parallel work of intermediaries – across 
federal, state, district, and school scales – in reinforcing its infrastructuralization in the public 
education system. I argue that that these intermediaries (e.g., Google credentialing systems, 
workplace-readiness reform networks, testing companies, public-private “innovation” partnerships, 
app markets and SSO standards/protocols, and federal edtech guidance) have helped to smooth the 
interoperation of Google’s products and services with the idiosyncrasies of US public education’s 
governance, accountability, assessment, finance, and standards-based reform systems. Attending to 
these interoperations, I suggest, not only helps clarify the multi-scalar process by which Googlization 
occurs in US schools, but in doing so, it also highlights a wider range of leverage-points that may be of 
use in resisting, redirecting, or regulating this process, and its parallels in other national contexts. 

 

PANEL 2 at 13:00 (British summer time) in Room 1 
What is ‘different’ in digital education governance? Disentangling Continuities and Dis-Continuities 
through Critical Theories and Methodologies 

This panel understands digital education governance as an emerging and pervasive mode of 
governing education that co-exists with, refracts and re-mediate established practices and methods 
for making and intervening on education, its regulation and subjects. Within this frame, the panel 
intends to contribute to current research on digital education governance in two distinctive ways. 
First, it presents different theoretical and methodological perspectives, namely 
genealogy/archaeology, assemblage, and topology to reflect on the distinctive epistemic, 
technological, ethical and political features of this emerging mode of governing. Second, the panel 
mobilises critical theories and methodologies to disentangle differences and repetitions in the fabric 
of digital education governance, in an attempt to historicize its emergence as a mode of governance 
that stands in a paradoxical relation of continuity and discontinuity with already established modes of 
governing education. The aim of the panel is to problematise and reshape critical methodologies, 
providing analytical tools to bring different perspectives on digital governance and its entanglement 
between digitization and datafication, together with the enactment of automated forms of 
knowledge production and management. 

Francesca Peruzzo and Julie Allan (University of Birmingham) 
ASSEMBLAGE THEORY FOR INCLUSIVE (DIGITAL) EDUCATION 

Following the Covid-19 pandemic, inclusive education has seen a revamp. The pandemic exposed old 
and new inequities and deepened the digital divide, yet it was also described as an opportunity to 
rethink inclusive education by international organisations and state governments alike (UN, 2020). 
However, scholars in the field of digital education governance and inclusion have long problematised 
the alignment of inclusive principles, technological quick-fixes of old problems, and economic 
advantages of EdTech companies in advancing solutions in public education (Sancho-Gil et al, 2020, 
Selwyn, 2017). In this paper, we mobilise education assemblage theory and rhizomatic analysis 
(Deleuze and Guattari, 2020; Youdell, 2015) to problematise emergency solutions for inclusive digital 
governance by challenging binary epistemic and ontological divisions of included/excluded, 
vulnerable/non vulnerable subjects, modern/colonial, local/global (Santos, 2018). Presenting findings 
from the one-year project DIGITAL in a time of Coronavirus and drawing upon policy analysis and 
qualitative interviews with teachers, principals, and community leaders from six countries in the 
Global North and South (Italy, England, Malaysia, Australia, US and Chile), we discuss five analytical 
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concepts to rethink current understandings and practices of inclusion and their relationship with 
government through digital and non-digital technologies. We problematise dominant (Global North) 
approaches on digital education governance and inclusion and illustrate how assemblage theory can 
provide both policy and pedagogical tools to reshape the entanglement of digital technologies, 
vulnerabilities and exclusion, and challenge narrow and Eurocentric constructions of the digital divide 
by re-habilitating non-scientific knowledges, local possibilities and expertise and enabling a 
multiplicity of subjective experiences. 

Karmijn van de Oudeweetering and Mathias Decuypere (KU Leuven) 
TOPOLOGICAL METHODOLOGIES FOR STUDYING FEEDBACK LOOPS AS SPECIFIC FORMS OF DIGITAL 
(SELF-)GOVERNANCE 

While online learning environments raise questions about how to give feedback to (massive 
audiences of) students who are generally hidden behind their screens, learning analytics (LA) 
emerged as a field of applied research that claims to ‘solve’ such issues through dashboards with 
‘objective’ data (re)presentations (Tsai, Perrotta, & Gašević, 2020). Specifically, it is argued that LA 
dashboards support students’ self-regulation as the presented data ‘feed’ independent decision-
making (ibid). However, the undergirding big data techniques have also been associated with regimes 
of regulatory governance that, instead, diminish self-regulation by establishing “[…] a recursive 
feedback loop which allows dynamic adjustment of both the standard-setting and behaviour 
modification phases of the regulatory cycle” (Yeung, 2017, p. 122). This recursiveness makes feedback 
loops different from processes of self-regulation but also from forms of anticipatory or predictive 
governance, the latter steering away from predefined risks rather than towards cyclically defined 
standards. Studying feedback loops thus also requires a methodology that accounts for the cyclical 
nature of the interactions between people and technologies involved in LA. With this paper, we roll 
out a topological methodology that taps into these intricacies by connecting perspectives from data 
(processing) policies, educational design teams, teachers and students (see Decuypere, 2021). We will 
further show how this topological methodology approaches the feedback loop as a single continuous 
form of (self-)governance, which also helps seeing how it is different from other forms of feedback 
and governance in online learning environments.   

Danilo Taglietti (University of Naples Federico II) and Paolo Landri (CNR - IRPPS) 
WE HAVE NEVER BEEN DETACHED. INVESTIGATING THE (DIS)CONTINUITIES OF DIGITAL EDUCATION 
GOVERNANCE 

New techniques of governing, steering, enabling and constraining subjectivities have become part of 
our daily educational life. After the pandemic ‘big acceleration’ (Taglietti et al., 2021), the so-called 
‘new normal’ of schooling is enmeshed in a more-than-ever digitalized environment, where 
continuous trespassings between old and new materialities, analogical and binary codes, enable 
radically different topologies of organizational relations. Our presentation will introduce a long-lasting 
reflection about the analytical tools that can be useful in order to map these different school 
management topologies, with particular attention to three elements of managing schools: the (other) 
elements that enter in its ecology; the power (re)distribution that characterizes its dynamic; and the 
kind of subjectivities that it (re)produces. We argue that a combination of Deleuzian-Foucauldian and 
Latourian sensibilities could offer an inspiring way of dealing with these (dis-)continuities: we will 
present how the concepts of attachment (Latour, 1999) and process of subjectivation (Deleuze, 2006) 
could be firstly merged - and, then, split - to produce accounts about the digital education governance 
that take distance from both the enlightening gaze of the technological divinization (Bourdieu, 1990) 
and from the pessimistic pathos of the technological ‘new nazism’ (Berardi, 2019). 
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Emiliano Grimaldi (University of Naples Federico II) 
THE ‘OTHER’ EPISTEMIC SPACE OF DIGITAL EDUCATION GOVERNANCE. AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
PERSPECTIVE ON AUTOMATION, DATA AND THE PROMISE OF PERFECTION  

 In this presentation, I mobilize a Foucauldian archaeological method (Foucault, 1969) to reflect on 
the epistemic continuities and discontinuities across established modes of governing education based 
on data, evidence-driven management and the imperative of improvement (e.g. large-scale and 
comparative assessments – see Addey et al. 2017) and emerging practices of digital education 
governance (Williamson, 2017; Landri, 2018). Specifically, through an archaeological gaze (Grimaldi, 
2019), I will interrogate both the ontology of digital education governance and its epistemology, 
discussing what is different in the production of the ‘subjects’ and objects’ of governing practices and 
what is not. I will also focus on (dis)continuities in how specific governing subjects and objects are 
recognised and treated and in what authorities are assigned to hold and care for them at times and 
can decide about them, and according to what criteria. Finally, I will discuss what methods are 
employed to make distinct types of operations on/with/through them; and in what network of 
institutions and practices these specific subjects and objects are both enmeshed and defined. I will 
argue that the epistemic space of digital education governance presents multiple points of 
transference and articulation with the episteme of modern education governance and notably: a) the 
ontological definition of the educational (both as subject and object) as a paradoxical figure of 
knowledge that is knowable and predictable; b) the ethical radicalization of the promise of perfection; 
and c) the epistemological centrality of the datafication. At the same time, I will emphasize 
automation and the aspirations towards automated management as a key point of epistemic 
discontinuity that radically decenters the human as the reflexive subject of educational governance 
and creates the conditions of possibility for the emergence of digital subjects as radically 
heterogeneous entities. 
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