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Through one virtual and three in-person interactive sessions, the Provocations
Revisited feature of the CIES 2025 Conference used thought provocateurs
(conveners and panelists) to challenge conventional ideas in comparative and
international education (CIE) and incite dialogue on what rapid technologi-
cal advancement and connectivitymean for CIE. A primary purpose of theCIE
field is to foster cross-cultural understanding, academic scholarship, and so-
cietal development through the international study of educational issues, ideas,
systems, and practices (Kubow and Jin 2023). However, the dizzying pace of
political, environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic change has created a
“shock digitization” of science complicated by digital illiteracy of researchers
(Chigisheva et al. 2021). Digital and social inequalities worldwide render cer-
tain subgroups significantly more vulnerable: “digital disconnect” has meant
that those with less digital opportunity and skill have less engagement with, and
benefit less from, digital technology usage (Helsper 2021).What does the digital
turn mean for culture and research, as well as the teaching and learning
of international perspectives (Kergel et al. 2018; Kubow et al. 2023)? CIE has
acquired routinized ways to legitimate its academic identity that may not per-
mit excitement about, or preparation for, the future (Cowen 2023). Because
of “the sudden perception that the future is now and cannot be put off much
longer” (Cowen 2023, 326), the digital age necessitates consideration of how
CIE is helping or hindering knowledge production and learning, how CIE
involvement might be made more inclusive, and what digitization means and
holds for CIE. The provocations that follow offer an ideascape of challenges
and opportunities for CIE as we consider where our Society may be heading.
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The Digital Turn: Considering the Implications for Teaching and Learning
in the Field of CIE

PATRICIA K. KUBOW, IVETA SILOVA, LOUISE MIFSUD, WILL BREHM,
PETAR JANDRIĆ, AND ELENA AYDAROVA

In this virtual session convened by Patricia K. Kubow, 7-minute provoca-
tions about the digital turn and its implications for CIE teaching and learning
were offered by distinguished panelists, including Iveta Silova, Louise Mifsud,
Will Brehm, andPetar Jandrić. Audienceparticipants then chose breakout rooms
by topic/panelist for further engagement, followed by a return to the main
room for comments by discussant Elena Aydarova.

Panelist Iveta Silova offered the following provocation: Is it still justifiable
to fly to academic conferences in the era of climate crisis? This question
unsettles—not only because it implicates our individual choices, but because it
challenges the foundational assumptions of academic life. Conference travel
has long been viewed as essential for career development, visibility, and schol-
arly exchange. But the environmental cost is staggering. A single round-trip
flight can consumenearly half of one person’s annual carbon budget. Scale that
to a major conference like CIES and the emissions are equivalent to millions of
pounds of coal burned.This is not just a climate issue; it is a structural reckoning.
The pandemic forced a shift to digital platforms, opening a window onto what a
more inclusive, accessible, and sustainable academic future could look like. Sud-
denly, scholars fromunderrepresented regions—often excluded by visa regimes,
financial constraints, or caregiving responsibilities—were able to participate on
more equal footing. This was not a downgrade. It was a breakthrough.

Digital learning does not merely replicate traditional education—it holds
the potential to fundamentally transform it (UNESCO 2024). Yet, as Silova
pointed out, CIES as an institution is already reverting to rebook hotel ball-
rooms, chase the prestige of in-person keynotes, and reinforce a model built
on mobility, privilege, and resource extraction. What would it mean to treat
the digital turn not as a temporary detour but as an opportunity to radically
rethink academic conferencing? Participants suggested that online sessions
not be ghettoized anddigital rooms remain open for informal connection. They
saw potential in asynchronous engagement, public access, and decentralized
hubs to make CIES gatherings more inclusive and climate responsible. Sus-
tainability is about cultivating systems—ecological, institutional, and interper-
sonal—that can endure without exploitation. The goal for our Society is to build
a new foundation—where connection is not predicated on combustion, and
visibility is not tied to physical presence. Sustainability, in this context, is rela-
tional: it is about reducing harm while expanding who belongs.

Recognizing education as a cornerstone of a democratic society, panelist
LouiseMifsud explored the role and implications of artificial intelligence (AI)
in CIE. Drawing upon Niklas Luhmann’s (2017) concepts of trust and power
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to consider the dynamics of a post-truth and post-fact society, Mifsud asked:
What happens to education when the lines between truth andmisinformation
are blurred? AI in education is a new form of power: those who control AI
technologies and data wield significant influence over education, research
knowledge, and evidence. In education, trust is essential: trust in research that
is unbiased and truthful, trust in an evidence-based education, and trust in
claims of authorship. Trust enables individuals to navigate uncertainties (Luh-
mann 2017, 22). What are the implications of breaching this trust—where truth
is based on algorithms, and where these algorithms may or may not be biased?
Might the credibility of educational institutions be undermined? Gaslighting
as a form of self-doubt affects judgment, perception, and sense of reality where
post-truthpolitics can be seen as a formof psychologicalmanipulation (Rietdijk
2021, 229).Mifsud challenged the field to consider AI’s power dynamics, which
could involve post-truth counternarratives, the discrediting of critics, and the
denial of plain facts, leading to confusion regarding which narrative to believe.
Participants raised concerns about the effects of AI on students’ work and
thinking andeducators summarizing studentworkwithout deepdomain-specific
content knowledge and engagement.

Panelist Will Brehm challenged the hegemony of text and argued for
nontextual, digital scholarship.Human expression in the university is bounded
by the conventions and precedent of text. Professors have been socialized into
thinking the written word is the only mode of expression of any acceptable
value. They pass on these beliefs to their students, killing nontextual forms of
expression, imagination, and creativity. Other forms, such as the visual or aural,
are cast aside as mere side projects and, at best, considered “nontraditional
research outputs,” reminding the creator of their outsider status. Most syllabi
assign readings, most assignments require an essay, and most promotion
committees prioritize publications. The hegemony of text is furthered by uni-
versities that value rankings and publishing companies that pursue profit.
COVID-19 shook the university’s devotion to text to its core. Suddenly, there
was need for nontextual, digital formations of scholarship. Forced online,
teachers and students were on a mass hunt for audiovisual productions. Soon,
reading lists contained hyperlinks to podcasts and YouTube videos. Teachers
became curators. As teachers found new educational value in digital pro-
ductions, podcasts spiked in popularity. Renewed interest in audio inside
the university or “scholarly podcasts” (Cook 2023) opened new avenues for
teaching, learning, and research (Thomas et al. 2025). Student compre-
hension of complex ideas increases as listening occurs with reading. Schol-
ars are humanized when their voices are heard, and new digital outlets can give
voice to people and ideas cut out of English-language publications. However,
soundscapes, layered audio clips, and audio archives are the exception to the
rule. For human expression to know no bounds in the academy, both the struc-
ture of the university and the imagination of individual scholars must change.
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Postdigital measurement in CIE was the provocation put forth by panelist
Petar Jandrić, who asserted that, to compare, we need to measure, and our
postdigital age poses significant challenges to the concept and practice of
measurement. As editor of Postdigital Science and Education, journal indexing
and metrics significantly affect Jandrić’s work with authors, even though
some of the best papers he has published have rather low-impact metrics,
demonstrating that citation has very little to do with quality.1 As vice dean,
Jandrić engages inmeasuring quality based on rules of accrediting agencies and
funding bodies. As a researcher-scholar, Jandrić asks, “What is good and prob-
lematic about measurement, and how can it help us thrive or deceive us into
believing something that is not true?”Recent scholarship (Hayes 2021; Jandrić
et al. 2023a, 2023b) can guide CIE inquiry into balancing contradictions in
and around measurement. Participants noted that measurement is a cultural
construct and that bias in measurement significantly disadvantages the Global
South. As Jandrić proffered, there are many ways to measure, and there are
many ways to compare; it is our job and responsibility to carefully “measure”
our own way with measurement.

To trouble the digital turn in education, discussant Elena Aydarova sug-
gested that education be positioned within the broader context of rising tech-
nophilanthropism, intensifying surveillance capitalism, and growing power of
disinformation. Digital technologies promoted by EdTech companies have
been sold as a form of disruption—newplatforms, tools, and products promise
to improve access, equalize opportunities, and solve social problems. Rather
than creating more equitable outcomes, digital technologies reproduce social
hierarchies, inequities, and violences that have plagued educational institu-
tions for decades. Technophilanthropism, investors, and top-level managers
reap the benefits of exponential profit growth, whereas learners and educators
are betrayed by empty promises (Sims 2017). Technophilanthropists’ AI ob-
session presents an existential threat to the Anthropocene. Data centers hous-
ing AI servers produce electronic waste, use excessive amounts of clean water
and electricity, and emit greenhouse gases (UNEP 2024). Behaviorist learning
platforms are part of surveillance capitalism (Zuboff 2019), where student work
is subjected to data extraction and hyper-individualized learning reduces deeper
relationality and solidarity among students and educators. Wealthy donors use
digital media to spread disinformation about school choice; climate crisis; and
diversity, equity, and inclusion (Aydarova et al., forthcoming). Digital tools
dramatically reshape people’s perceptions of reality and provoke action that
undermines equity and justice and fosters culture wars, nationalist fears, and
authoritarianism. Thus, examination of digitalization’s dark side must remain
within the purview of CIE research, and the CIE communitymust consider the
implications for humanity and life on the planet at large.

1 See https://link.springer.com/journal/42438.
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Application from Research to Practice: Improving the Impact of Research on Learning
with Digital Solutions Through Dissemination Efforts

NATHAN M. CASTILLO, KELLY SHIOHIRA, ANTHONY BLOOME, AND AKASHI KAUL

Educational research provides valuable insights into how new approaches
for learning achievement can be supported through technology for children
and youths around the world. A growing body of literature details how digital
solutions have led to increased learning equity by enabling distance education,
supporting learners with disabilities, and facilitating personalized instruction
(Castillo et al. 2022). Research further emphasizes the new challenges that
accompany technology innovation, such as digital neocolonialism (Koole et al.
2024), algorithmic bias (Lata 2024), and persistent digital literacy gaps among
certain marginalized groups (ITU 2024). Public perception of technology’s
role in education is widely debated given the rapid evolution of digital tools
that often outpaces policy planning and teacher preparation, creating a divide
between academic research and practical impact in classrooms globally (GEM
Team 2023).

This in-person session at CIES 2025 asked, “How can we improve the im-
pact of research on learning with digital solutions through dissemination
efforts?”Expert perspectives drew from three leadingmultistakeholder groups
that each leverage professional networks to carry out programming: the
Global Science of Learning Education Network (GSoLEN, United States), the
mEducation Alliance (mEA, United States), and the Central Square Founda-
tion (CSF, India). The Global Education Monitoring Report Team (UNESCO,
United States) also contributed to the plenary content but was unable to attend
the panel in person.

The GSoLEN director, Kelly Shiohira, shared some key challenges in
linking research innovation to practical educational applications across
disciplines and cultural contexts. GSoLEN’s Action Collaboratives leverage
perspectives from interdisciplinary groups of professionals to provide rapid
response to topical areas of innovation for educational spaces and policy
planning.2 For example, GSoLEN’s 2021 Digital Learning Working Group
promoted learning models enhanced by technology for schools engaged in
remote and digital learning prompted byCOVID-19. This effort led to tangible
examples of good practice and policy recommendations influencing con-
versations on digital competencies for learning in the European Commission,
OECD, andUNESCO. Another recent collaborative focuses on core science of
learning principles for AI, which is being leveraged in work with early stage
EdTech companies to improve integration of good learning principles and
practices for student-facing technologies (see Shiohira and Holmes 2023).

Meanwhile, evidence points to persistent learning gaps that favor students
fromprivileged backgrounds (Chzhen et al. 2018), and reform efforts typically

2 See https://gsolen.ucsd.edu/working-groups/.
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promote a convergence to these dominant norms (Naim 2025). For Shiohira,
this approach overlooks the reality that children learn from their environ-
ments in diverse ways, not only through dominant frameworks of formal ed-
ucation. Amore equitable system would shift focus from preparing children to
fit dominant structures of learning to meeting the developmental, cultural,
and experiential realities of all learners, a concept introduced by Crouch and
Rolleston (2017). This shift from making children “school ready” to making
schools “child ready” is central to the work of GSoLEN Action Collaboratives.

The mEA executive director, Anthony Bloome, extended the conversation
on professional networks by interrogating how CIES can advance scholarship in
educational technologies and international development amid a growingfield of
silos of excellence. Established in 2010, the Alliance has become a major actor
that aims to fill gaps in the education ecosystem by connecting a global network
of EdTech investors, policy makers, and practitioners through annual symposia
and dissemination of research products produced byAlliancemembers. Bloome
sees a major challenge for the field of EdTech as rooted in investments in in-
dividual actors and specific technologies instead of understanding how digital
products can be leveraged to support the broader learning ecosystem.

An example of an ecosystem approach is the All Children Reading: A
Grand Challenge for Development (ACR GCD).3 This multi-donor-funded
initiative, which ran from 2010 to 2023, included a series of calls seeking in-
novative digital solutions to address systemic gaps in the provision and support
of foundational literacy in low- and middle-income countries. For example,
one round of ACR GCD prize calls for tracking and tracing traditional text-
books, increasing access to materials in local sign languages, and developing
literacy interventions for deaf children in low-resource contexts. For Bloome,
technology investment across ecosystems is rare, especially when testing dif-
ferent types of technologies to assess substantive impact on learning outcomes.
Newer technologies may be more powerful but might not be sustainable or
scalable in all contexts. Alternatively, an ecosystem approach to technology
investment that incorporates a range of contextually relevant digital solutions
can produce better results to move the field forward.

Finally, Akashi Kaul, research director for CSF focused on the limitation of
research accessibility for digital learning solutions, noted an apparent dis-
connect between scholars and policy makers. When dissemination efforts fail
to effectively communicate research results, policy makers responsible for
scaling EdTech solutions risk making decisions that are driven by ideologies
over evidence (Garcia-Hombrados et al. 2024). Even reaching a consensus
around what qualifies as “evidence” proves elusive, as one study assessing
standards of scientific quality across various educational clearinghouses found
high levels of inconsistency in program recommendations mostly due to dis-
agreement over research design ratings (Wadhwa et al. 2024). Therefore, Kaul

3 See https://allchildrenreading.org/.
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underscores a critical need to study research dissemination strategies and their
effectiveness in mobilizing knowledge for policy planning. Understanding
how policy makers broker evidence for decision making can have important
implications for research dissemination efforts (see Nakajima 2021).

CSF’s long-term partnerships with state governments have helped institu-
tionalize evidence-based EdTech adoption for decision making. The EdTech
Lab Initiative from CSF, and in partnership with IDinsight, leveraged rapid
evaluations of 12 prominent digital solutions for low-income segments of India
to generate clear and practical policy recommendations around effective pro-
duct features and implementation strategies (Sampson et al. 2019). Currently,
the LiftEd EdTech Accelerator is supporting portfolio partners to build evi-
dence around stronger digital products for foundational literacy and numer-
acy alongside pathways to scale (CSF 2024). Building on its evidence base, CSF
and the Indian Institute of Technology Bombay developed EdTech Tulna as a
practical resource for governments to make research-driven decisions around
EdTech adoption needs.4 Tulna provides a framework to define and apply
standards of quality in evaluating digital learning solutions that are utilized
by state governments in India to inform vendor procurement decisions and
EdTech implementation support.

Beyond CSF efforts, evidence portals are helping research dissemination by
tracking indicator data to help prioritize resources for equity-based approaches to
learning. The United Nations Evaluation Evidence Map and the Global SDG
Synthesis Coalition are just two examples.5 Also, the UN Economic Commission
for Latin America hosts a Portal of Inequalities specific for the region that covers
educational equity outcomes, among other socioeconomic indicators.6 We are
now in a moment where experimentation with technologies can offer tre-
mendous opportunities for education—or it can create a cycle of repeated chal-
lenges for learning equity. Together, the contributions from this session con-
verged on the power of connection to increase research utilization for more
effective decision making. Our commitment as a Society should be to maintain
sight of this growing evidence base to ensure that learning in a digital society
supports amore inclusive and sustainable educational landscape for all learners.

Double-Edged Sword: The Good and Bad of Technology in Development Spaces

JEFFREY LEE, JESSICA LOWDEN, AND JAYSON W. RICHARDSON

Jeffrey Lee, Jayson W. Richardson, and Jessica Lowden led the in-person
session that equated digital technology to a double-edged sword in reshaping and

4 See https://www.edtechtulna.org/.
5 The United Nations Evaluation Evidence Map is available at https://www.sdgsynthesiscoalition.org

/sites/default/files/2024-10/UNSWE_Interactive%20Evaluation%20Evidence%20Map_SDGs_v1.0.html,
and the Global SDG Synthesis Coalition at https://www.sdgsynthesiscoalition.org/.

6 Available at https://statistics.cepal.org/portal/inequalities/education.html?langpen&indicatorp3469.
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transforming modern society. The audience was given a choice of three provo-
cations to focus on. First, technology brings good changes to local cultures.
Second, AI should replace content teachers. And third, educational technology
policies should be globalized and standardized. Participants were given
40 minutes to discuss, in small groups, their selected provocation posed by
the presenters.

The first provocation considered whether technological influences on
local cultures are good. Technology continues to have a dramatic impact on
local cultures. One such example can be seen in Nepal, where villagers visit
what is known as chautaras. A chautara is a banyan tree with a large sitting space
under the tree where villagers gather to socialize, typically after working in the
fields. It is a vibrant and exciting space and is often the social hub of the village
(Lizundia et al. 2017). After the introduction of mobile phones, attending
chautaras has become less frequent, and in fact, some are nearly empty.On the
one hand, mobile phones offer immediate access to friends and family, which,
according to locals, is a great benefit. However, on the other hand, losing
communal in-person communication is something that many of the village
elders lament. Participants were asked to consider whether technological in-
fluences on local culture, such asmobile phones affecting chautara attendance,
are good or bad. The provocation reinforced that CIE does not happen in a
vacuum and that learning is social and contextual.

The second provocation addressed whether AI should replace content
teachers. From the participant conversations, we sensed CIES members were
grappling with the real potentials and drawbacks of technology in education—
hence the double-edged sword title. Conversations tended to explore the in-
terplay betweenhumans andmachines, with a strong desire not to lose the soul
of learning (see Bathon and Richardson 2025). Participants were worried that
AI could replace teachers, that the field could adopt a standard policy around
technology, and that cultures might be lost to digital dust. With regard to AI,
the conversations got heated. Some participants could not imagine a school
that does not adhere to a “sage on the stage”model of knowledge transmission.
Some table conversations focused on the need for human interactions, social-
emotional learning, and connection. Yet other tables focused on the af-
fordances that AI might bring where a knowledge base is not available. Hence,
AI can bring content knowledge to the masses. When the facilitators brought
the group back together, the conclusion focused on rethinking schools as
places to employ teachers to be knowledge holders, to places where teachers
engage with students in meaningful learning experiences, where AI can serve
as a knowledge repository, but teachers serve as experience designers.

The third provocation considered whether development policies should
be standardized and presented the suggestion that national education policies
be guided by a global framework. This topic also resonated deeply with con-
ference participants.Many discussants hadfirsthand experiences participating
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in the development of such policies and strategies or being affected by the
development or rollout of such policies. Discussants took to heart the idea of
technology having the potential to exacerbate inequalities and entrench
existing marginalization not just for communities within an educational eco-
system but at a broader geopolitical level (Coflan et al. 2022). There were
concerns that the development of a global framework could be dominated by
high-income countries and would not reflect the realities and needs of low-
and middle-income countries.

As the panel discussed during its brief question-and-answer (Q&A) seg-
ment, therewas a focus on ensuring that policies tend toward creating inclusive
environments. During the panel’s Q&A, we discussed that policy development
needs to look beyond the “usual suspects” when it comes to stakeholders con-
tributing to policy design and development. There needs to be a very specific
effort to include marginalized and disenfranchised groups at all points in the
policy development process (Coflan et al. 2022). This could mean better in-
clusion of subnational education officials; advocacy groups who focus on spe-
cial educational needs and disabilities, gender, and other marginalized groups;
parent groups; and students. This could also mean including researchers who
focus on these areas and other voices able to represent and effectively advocate
for marginalized groups. The general feedback seemed to be that this would
be best accomplished through development of plans at the national level that
would reflect the on-the-ground realities and needs for individual countries.

Some conclusions can be drawn from the session. When observing the
conversations, what was evident was that when given choices of which provo-
cation topic to discuss, groups had more ownership when they were able to
figure out which of the three topics they were most passionate about; learning
was directly tied to their sense of identity. When the participants shared their
examples, learning was also contextualized in a way that was both global and
local (Lave and Wenger 1991). The facilitators wrapped up the session by
engaging the participants in open dialogue. Here, opportunities for CIE
emerged.We heard optimism that although technology is changing education
systems rapidly, caring humans are still the primary actors. We also heard a call
for more research around information and communication technologies for
development (ICT4D) to capture stories of change. This was a call the facil-
itators made more than a decade ago (see Richardson and Lee 2014).

The Provocations Revisited series and the theme of the conference put a
fresh wind in the sails of the ICT4D Special Interest Group. Since its founding
in 2007, the world has changed, and technology is no longer an add-on but a
core piece of all of our work. The presenters felt this experience was a sig-
nificant aspect of why the provocations were designed in the first place. The
learning was exciting, given that there were provocative ideas, and learning
with peers in an informal way contradicts the type of formal learning from
an expert that happens at conferences. It is highly recommended that
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provocation-type opportunities be considered in future comparative interna-
tional learning settings, such as the CIES Conference.

Digital Educational Spaces as Borderlands

SUPRIYA BAILY, AYESHA KHURSHID, AND MICHAEL K. THOMAS

The final in-person provocation session examined how borders and be-
longing are framed in the digital space. The main question was how digital
educational spaces serve as borderlands (Anzaldúa 2021), creating new op-
portunities and limitations not only for teaching and learning but also for
identity formation, sense-making, and different forms of contestation. We
approached these questions about education and identity by conceiving of
digital spaces as borderlands or entanglements of the human and more-than-
human worlds, rather than as spaces that are fully designed, controlled, and
surveilled by humans. For example, we asked how we might explore the very
nature of educational processes in digital spaces if we conceptualize these
digital spaces as having agency and intentionality (Wilson 2008; Tuhiwai Smith
2012; Bang 2020).What would such a nonhuman-centered approach to agency
and education look like? We also explored how these digital spaces continue
to reproduce certain forms of knowing and knowledge systems. For example, in
the current political climate, how do these digital spaces become echo cham-
bers rather than spaces for dialogue and connection?

Several points of learning were gleaned from the session. First, the dis-
cussion highlighted a keen interest in the content, pedagogy, design, and
structure of these digital educational spaces. The debates and questions in this
regard focused on what is truly “new” about these digital spaces and the
availability of the ways of thinking, knowing, andmethodologies to get to know
that new space. Another important theme that emerged was about the evolv-
ing and uneven nature and working of these digital spaces. For example, in
K–12 or higher education classrooms, students might have more advanced
expertise, compared with their teachers, to engage with these digital tech-
nologies. These shifts in access to knowledge have limited the abilities of ed-
ucational institutions to assess and evaluate the very nature of knowledge
production as shaped by authorship and authenticity. At the same time, these
digital technologies also serve as tools for surveillance and disciplining at dif-
ferent levels ranging from classrooms to corporations. Finally, employing the
relationality of the human and more-than-human world as a lens to approach
educational processes in these digital spaces invites us to develop new concepts
and methodologies to explore human learning in its environment.

The session also offered opportunities for CIE. First, the very existence of
digital spaces offers new forms of connections, whether they are related to
education, research, or policy, for a field that is centered on internationali-
zation and comparison of educational processes. In the contemporary “global”
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world, nation-states continue to restrict not only themovement of people but also
of the different forms of knowledge through varied or diverse economic, edu-
cational, and trade policies. Second, the structure of all the provocation sessions
at CIES 2025 facilitated a dialogic space to relationally engage with questions,
rather than merely presenting answers to certain questions. The dialogic struc-
ture across all the provocation sessions resulted in participatory discussions, en-
gagement, and collaboration. This highlights how a shift in structure of educa-
tional spaces can deeply shape the very nature of engagement and learning.

Challenges for CIE also surfaced. CIE theories andmethods are developed
anddesigned to engagewith the diversity of contexts and educational processes
shaped by these contexts. The diversity of digital spaces, however, offers a new
form of challenge as different forms of technologies are seen as standardized
global phenomenon. The workings of such standardized technologies in spe-
cific cultural, economic, national, educational, community, and other contexts,
however, require new concepts and tools with which to engage. The imple-
mentation of these universal technologies, thus, offers new intersectionalities
between global and local. This phenomenon becomes evenmore complicated
if we do not approach these digital technologies as “standardized” or “univer-
sal.” In that context, we cannot see these digital spaces as uneven sites or as prod-
ucts of human design and being functional under human control.

The session offers some contributions to the CIE field. To explicate, in the
early stages of incorporating digital educational spaces intoCIE, the focus was on
access, equity, and efficiency—how can we make learning more inclusive? How
can wemake learningmore accessible? And how can wemake learning cheaper
or faster? The digital landscape might even have been considered a neutral
environment (Graf 2016). In the current context, the fact that political actors are
increasingly weaponizing education to meet their needs, in rising nationalist
environments, means that a critical look at the culture of digital educational
spaces is more imperative than ever. The culture of digital spaces, and our
identities within that space, is a key contribution to the future of the field of CIE.

Another important contribution of CIE is the critique of the role of
technology itself in the continual making and remaking of our collective so-
ciety and our very selves. A way to approach this may be to ask, “What con-
centrations of discourses make it possible to think of the role of technology in
the ways that we do?” Technology may be thought of as an integrated set of
tools that may be leveraged for extending our reach to do work. However, the
discourses that surround our use of technology tend to oscillate between
warnings of a proverbial Frankenstein’s monster run amok bent on our de-
struction, and technology as amachinemessiah that will solve all our problems
and deliver a hypermodern utopia. Feenberg (1991) offers a distinction be-
tween instrumental and substantive views of technology that may be helpful
here as we seek to develop a critical theory of technology. An instrumental view
is the notion that technology serves only as a tool. It has no agency to change
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us. This is a view that is commonly articulated by gun rights advocates with
the expression, “guns don’t kill people; people kill people.” A substantive view
of technology would consider technology like a firearm as having agency
embedded within its very being. Its designed affordances would be able to
wield power over its user. The Ring of Power from J. R. R. Tolkien’s The Lord of
the Rings (Tolkien 1954)may provide a poignant illustration. The ring wants to
be found. It calls out for its use and for the implementation of its designed
purpose ( Jackson et al. 2001).

Thus, the field of CIE may do well to consider this substantive view of
technology. It allows us to consider not only the tools that are offered to us with
promises of increasing efficiency and productivity but also that new technol-
ogies are products with design purposes and agency. As agentive beings, tech-
nologies have the power to change us and to direct our cultures in new and
unexpected ways.
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