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Welcome	
  
	
  
Welcome	
  to	
  the	
  Data	
  Power	
  conference,	
  co-­‐hosted	
  by	
  the	
  Department	
  of	
  Sociological	
  Studies	
  and	
  
the	
  Digital	
   Society	
  Network	
  at	
   the	
  University	
  of	
  Sheffield,	
  and	
  with	
   support	
   from	
  an	
  AHRC	
   (Arts	
  
and	
  Humanities	
  Research	
  Council)	
  Fellowship.	
  The	
  context	
  of	
  the	
  conference	
  is	
  one	
  in	
  which	
  data	
  
are	
  more	
  and	
  more	
  ubiquitous,	
  are	
  assumed	
  to	
  have	
  the	
  power	
  to	
  explain	
  our	
  social	
  world,	
  and	
  
increasingly	
  inform	
  decision-­‐making	
  that	
  affects	
  all	
  of	
  our	
  lives.	
  The	
  promise	
  of	
  big	
  data	
  has	
  been	
  
widely	
   celebrated:	
   they	
   can	
   give	
   us	
   access	
   to	
   opinions,	
   feelings	
   and	
   actions	
   in	
   real	
   time	
   and	
   at	
  
great	
  volume	
  and	
  speed,	
  make	
  all	
  social	
  operations	
  more	
  efficient	
  and	
  enhance	
  understanding	
  of	
  
behaviour	
  and	
  social	
  life,	
  it	
  has	
  been	
  claimed.	
  
	
  
Given	
  this	
  recent	
  exponential	
  growth	
  in	
  data	
  power,	
  we	
  need	
  to	
  ask	
  critical	
  questions	
  about	
  the	
  
costs	
   of	
   the	
   data	
   delirium	
   (van	
   Zoonen)	
   that	
   we	
   are	
   currently	
   living.	
  What	
   kinds	
   of	
   power	
   are	
  
enacted	
  when	
  data	
  are	
  employed	
  by	
  governments	
  and	
  security	
  agencies	
  to	
  monitor	
  populations	
  or	
  
by	
  private	
  corporations	
  to	
  accumulate	
  knowledge	
  about	
  consumers?	
  Because	
  contemporary	
  forms	
  
of	
  data	
  mining	
  and	
  analytics	
  open	
  up	
  the	
  potential	
  for	
  new,	
  unaccountable	
  and	
  opaque	
  forms	
  of	
  
population	
  management	
  in	
  a	
  growing	
  range	
  of	
  social	
  realms,	
  questions	
  urgently	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  asked	
  
about	
   control,	
   discrimination,	
   and	
   social	
   sorting	
   -­‐	
   about	
   data	
   power.	
   At	
   the	
   same	
   time,	
   equally	
  
important	
   are	
  questions	
  about	
   the	
  possibility	
  of	
   agency	
   in	
   the	
   face	
  of	
  data	
  power	
  and	
  of	
   social	
  
groups	
  sidestepping	
  the	
  dominating	
  interests	
  of	
  big	
  business	
  and	
  big	
  government	
  in	
  our	
  big-­‐data-­‐
driven	
  world.	
  
	
  
I’m	
  delighted	
   to	
  welcome	
   such	
   an	
   excellent	
   range	
  of	
   delegates	
   to	
   the	
   conference.	
   The	
   keynote	
  
speakers	
  are	
  the	
  most	
  important	
  commentators	
  on	
  data	
  power	
  in	
  the	
  world	
  today,	
  and	
  speakers	
  
in	
  the	
  parallel	
  sessions	
  represent	
  a	
  brilliant	
  mix	
  of	
  prominent	
  thinkers	
  and	
  emerging,	
  early	
  career	
  
scholars	
   breaking	
   new	
   ground	
  with	
   their	
   varied	
   research	
   into	
   the	
   power	
   of	
   data.	
   I’m	
   especially	
  
excited	
   to	
  see	
  so	
  many	
  papers	
  which	
  ground	
   the	
  study	
  of	
  data	
  power	
   in	
   specific	
   contexts,	
   from	
  
education	
   and	
   health	
   to	
   journalism,	
   art	
   and	
   cities.	
   This,	
   I	
   think,	
   represents	
   the	
   next	
   phase	
   of	
  
research	
  into	
  data	
  power.	
  
	
  
I’m	
   also	
   delighted	
   to	
   welcome	
   you	
   to	
   Sheffield.	
   It’s	
   a	
   fabulous	
   northern	
   city	
   with	
   a	
   fantastic	
  
cultural	
  and	
  industrial	
  history.	
  I	
  hope	
  you	
  enjoy	
  your	
  time	
  here,	
  and	
  the	
  stimulating	
  conversations	
  
about	
  data	
  power	
  that	
  you	
  will	
  have.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  



	
  

@DataPowerConf	
  #DataPowerConf	
  

3	
  

General	
  Information	
  	
  
	
  
Conference	
  Venue:	
  Cutlers’	
  Hall,	
  Sheffield	
  
	
  

The	
  Data	
  Power	
  conference	
  will	
  be	
  
held	
  at	
  Cutlers’	
  Hall,	
   located	
   in	
   the	
  
heart	
   of	
   Sheffield	
   City	
   Centre.	
   The	
  
Grade	
  2	
  listed	
  building	
  is	
  located	
  on	
  
Church	
   Street,	
   and	
   in	
   its	
   time	
  
played	
  an	
  integral	
  role	
  in	
  the	
  major	
  
local	
   industries	
   of	
   cutlery	
   and	
  
metalwork.	
  
	
  
www.cutlershall.co.uk	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Directions	
  to	
  Cutlers’	
  Hall	
  
	
  
Cutlers’	
  Hall,	
  
Church	
  Street,	
  	
  
Sheffield,	
  
S1	
  1GH.	
  
	
  
Tel:	
  0114	
  276	
  8149.	
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By	
  Road	
  
	
  

• Leave	
   the	
   M1	
   at	
   Junction	
   33.	
  	
   Follow	
   the	
   A630/A57	
   to	
   Sheffield	
   to	
   the	
   Park	
   Square	
  
Roundabout.	
  	
  

• Take	
   the	
   lane	
  marked	
   'City	
   A61N'	
   at	
   the	
   fourth	
   exit,	
   keeping	
   Pond's	
   Forge	
   Swimming	
  &	
  
Leisure	
  Centre	
  on	
  your	
  left,	
  follow	
  signs	
  to	
  the	
  Theatres/Hallam	
  University.	
  

• Go	
  up	
  the	
  hill	
  through	
  the	
  traffic	
  lights	
  go	
  straight	
  ahead.	
  
• Straight	
  on	
  to	
  the	
  traffic	
  lights,	
  stay	
  in	
  the	
  inside	
  lane	
  of	
  the	
  road	
  for	
  access	
  and	
  buses	
  100	
  

yards,	
  then	
  move	
  into	
  the	
  right	
  fork	
  in	
  front	
  of	
  Poundland.	
  
• Using	
   the	
  Bus	
  Lane	
  which	
  says	
   'except	
   for	
  access',	
  go	
   through	
   the	
   traffic	
   lights	
   for	
  about	
  

150/200	
  yards.	
  Cutlers'	
  Hall	
  is	
  on	
  your	
  left	
  (between	
  the	
  Tesco	
  Express	
  &	
  The	
  Royal	
  Bank	
  of	
  
Scotland).	
  

• We	
  are	
  next	
  with	
  the	
  big	
  silver	
  doors	
  directly	
  opposite	
  the	
  Anglican	
  Cathedral.	
  
	
  
**Please	
  note	
  there	
  is	
  no	
  onsite	
  parking**	
  The	
  nearest	
  24	
  hour	
  car	
  parks	
  are	
  only	
  a	
  few	
  minutes	
  
walk	
  away	
  from	
  the	
  hall,	
  the	
  NCP	
  Arundel	
  Gate	
  underneath	
  the	
  Crucible	
  Theatre	
  and	
  the	
  Q-­‐Park,	
  
Rockingham	
  Street	
  at	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  Trippet	
  Lane. 

NCP	
  Arundel	
  Gate”	
  Access	
  is	
  available	
  from	
  both	
  sides	
  of	
  Arundel	
  Gate.	
  All	
  Cutlers	
  Hall	
  guests	
  can	
  
get	
  a	
  special	
  car	
  parking	
  rate	
  of	
  £5.00	
  for	
  up	
  to	
  24	
  hours.	
  On	
  entry	
  to	
  the	
  car	
  park	
  at	
  Arundel	
  Gate	
  
take	
  a	
  token	
  at	
  the	
  barrier	
  and	
  park	
  your	
  car.	
  Take	
  the	
  token	
  with	
  you,	
  do	
  not	
  leave	
  it	
  in	
  your	
  car.	
  
When	
  you	
  are	
  ready	
  to	
  leave	
  the	
  Cutlers’	
  Hall	
  go	
  to	
  our	
  cloak	
  room	
  to	
  validate	
  your	
  token	
  on	
  the	
  
token	
  machine	
  to	
  get	
  the	
  discounted	
  rate.	
  Then	
  pay	
  your	
  money	
  at	
  the	
  N.C.P.	
  car	
  park	
  machine	
  
before	
  you	
  get	
  in	
  your	
  car. 

Q-­‐Park	
  Rockingham	
  Street:	
  All	
  Cutlers	
  Hall	
  guests	
  can	
  get	
  a	
  special	
  car	
  parking	
  rate	
  of	
  £3.50	
  for	
  up	
  
to	
  24	
  hours	
  Monday	
  –	
  Friday	
  and	
  £3.00	
  for	
  up	
  to	
  24	
  hours	
  Saturday	
  and	
  Sunday.	
  On	
  entry	
  to	
  the	
  
car	
  park	
   take	
  a	
  parking	
   ticket	
  at	
   the	
  barrier	
  and	
  park	
  your	
  car.	
  Take	
   the	
   ticket	
  with	
  you,	
  do	
  not	
  
leave	
  it	
  in	
  your	
  car.	
  When	
  you	
  are	
  ready	
  to	
  leave	
  the	
  Cutlers’	
  Hall	
  go	
  to	
  our	
  cloak	
  room	
  or	
  speak	
  to	
  
the	
  doormen	
  and	
  ask	
  for	
  a	
  QPark	
  Voucher.	
  At	
  the	
  pay	
  station	
   in	
  the	
  car	
  park	
   insert	
  the	
  voucher	
  
and	
  then	
  your	
  parking	
  ticket	
  to	
  get	
  the	
  discounted	
  rate.	
  Pay	
  your	
  money	
  before	
  you	
  leave	
  the	
  car	
  
park. 

	
  	
  	
  
By	
  Rail	
  
	
  	
  
Cutlers'	
  Hall	
  is	
  located	
  approximately	
  half	
  a	
  mile	
  from	
  Sheffield	
  Station,	
  a	
  15-­‐minute	
  walk	
  or	
  a	
  10-­‐
minute	
  taxi	
   journey	
  away.	
  You	
  can	
  also	
  get	
  a	
  Supertram	
  direct	
  from	
  the	
  station	
  to	
  the	
  Cathedral	
  
tram	
  stop,	
  situated	
  right	
  outside	
  the	
  front	
  door.	
  
	
  	
  
By	
  Tram	
  
	
  	
  
The	
  nearest	
  tram	
  stop	
  is	
  Cathedral	
  Station.	
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Venue	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  conference	
  fee	
  includes	
  lunches,	
  refreshments,	
  and	
  drinks	
  and	
  canapés	
  at	
  the	
  evening	
  
reception	
  on	
  Monday	
  22nd	
  June	
  (a	
  bar	
  will	
  also	
  be	
  open	
  for	
  people	
  who	
  want	
  to	
  purchase	
  drinks).	
  
We	
  will	
  use	
  these	
  rooms,	
  most	
  of	
  which	
  are	
  on	
  the	
  first	
  floor,	
  unless	
  otherwise	
  indicated:	
  	
  
	
  

• Main	
  Hall	
  -­‐	
  for	
  keynote	
  sessions	
  
• Old	
  Banqueting	
  Hall	
  -­‐	
  for	
  parallel	
  sessions	
  and	
  Monday	
  evening	
  reception	
  
• Drawing	
  Room	
  -­‐	
  for	
  parallel	
  sessions	
  
• Reception	
  Room	
  -­‐	
  for	
  parallel	
  sessions	
  
• Goodwin	
  Room	
  (second	
  floor)	
  -­‐	
  for	
  parallel	
  sessions	
  
• Hadfield	
  Hall	
  (ground	
  floor)	
  -­‐	
  for	
  refreshment	
  breaks,	
  lunches	
  and	
  publishers'	
  stalls.	
  

	
  

	
  
	
  
Wifi	
  
	
  
As	
  a	
  conference	
  delegate,	
  you	
  will	
  have	
  access	
  to	
  free,	
  unlimited	
  Cutlers’	
  Hall	
  wifi,	
  the	
  username	
  
and	
  passwords	
  for	
  which	
  are	
  as	
  follows:	
  
	
  
Wifi	
  network:	
  CutlersGuest	
  	
  
Password:	
  CutlersGuest1234	
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Programme	
  at	
  a	
  Glance:	
  Day	
  One,	
  Monday	
  22nd	
  June	
  2015	
  
	
  

	
  
8:30am	
  

	
  
Registration,	
  Hadfield	
  Hall	
  	
  

	
  
9:30am	
  

	
  
Welcome	
  Talk:	
  Helen	
  Kennedy,	
  Main	
  Hall	
  

	
  
9:45am	
  

	
  
Keynote	
  Panel	
  A:	
  Joseph	
  Turow	
  and	
  Alison	
  Hearn	
  (Chair:	
  Liesbet	
  van	
  Zoonen),	
  Main	
  
Hall	
  
	
  

	
  
11:00am	
  

	
  
Break,	
  Hadfield	
  Hall	
  	
  

	
  
11:30am	
  

	
  

	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  1	
  

a) Data	
  and	
  Surveillance,	
  Old	
  Banqueting	
  Hall	
  
b) Data,	
  Markets,	
  Finance,	
  Profits,	
  The	
  Drawing	
  Room	
  
c) Data	
  Journalism,	
  The	
  Reception	
  Room	
  
d) Genealogies	
  of	
  Cognitive	
  Capitalism,	
  The	
  Goodwin	
  Room	
  

	
  
	
  

12:50pm	
  
	
  

	
  
Lunch,	
  Hadfield	
  Hall	
  

	
  
1:50pm	
  

	
  

	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  2	
  

a) Data	
  and	
  Governance,	
  The	
  Reception	
  Room	
  
b) Data,	
  Art,	
  Media,	
  The	
  Goodwin	
  Room	
  
c) The	
  Politics	
  of	
  Open	
  and	
  Linked	
  Data,	
  The	
  Drawing	
  Room	
  
d) Resistance,	
  Agency,	
  Activism,	
  Old	
  Banqueting	
  Hall	
  

	
  
	
  

3:10pm	
  
	
  

	
  
Break,	
  Hadfield	
  Hall	
  

	
  
3:40pm	
  

	
  

	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  3	
  

a) Visualising	
  Data,	
  Old	
  Banqueting	
  Hall	
  
b) Data	
  Labour,	
  The	
  Reception	
  Room	
  
c) Data	
  Practices,	
  The	
  Drawing	
  Room	
  	
  
d) Healthcare	
  Data	
  and	
  Expertise,	
  The	
  Goodwin	
  Room	
  	
  

	
  
	
  

5:00pm	
  
	
  

	
  
Keynote	
  Panel	
  B:	
  Richard	
  Rogers	
  and	
  Evelyn	
  Ruppert	
  (Chair:	
  Adrian	
  MacKenzie),	
  
Main	
  Hall	
  
	
  

	
  
6:15	
  –	
  8:15pm	
  

	
  
Reception,	
  Old	
  Banqueting	
  Hall	
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Programme	
  at	
  a	
  Glance:	
  Day	
  Two,	
  Tuesday	
  23rd	
  June	
  2015	
  

	
  
	
  

8:30am	
  
	
  
Registration,	
  Hadfield	
  Hall	
  
	
  

	
  
9:30am	
  

	
  
Keynote	
  Panel	
  C:	
  Mark	
  Andrejevic	
  and	
  José	
  van	
  Dijck	
  (Chair:	
  Rob	
  Kitchin),	
  Main	
  
Hall	
  (also	
  open	
  as	
  a	
  Digital	
  Society	
  Network	
  event)	
  
	
  

	
  
11:15am	
  

	
  
Break,	
  Hadfield	
  Hall	
  

	
  
11:45am	
  

	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  4	
  

a) Theorising	
  Data	
  Power,	
  Old	
  Banqueting	
  Hall	
  
b) Data	
  Cities,	
  Goodwin	
  Room	
  
c) Personal	
  Data	
  and	
  Data	
  Literacy,	
  Drawing	
  Room	
  
d) Data,	
  Security,	
  Citizenship,	
  Borders,	
  Reception	
  Room	
  

	
  
	
  

1:05pm	
  
	
  
Lunch,	
  Hadfield	
  Hall	
  

	
  
2:05pm	
  

	
  

	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  5	
  

a) Data	
  Subjects,	
  Drawing	
  Room	
  	
  
b) Data	
  in	
  Education,	
  Goodwin	
  Room	
  	
  
c) Algorithmic	
  Power,	
  Old	
  Banqueting	
  Hall	
  
d) Politics,	
  Economics,	
  Data,	
  Reception	
  Room	
  
	
  

	
  
3:25pm	
  

	
  

	
  
Break,	
  Hadfield	
  Hall	
  

	
  
3:55pm	
  

	
  

	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  6	
  

a) Data	
  Mining/Extraction,	
  Old	
  Banqueting	
  Hall	
  
b) Data	
  and	
  Popular	
  Culture,	
  Reception	
  Room	
  
c) The	
  Datafied	
  Self,	
  Drawing	
  Room	
  	
  
d) Civic	
  Hacking	
  and	
  Riotous	
  Media,	
  Goodwin	
  Room	
  	
  
	
  

	
  
5:15pm	
  

	
  

	
  
End	
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Keynote	
  Biographies	
  and	
  Abstracts	
  
	
  
	
  

Big	
  Data	
  Disconnects	
  
	
  
Mark	
  Andrejevic,	
  Pomona	
  College,	
  USA	
  
	
  
	
  

Drawing	
   upon	
   ongoing	
   interviews,	
   this	
  
presentation	
   explores	
   a	
   series	
   of	
   disconnects	
  
between	
  how	
  people	
  think	
  about	
  the	
  ways	
  in	
  which	
  
their	
  data	
   is	
  being	
  put	
   to	
  work	
  and	
   the	
  discourses	
  
of	
   data	
   mining	
   and	
   predictive	
   analytics.	
   In	
  
particular	
   it	
   explores	
   the	
   disconnect	
   between	
  
individual	
   conceptions	
   of	
   the	
   value	
   of	
   data	
   and	
  
commercial	
   practices	
   of	
   aggregation	
   and	
   sorting;	
  
on	
   differing	
   conceptions	
   of	
   the	
   relevance	
   of	
  
particular	
   forms	
   of	
   data	
   to	
   different	
   types	
   of	
  
decision	
   making;	
   and	
   on	
   the	
   disconnection	
  

between	
   expectations	
   of	
   informed	
   consent	
   and	
   the	
   speculative	
   character	
   of	
   data	
   mining.	
   The	
  
presentation	
   situates	
   these	
   disconnects	
   within	
   broader	
   concerns	
   about	
   the	
   asymmetrical	
   and	
  
opaque	
   character	
   of	
   data	
   mining	
   and	
   the	
   power	
   imbalances	
   associated	
   with	
   control	
   over	
   and	
  
access	
  to	
  data	
  gathering	
  and	
  mining	
  platforms.	
  
	
  
Biography	
  
	
  
Mark	
  Andrejevic	
   is	
  Associate	
  Professor	
  of	
  Media	
  Studies	
  at	
  Pomona	
  College	
   in	
   the	
  US.	
  He	
   is	
   the	
  
author	
   of	
   Reality	
   TV:	
   The	
  Work	
   of	
   Being	
   Watched	
   (2004),	
   which	
   applies	
   critical	
   theory	
   to	
   the	
  
example	
  of	
  reality	
  TV	
  to	
  explore	
  the	
  changing	
  character	
  and	
  portrayal	
  of	
  surveillance	
  in	
  the	
  digital	
  
era.	
   His	
   second	
   book,	
   iSpy:	
   Surveillance	
   and	
   Power	
   in	
   the	
   Interactive	
   Era	
   (2007)	
   examines	
   the	
  
deployment	
  of	
  interactive	
  media	
  for	
  monitoring	
  and	
  surveillance	
  in	
  the	
  realms	
  of	
  popular	
  culture,	
  
marketing,	
  politics,	
  and	
  war.	
  His	
  third	
  book,	
  Infoglut:	
  How	
  Too	
  Much	
  Information	
  Is	
  Changing	
  the	
  
Way	
  We	
  Think	
  and	
  Know,	
  explores	
  the	
  social,	
  cultural,	
  and	
  theoretical	
  implications	
  of	
  data	
  mining	
  
and	
  predictive	
  analytics.	
  His	
  work	
  has	
  appeared	
   in	
  a	
  edited	
  collections	
  and	
   in	
  academic	
   journals	
  
including	
   Television	
   and	
   New	
   Media;	
   New	
   Media	
   and	
   Society;	
   Critical	
   Studies	
   in	
   Media	
  
Communication;	
   Theory,	
   Culture	
  &	
   Society;	
   Surveillance	
  &	
   Society;	
   The	
   International	
   Journal	
   of	
  
Communication;	
   Cultural	
   Studies;	
   The	
   Communication	
   Review,	
   and	
   the	
   Canadian	
   Journal	
   of	
  
Communication.	
   His	
   current	
   work	
   explores	
   the	
   logic	
   of	
   automated	
   surveillance,	
   sensing,	
   and	
  
response	
  associated	
  with	
  drones.	
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The	
  Social	
  Web	
  and	
  Public	
  Value	
  
	
  
José	
  van	
  Dijck,	
  Comparative	
  Media	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Amsterdam	
  
	
  

The	
   'social	
   web'	
   is	
   anything	
   but	
   a	
   fixed	
   concept;	
  
notions	
   of	
   'privacy'	
   and	
   'publicness'	
   are	
   constantly	
  
negotiated	
   in	
   the	
   various	
   attempts	
   to	
   shape	
  
network	
   sociality.	
   So	
   far,	
   most	
   attention	
   has	
   been	
  
devoted	
   to	
   questions	
   regarding	
   privacy	
   -­‐	
   the	
  
exploitation	
  of	
  personal	
  data	
  vis-­‐a-­‐vis	
  commercial	
  or	
  
government	
   agents.	
   And	
   rightly	
   so:	
   over	
   the	
   past	
  
ten	
  years,	
  the	
  norms	
  for	
  privacy	
  have	
  fundamentally	
  
shifted	
  as	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  the	
  emerging	
  online	
  ecosystem	
  
driven	
   by	
   powerful	
   platforms	
   such	
   as	
   Google	
   and	
  
Facebook.	
   Privacy	
   issues	
   have	
   been	
   a	
   bone	
   of	
  
contention	
   between	
   platform	
   owners,	
   state	
  
regulators,	
  watchdog	
  organizations	
  and	
  lawyers.	
  
	
  
Equally	
   poignant,	
   however,	
   are	
   questions	
   of	
  
publicness:	
   how	
   does	
   a	
   data-­‐based	
   social	
   Web	
  

transform	
  the	
  public	
   realm	
   -­‐	
  a	
   space	
  where	
  we	
  create	
  public	
  value	
  and	
  define	
   the	
  public	
  good?	
  
These	
   are	
   at	
   least	
   as	
   important	
   as	
   questions	
   of	
   privacy,	
   but	
   they	
   often	
   seem	
   less	
   palpable	
   and	
  
more	
   diffuse.	
   I	
   want	
   to	
   reflect	
   on	
   the	
   transformation	
   of	
   power	
   relationships	
   between	
   citizens,	
  
(state)	
  institutions	
  and	
  corporations	
  in	
  a	
  networked	
  world	
  -­‐	
  a	
  world	
  that	
  is	
  still	
  for	
  the	
  most	
  part	
  
structured	
   by	
   (nationally	
   based)	
   institutions,	
   which	
   are	
   increasingly	
   mediated	
   by	
   (corporate)	
  
platforms.	
  These	
  platforms	
  do	
  not	
  simply	
  repackage	
  or	
  reroute	
  everyday	
  social	
  traffic,	
  but	
  strongly	
  
influence	
  basic	
  relationships	
  and	
  democratic	
  structures	
  in	
  societies.	
  The	
  case	
  of	
  online	
  education	
  
will	
  serve	
  to	
  illustrate	
  these	
  transformations.	
  
	
  
The	
   evolution	
   of	
   online	
   sociality	
   in	
   relation	
   to	
   publicness	
   is	
   tightly	
   interwoven	
   with	
   larger	
  
narratives	
  of	
  privatization,	
  globalization,	
  commercialization	
  and	
  de-­‐collectivization.	
  It	
  is	
  vital	
  to	
  not	
  
just	
   study	
   digital	
   culture	
   as	
   a	
   'hard'	
   system	
   of	
   technological	
   and	
   economic	
   agents	
   or	
   as	
   'soft'	
  
process	
   of	
   narratives,	
   but	
   as	
   dialectic.	
   Looking	
   at	
   the	
   mutual	
   shaping	
   of	
   platforms,	
   users,	
   and	
  
institutions,	
   I	
   try	
   to	
   explain	
   how	
   social	
   media	
   platforms	
   come	
   to	
   propose	
   a	
   certain	
   version	
   of	
  
'public'	
   and	
   how	
   institutions	
   and	
   individual	
   users	
   go	
   on	
   to	
   enact	
   it.	
   These	
   proposals	
   and	
  
enactments	
  may	
  be	
  conflicting	
  contestations	
  of	
  what	
  'public	
  value'	
  actually	
  means.	
  But	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  
core	
   questions	
   remains:	
   what	
   happens	
   to	
   public	
   values	
   once	
   former	
   institutional	
   anchors	
   are	
  
(partly)	
  incorporated	
  into	
  the	
  data-­‐based	
  infrastructure	
  of	
  the	
  social	
  Web?	
  
	
  
Biography	
  
	
  
José	
  van	
  Dijck	
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  Chair	
  of	
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   the	
   Dean	
   of	
   the	
   Faculty	
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   the	
   University	
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Amsterdam	
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  2008	
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  2012.	
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  visiting	
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   (University	
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'What	
   Your	
   Favourite	
   Katy	
   Perry	
   Shark	
   Says	
   About	
   Your	
   Love	
   Life':	
  
Algorithms,	
  'Selves',	
  and	
  Sensibilities	
  in	
  the	
  Big	
  Data	
  Era	
  	
  
	
  
Alison	
   Hearn,	
   Information	
   and	
   Media	
   Studies,	
   University	
   of	
   Western	
  
Ontario	
  
	
  
	
  

While	
  forms	
  of	
  selfhood	
  and	
  self-­‐presentation	
  have	
  
long	
   been	
   conditioned	
   by	
   processes	
   of	
   capitalist	
  
production,	
  today,	
  individual	
  internet	
  users	
  'are	
  cast	
  
as	
  quasi-­‐automatic	
  relays	
  of	
  a	
  ceaseless	
  information	
  
flow'	
  (Terranova,	
  2014)	
  and	
  the	
  pursuit	
  of	
  individual	
  
'identity'	
  and	
  processes	
  of	
  'self-­‐valorization'	
  come	
  to	
  
function	
  in	
  an	
  entirely	
  different	
  register;	
  their	
  actual	
  
intent,	
   content,	
   or	
   outcome	
   matter	
   little,	
   what	
  
matters	
   is	
   that	
   they	
   are	
   pursued,	
   and	
   ceaselessly,	
  
relentlessly	
   so.	
   Individual	
   'sensibilities',	
   forms	
   of	
  
self-­‐expression,	
   and	
   sociality	
   online	
   are	
   reduced	
   to	
  
'standing	
  reserves'	
  for	
  the	
  production	
  of	
  value	
  in	
  the	
  
new	
  economy	
  of	
  metadata.	
  
	
  
	
  

The	
  computational	
   logics	
  and	
  practices	
  of	
  data-­‐mining,	
  which	
  compel	
  a	
  preoccupation	
  with	
  self-­‐
presentation	
   and	
   high	
   visibility	
   in	
   individuals	
   and	
   yet	
   simultaneously	
   deny	
   any	
   interest	
   in	
   the	
  
content	
   of	
   individual	
   'selves'	
   per	
   se,	
   has	
   serious	
   implications	
   for	
   the	
   pursuit	
   of	
   'selfhood',	
  
'humanity'	
  and	
  'the	
  common'.	
  What	
  is	
  at	
  stake	
  in	
  the	
  relationship	
  between	
  'self'	
  and	
  'algorithm'?	
  
Have	
  computational	
   logics	
  become	
  coextensive	
  with	
  selfhood,	
   implicating	
  us	
  all	
   in	
  an	
   intensified	
  
form	
  of	
  biopolitics	
  and	
  producing	
  what	
  John	
  Cheney-­‐Lippold	
  has	
  called	
  new	
  'algorithmic	
  identities'	
  
controlled	
  by	
  private	
   interests	
   (Cheney	
  Lippold	
  2011)?	
  Given	
  automated	
  efforts	
   to	
  read	
  data	
   for	
  
patterns	
  of	
  human	
  behavior	
  and	
  then	
  shape	
  them	
  via	
  predictive	
  technologies,	
  has	
  selfhood	
  been	
  
reconfigured	
  as	
  most	
  profitable	
  when	
   it	
   is	
  perpetually	
   indeterminate,	
  unsettled	
  and	
  anticipatory	
  
(MacKenzie	
   2013)?	
  Has	
   the	
  pursuit	
   of	
   autonomous,	
   self-­‐validating	
   'interiority'	
   been	
  obviated	
  by	
  
these	
  practices?	
  This	
  talk	
  will	
  pursue	
  these	
  questions	
  via	
  an	
  exploration	
  of	
  3	
  different	
  inflections	
  of	
  
the	
  encounter	
  between	
  forms	
  of	
   identity-­‐seeking,	
  self-­‐presentation,	
  and	
  the	
  passive,	
  proprietary	
  
logics	
  of	
  data	
  mining:	
  internet/Facebook	
  quizzes,	
  sentiment	
  analysis,	
  and	
  Google	
  glass	
  technology.	
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   the	
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University	
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  research	
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   new	
   forms	
   of	
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   and	
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   She	
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writes	
  on	
  the	
  university	
  as	
  a	
  cultural	
  and	
  political	
  site.	
  She	
  has	
  published	
  widely	
  in	
  such	
  journals	
  as	
  
Continuum,	
  Journal	
  of	
  Consumer	
  Culture,	
  Journal	
  of	
  Communication	
  Inquiry,	
  and	
  Topia:	
  Canadian	
  
Journal	
  of	
  Cultural	
  Studies,	
  and	
  in	
  edited	
  volumes	
  including	
  The	
  Media	
  and	
  Social	
  Theory,	
  Blowing	
  
Up	
  the	
  Brand,	
  and	
  The	
  Routledge	
  Companion	
  to	
  Advertising	
  and	
  Promotional	
  Culture.	
  She	
   is	
  co-­‐
author,	
  with	
  Liora	
  Salter,	
  of	
  Outside	
  the	
  Lines:	
  Issues	
  in	
  Interdisciplinary	
  Research	
  (McGill-­‐Queens	
  
University	
  Press,	
  1997).	
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Dashboards,	
  Social	
  Media	
  Monitoring	
  and	
  Critical	
  Data	
  Analytics	
  
	
  
Richard	
  Rogers,	
  Digital	
  Methods	
  Initiative,	
  University	
  of	
  Amsterdam	
  
	
  

	
  
Building	
   on	
   Dominique	
   Boullier's	
   call	
   for	
   a	
   third	
  
generation	
   social	
   science	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   Nathaniel	
  
Tkacz's	
  critique	
  of	
  the	
  desire	
  to	
  control	
  data	
  signals,	
  
I	
  would	
  like	
  to	
  discuss	
  in	
  the	
  era	
  of	
  big	
  data	
  how	
  the	
  
dashboard	
   has	
   become	
   the	
   dominant	
   mode	
   of	
  
display	
  and	
  social	
  media	
  monitoring	
  as	
  predominant	
  
analytical	
   practice.	
   As	
   a	
   way	
   forward	
   I	
   propose	
   a	
  
critical	
   data	
   analytics	
   that	
   is	
   sensitive	
   to	
   big	
   data	
  
critique	
   on	
   the	
   one	
   hand	
   and	
   embraces	
   analytical	
  
strategies	
   for	
   the	
   study	
   of	
   Twitter	
   and	
   Facebook	
  
with	
   digital	
   methods,	
   making	
   findings	
   and	
  
outputting	
   visualisations	
   which	
   are	
   both	
   insightful	
  

for	
  (ethical)	
  social	
  research	
  and	
  aware	
  of	
  the	
  hegemony	
  of	
  the	
  graph.	
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  Director	
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  tools	
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  Crawler	
  and	
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  He	
  has	
  received	
  research	
  grants	
  from	
  the	
  Ford	
  
Foundation,	
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   Foundation,	
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   Foundation,	
   Open	
   Society	
   Institute	
   and	
   Soros	
  
Foundation,	
  and	
  has	
  worked	
  with	
  such	
  NGOs	
  as	
  Greenpeace	
  International,	
  Human	
  Rights	
  Watch,	
  
Association	
   for	
   Progressive	
   Communications,	
   Women	
   on	
   Waves,	
   Carbon	
   Trade	
   Watch	
   and	
  
Corporate	
  Observatory	
  Europe.	
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From	
  data	
  subjects	
  to	
  digital	
  citizens	
  
	
  
Evelyn	
  Ruppert,	
  Department	
  of	
  Sociology,	
  Goldsmiths	
  College,	
  University	
  
of	
  London	
  
	
  

	
  
By	
   bringing	
   the	
   political	
   subject	
   of	
   data	
   to	
   the	
  
centre	
  of	
  concern,	
   I	
  challenge	
  determinist	
  analyses	
  
of	
  the	
  Internet	
  that	
  imagine	
  people	
  as	
  passive	
  data	
  
subjects	
  and	
  libertarian	
  analyses	
  that	
  imagine	
  them	
  
as	
   sovereign	
   subjects.	
   Instead,	
   I	
   attend	
   to	
   how	
  
political	
   subjectivities	
   are	
   always	
   performed	
   in	
  
relation	
   to	
   sociotechnical	
   arrangements	
   to	
   then	
  
think	
   about	
   how	
   subjectivities	
   are	
   brought	
   into	
  
being	
   through	
   the	
   Internet.	
   I	
   shift	
   analysis	
   from	
  
how	
   we	
   are	
   'free'	
   or	
   being	
   'controlled'	
   to	
   the	
  
complexities	
   of	
   'acting'	
   through	
   the	
   Internet	
   by	
  
foregrounding	
  citizen	
  subjects	
  not	
  in	
  isolation	
  but	
  in	
  
relation	
   to	
   the	
   arrangements	
   of	
   which	
   they	
   are	
   a	
  
part.	
  In	
  this	
  way	
  I	
  identify	
  ways	
  of	
  being	
  not	
  simply	
  
obedient	
  and	
  submissive	
  but	
  also	
  subversive	
  digital	
  

citizens.	
   While	
   usually	
   reserved	
   for	
   high-­‐profile	
   hacktivists	
   and	
   whistle-­‐blowers,	
   I	
   ask,	
   how	
   do	
  
subjects	
  act	
  in	
  ways	
  that	
  transgress	
  the	
  expectations	
  of	
  and	
  go	
  beyond	
  specific	
  conventions	
  and	
  in	
  
doing	
  so	
  make	
  rights	
  claims	
  about	
  how	
  to	
  conduct	
  ourselves	
  as	
  digital	
  citizens?	
  By	
  focusing	
  on	
  how	
  
digital	
   citizens	
  make	
   rights	
   claims	
   through	
   the	
   Internet,	
   I	
   ask,	
  how	
  are	
   their	
  acts	
  also	
  mediated,	
  
regulated,	
  and	
  monitored,	
  and	
  how	
  is	
  knowledge	
  generated,	
  ordered,	
  and	
  disseminated	
  through	
  
the	
  Internet?	
  I	
  consider	
  both	
  of	
  these	
  concerns	
  as	
  objects	
  of	
  struggle	
  and	
  ones	
  through	
  which	
  we	
  
might	
  identify	
  how	
  to	
  otherwise	
  conduct	
  ourselves	
  as	
  digital	
  citizens	
  when	
  we	
  engage	
  with	
  others	
  
and	
  act	
  through	
  the	
  Internet.	
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  an	
  ERC	
  funded	
  Consolidator	
  Grant	
  project,	
  Peopling	
  Europe:	
  
How	
  data	
  make	
  a	
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   completed	
  ESRC	
   funded	
  project,	
  
Socialising	
  Big	
  Data	
  (2013-­‐14).	
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  also	
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  Editor-­‐in-­‐chief	
  of	
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  open	
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journal,	
  Big	
  Data	
  &	
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  Interdisciplinary	
  Inquiries,	
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  2014.	
  Evelyn	
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  co-­‐
author	
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  Isin)	
  of	
  Being	
  Digital	
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  (2015),	
  which	
  explores	
  how	
  citizens	
  encounter	
  and	
  
perform	
  new	
  sorts	
  of	
  rights,	
  duties,	
  opportunities	
  and	
  challenges	
  through	
  the	
  Internet.	
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Big	
  Data,	
  Retailing	
  Technologies,	
  and	
  the	
  Public	
  Sphere	
  
	
  
Joseph	
   Turow,	
   Annenberg	
   School	
   of	
   Communication,	
   University	
   of	
  
Pennsylvania	
  
	
  
	
  

During	
  the	
  past	
  two	
  decades	
  industrialized	
  societies	
  
have	
  witnessed	
  a	
   transformation	
   in	
   the	
  buying	
  and	
  
selling	
   of	
   goods.	
   The	
   commercialization	
   of	
   the	
  
internet	
  and	
  then	
  the	
  rise	
  of	
   smart	
  phones,	
   tablets	
  
and	
   other	
   mobile	
   devices	
   have	
   posed	
   new	
  
challenges	
   and	
  opportunities	
   to	
  buyers	
   and	
   sellers.	
  
Shoppers	
   have	
   unprecedented	
   ways	
   to	
   look	
   at	
  
prices	
   and	
   gain	
   leverage	
   regarding	
   their	
   purchases	
  
of	
  products.	
  Merchants	
  with	
  physical	
  stores	
  -­‐	
  where	
  
most	
  buying	
  still	
  takes	
  place	
  -­‐	
  have	
  struggled	
  to	
  find	
  
profitable	
  models	
  for	
  'omnichannel'	
  retailing	
  as	
  they	
  
confront	
  competition	
  via	
  mobile	
  even	
  in	
  store	
  aisles.	
  
Searching	
   for	
   solutions	
   to	
   hypercompetition	
   and	
  
better-­‐informed	
   shoppers,	
   many	
   large	
   merchants	
  
have	
  seized	
  on	
  using	
  predictive	
  analytics	
  with	
  high-­‐

volume,	
   high-­‐velocity	
   data	
   for	
   tailoring	
   personalized	
   relationships	
   and	
   prices	
   to	
   desirable	
  
customers	
   with	
   the	
   goal	
   of	
   cultivating	
   their	
   loyalty.	
   The	
   result	
   is	
   an	
   emerging	
   world	
   of	
   media	
  
technologies	
   and	
   symbolic	
   forms,	
   hardly	
   studied	
   by	
   academics,	
   that	
   raises	
   questions	
   about	
  
surveillance,	
  power	
  asymmetries,	
  privacy	
  and	
  democratic	
  participation	
  in	
  the	
  public	
  sphere.	
  
	
  
Biography	
  
	
  
Joseph	
   Turow	
   is	
   Robert	
   Lewis	
   Shayon	
   Professor	
   of	
   Communication	
   and	
   Associate	
   Dean	
   for	
  
Graduate	
   Studies	
   at	
   the	
   University	
   of	
   Pennsylvania's	
   Annenberg	
   School	
   for	
   Communication.	
  
Professor	
   Turow	
   is	
   an	
   elected	
   Fellow	
   of	
   the	
   International	
   Communication	
   Association	
   and	
   was	
  
presented	
  with	
  a	
  Distinguished	
  Scholar	
  Award	
  by	
  the	
  National	
  Communication	
  Association.	
  He	
  has	
  
authored	
  nine	
  books,	
  edited	
  five,	
  and	
  written	
  more	
  than	
  150	
  articles	
  on	
  mass	
  media	
  industries.	
  His	
  
most	
   recent	
   books	
   are	
  Media	
   Today:	
  Mass	
   Communication	
   in	
   a	
   Converging	
  World	
   (Routledge,	
  
2014)	
   and	
   The	
  Daily	
   You:	
  How	
   the	
  New	
  Advertising	
   Industry	
   is	
   Defining	
   Your	
   Identity	
   and	
   Your	
  
World	
  (Yale,	
  2012).	
  In	
  2010	
  the	
  University	
  of	
  Michigan	
  Press	
  published	
  Playing	
  Doctor:	
  Television,	
  
Storytelling,	
  and	
  Medical	
  Power,	
  a	
  history	
  of	
  prime	
  time	
  TV	
  and	
  the	
  sociopolitics	
  of	
  medicine,	
  and	
  
in	
  2013	
  it	
  won	
  the	
  McGovern	
  Health	
  Communication	
  Award	
  from	
  the	
  University	
  Of	
  Texas	
  College	
  
Of	
   Communication.	
   Other	
   books	
   reflecting	
   current	
   interests	
   are	
   Niche	
   Envy:	
   Marketing	
  
Discrimination	
  in	
  the	
  Digital	
  Age	
  (MIT	
  Press,	
  2006),	
  Breaking	
  Up	
  America:	
  Advertisers	
  and	
  the	
  New	
  
Media	
  World	
  (University	
  of	
  Chicago	
  Press,	
  1997;	
  paperback,	
  1999;	
  Chinese	
  edition	
  2004);	
  and	
  The	
  
Hyperlinked	
   Society:	
   Questioning	
   Connections	
   in	
   the	
   Digital	
   Age	
   (edited	
   with	
   Lokman	
   Tsui,	
  
University	
  of	
  Michigan	
  Press,	
  2008).	
  Turow's	
  continuing	
  national	
  surveys	
  of	
  the	
  American	
  public	
  on	
  
issues	
  relating	
  to	
  marketing,	
  new	
  media,	
  and	
  society	
  have	
  received	
  a	
  great	
  deal	
  of	
  attention	
  in	
  the	
  
popular	
  press,	
   as	
  well	
   as	
   in	
   the	
   research	
   community.	
  He	
  has	
  written	
  about	
   these	
   topics	
   for	
   the	
  
popular	
   press	
   and	
   has	
   lectured	
   widely.	
   He	
   was	
   awarded	
   a	
   Lady	
   Astor	
   Lectureship	
   by	
   Oxford	
  
University.	
   He	
   was	
   invited	
   to	
   give	
   the	
  McGovern	
   Lecture	
   at	
   the	
   University	
   of	
   Texas	
   College	
   of	
  
Communication,	
  the	
  Pockrass	
  Distinguished	
  Lecture	
  at	
  Penn	
  State	
  University,	
  and	
  the	
  Chancellor's	
  
Distinguished	
  Lecture	
  at	
  Louisiana	
  State	
  University.	
  	
  



	
  

@DataPowerConf	
  #DataPowerConf	
  

14	
  

Programme	
  in	
  Detail	
  
Monday	
  22nd	
  June	
  
	
  

Panel	
  Session	
  1:	
  Monday,	
  11.30am	
  –	
  12.50pm	
  	
  

	
  
Data	
  and	
  Surveillance	
  (Chair:	
  Mark	
  Andrejevic)	
  

• Political	
   activism	
   and	
   anti-­‐surveillance	
   resistance:	
   responses	
   to	
   the	
   Snowden	
   leaks,	
   Lina	
  
Denick,	
  Jonathan	
  Cable	
  and	
  Arne	
  Hintz	
  (Cardiff	
  University).	
  

• Surveillance,	
  Trust	
  and	
  Big	
  Data	
  –	
  The	
  Socio-­‐Legal	
  Relevance	
  of	
  Online	
  Traceability,	
  Stefan	
  
Larsson	
  (Lund	
  University	
  Internet	
  Institute).	
  

• Access	
  Denied!	
  Exercising	
  Access	
  Rights	
  in	
  Europe,	
  Clive	
  Norris	
  (University	
  of	
  Sheffield)	
  and	
  
Xavier	
  L'Hoiry	
  (University	
  of	
  Leeds).	
  

• The	
   Veillant	
   Panoptic	
   Assemblage:	
   Critically	
   Interrogating	
   Power,	
   Resistance	
  
and	
  Intelligence	
   Accountability	
   through	
   a	
   Case	
   Study	
   of	
   the	
   Snowden	
   Leaks,	
   Vian	
   Bakir	
  
(Bangor	
  University).	
  

	
  
	
  
Data,	
  Markets,	
  Finance,	
  Profit	
  (Chair:	
  Alison	
  Hearn)	
  

• Open	
  weather	
  data	
  and	
  the	
  financialisation	
  of	
  climate	
  change,	
  Jo	
  Bates	
  and	
  Paula	
  Goodale	
  
(University	
  of	
  Sheffield).	
  

• Twitter,	
   Financial	
  Markets	
   and	
  Hack	
  Crash,	
   Tero	
   Karppi	
   (State	
  University	
   of	
  New	
  York	
   at	
  
Buffalo)	
  and	
  Kate	
  Crawford	
  (Microsoft	
  Research).	
  

• On	
   digital	
   markets,	
   data,	
   and	
   concentric	
   diversification,	
   Bernhard	
   Rieder	
   (University	
   of	
  
Amsterdam)	
  and	
  Gernot	
  Rieder	
  (IT	
  University	
  of	
  Copenhagen).	
  

• In	
  the	
  name	
  of	
  Development:	
  power,	
  profit	
  and	
  the	
  datafication	
  of	
  the	
  global	
  South,	
  Linnet	
  
Taylor	
  and	
  Dennis	
  Broeders	
  (University	
  of	
  Amsterdam).	
  

	
  
	
  
Data	
  Journalism	
  (Chair:	
  Eddy-­‐Borges	
  Rey)	
  

• Empirical	
   Passions,	
   Empirical	
   Power:	
   The	
   Long	
  History	
   of	
   Data	
   Journalism,	
   CW	
  Anderson	
  
(College	
  of	
  Staten	
  Island	
  (CUNY)).	
  

• Remediation	
   isn’t	
   the	
   remedy:	
   Social	
   media	
   bias	
   and	
   broken	
   promises	
   of	
   data	
  
representativeness,	
  Jonas	
  Andersson	
  Schwarz	
  (MKV,	
  Sodertorn	
  University).	
  

• Narrating	
   Networks	
   of	
   Power:	
   Narrative	
   Structures	
   of	
   Network	
   Analysis	
   for	
   Journalism,	
  
Liliana	
  Bounergu	
  (University	
  of	
  Amsterdam),	
  Jonathan	
  Gray	
  (Royal	
  Holloway,	
  University	
  of	
  
London	
  and	
  Digital	
  Methods	
   Initiative,	
  University	
  of	
  Amsterdam)	
  and	
  Tommaso	
  Venturini	
  
(SciencesPo	
  Medialab).	
  	
  

• Quantifying	
  journalism	
  -­‐	
  A	
  critical	
  study	
  of	
  big	
  data	
  within	
  journalism	
  practice,	
  Raul	
  Ferrer	
  
Conill	
  (Karlstad	
  University).	
  

	
  
	
  
Genealogies	
  of	
  Cognitive	
  Capitalism	
  (Chair:	
  Susan	
  Molyneux-­‐Hodgson)	
  

• Cognitive	
  Scaffolding	
  and	
  the	
  Data	
  Unconscious:	
  On	
  Decision	
  Support	
  Systems,	
  Nathaniel	
  
Tkacz	
  (University	
  of	
  Warwick).	
  

• Regimes	
   of	
   Conversion:	
   Historicizing	
   Design	
   Patterns	
   from	
   Architecture	
   to	
   UX,	
   Michael	
  
Dieter	
  (University	
  of	
  Warwick).	
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• ‘Demo	
   or	
   Die’:	
   Architecture	
  Machine	
   Group,	
   Responsive	
   Environments,	
   and	
   the	
   ‘Neuro-­‐
Computational’	
  Complex,	
  Orit	
  Halpern	
  (New	
  School	
  for	
  Social	
  Research,	
  New	
  York).	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  

Panel	
  Session	
  2:	
  	
  Monday,	
  1:50pm	
  -­‐	
  3:10pm	
  	
  	
  
	
  

	
  
Data	
  and	
  Governance	
  (Chair:	
  Clive	
  Norris)	
  

• Big	
  Data	
  and	
  Canadian	
  Governance:	
  A	
  Qualitative	
  Assessment,	
  Joanna	
  Redden	
  (University	
  
of	
  Calgary).	
  

• Data	
   sovereignty	
   through	
   representative	
   data	
   governance:	
   Addressing	
   flawed	
   consumer	
  
choice	
  policy,	
   Jonathan	
  Obar	
   (University	
  of	
  Ontario	
   Institute	
  of	
  Technology	
  and	
  Michigan	
  
State	
  University).	
  

• Data	
   Power	
   and	
   the	
   Digital	
   Economy:	
   Actual	
   Potential	
   and	
   Virtual,	
   Jonathan	
   Foster	
   and	
  
Angela	
  Lin	
  (University	
  of	
  Sheffield).	
  

• Big	
   Data	
   and	
   Power:	
  What’s	
   New(s)?,	
   Josh	
   Cowls	
   and	
   Ralph	
   Schroeder	
   (Oxford	
   Internet	
  
Institute).	
  

	
  
	
  
Data,	
  Art,	
  Media	
  (Chair:	
  Raul	
  Ferrer	
  Conill)	
  

• Artistic	
  Appropriation	
  as	
  Data	
  Power,	
  Charlotte	
  Webb	
  (University	
  of	
  the	
  Arts,	
  London).	
  
• Framing	
   Discourse	
   on	
   Big	
   Data:	
   Online	
   Coverage	
   of	
   the	
   Big	
   Data	
   Revolution	
   by	
   British	
  

Newspapers,	
  Eddy	
  Borges-­‐Rey	
  (University	
  of	
  Stirling).	
  
• Locative	
  Data	
  and	
  Public	
  Sexual	
  Cultures,	
  Ben	
  Light	
  (Queensland	
  University	
  of	
  Technology).	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
The	
  Politics	
  of	
  Open	
  and	
  Linked	
  Data	
  (Chair:	
  Jo	
  Bates)	
  

• The	
  Ambiguous	
  Goals	
  of	
  Aid	
  Transparency	
  Advocacy,	
  James	
  Pamment	
  (University	
  of	
  Texas	
  
at	
  Austin).	
  

• Schema.org	
   as	
   Hegemony:	
   The	
   Politics	
   of	
   Linked	
   Data	
   Formats,	
   Lindsay	
   Piorier,	
   Krisine	
  
Gloria,	
  and	
  Dominic	
  Difranzo	
  (Rensselaer	
  Polytechnic	
  Institute).	
  

• The	
  Rise	
  of	
  the	
  Knowledge	
  Base:	
  The	
  Construction	
  and	
  Flow	
  of	
  Factual	
  Data	
  in	
  the	
  Age	
  of	
  
User-­‐Generated	
  Content,	
  Heather	
  Ford	
  (Oxford	
  Internet	
  Institute,	
  University	
  of	
  Oxford).	
  

• The	
  Politics	
  of	
  Open	
  Data,	
  Jonathan	
  Gray	
  (Royal	
  Holloway,	
  University	
  of	
  London	
  and	
  Digital	
  
Methods	
  Initiative,	
  University	
  of	
  Amsterdam).	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
Resistance,	
  Agency,	
  Activism	
  (Chair:	
  Stuart	
  Shaw)	
  

• (How)	
  do	
  women	
  resist	
  the	
  power	
  of	
  big	
  data?	
  Nancy	
  Thumim	
  (University	
  of	
  Leeds).	
  	
  
• Exerting	
   privacy	
   through	
   ethical	
   standards	
   and	
   shareholder	
   activism:	
   new	
   strategies	
   for	
  

resistance,	
  Evan	
  Light	
  (Mobile	
  Media	
  Lab,	
  Concordia	
  University).	
  
• The	
  big	
  data	
  hide	
  and	
  seek:	
  Theorizing	
  data	
  activism,	
  Stefania	
  Milan	
  (University	
  of	
  Tilburg).	
  
• Data	
  Luddism,	
  Dan	
  McQuillan	
  (University	
  of	
  London).	
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Panel	
  Session	
  3:	
  Monday,	
  3:40pm	
  -­‐	
  5pm	
  	
  	
  
	
  

	
  
Visualising	
  Data	
  (Chair:	
  Richard	
  Rogers)	
  

• What	
  Can	
  a	
  Visualisation	
  Do?	
  Power	
  and	
  the	
  Visual	
  Representation	
  of	
  Data,	
  Helen	
  Kennedy	
  
(University	
  of	
  Sheffield);	
  Rosemary	
  Lucy	
  Hill	
  (University	
  of	
  Leeds);	
  William	
  Allen	
  (University	
  
of	
  Oxford),	
  and	
  Giorgia	
  Aiello	
  (University	
  of	
  Leeds).	
  

• Emotional	
   Data	
   Visualisations	
   in	
   Public	
   Space:	
   A	
   Critical	
   Overview,	
   Christopher	
   Wood	
  
(Queen	
  Mary,	
  University	
  of	
  London).	
  

• Clickivism	
   and	
   the	
   Quantification	
   of	
   Participation:	
   Studying	
   Anti-­‐Nuclear	
   Activists	
   on	
  
Facebook	
  with	
  Quanti-­‐Quali	
  Data	
  Visualisations,	
  Dave	
  Moats	
  (Goldsmiths	
  College).	
  

• Data	
   Stories:	
   Visualising	
   Sensitive	
   Subjects,	
   Anna	
   Feigenbaum,	
   Dan	
   Jackson	
   and	
   Einar	
  
Thorsen	
  (Bournemouth	
  University).	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
Data	
  Labour	
  (Chair:	
  Andrew	
  McStay)	
  

• Report	
  From	
  the	
  Factory	
  Floor:	
  Big	
  Data,	
  Audience	
  Labour	
  and	
  Perceptions	
  of	
  Media	
  Use,	
  
Goran	
  Bolin	
  (Sodertorn	
  University).	
  

• Reputation	
   Cultures	
   and	
   Data	
   Production:	
   A	
   Critical	
   Approach	
   to	
   Online	
   Reputation	
  
Systems,	
   Alessandro	
   Gandini	
   (Middlesex	
   University,	
   London)	
   and	
   Alessandro	
   Caliandro	
  
(University	
  of	
  Milan).	
  

• (H)Ello	
   Alternatives?	
   Terms	
   of	
   Service,	
   Datafication,	
   and	
   Digital	
   Labor,	
   Kenneth	
   Werbin	
  
(Wilfrid	
  Laurier	
  University)	
  and	
  Ian	
  Reilly	
  (Concordia	
  University).	
  

• Data	
  Mirroring:	
  Anonymous	
  Videos,	
  Political	
  Mimesis,	
  and	
  the	
  Praxis	
  of	
  Conflict,	
  Adam	
  Fish	
  
(Lancaster	
  University).	
  

	
  
	
  
Data	
  Practices	
  (Chair:	
  Stefania	
  Milan)	
  

• Challenges	
   for	
   an	
   Ethnographic	
   Approach	
   to	
   Big	
   Data:	
   Bringing	
   Experiments	
   into	
   the	
  
Fieldwork,	
  Tomas	
  Ariztia	
  (Universidad	
  Diego	
  Portales).	
  

• The	
  Complexities	
  of	
  Creating	
  Big-­‐Small-­‐Data:	
  Using	
  Public	
  Survey	
  Data	
  to	
  Explore	
  Unfolding	
  
Social	
  and	
  Economic	
  Change,	
  Emily	
  Gray	
  and	
  Stephen	
  Farrall,	
  University	
  of	
  Sheffield,	
  Colin	
  
Hay,	
  Sciences	
  Po,	
  and	
  Will	
  Jennings,	
  University	
  of	
  Southampton.	
  

• The	
   Construction	
   of	
   Twitter	
   Databases:	
   Empirical	
   Case	
   Studies	
   on	
   the	
   Socio-­‐Technical	
  
Meaning	
   of	
   Twitter	
   Data	
   as	
   a	
   Research	
   Tool,	
   Evelien	
   D'Heer	
   (iMinds-­‐MICT-­‐Ghent	
  
University)	
  and	
  Pieter	
  Verdegem	
  (Ghent	
  University).	
  

• Social	
  Media	
  Marketers	
   and	
   the	
   Limits	
   of	
   Data,	
   Jeremy	
   Shtern	
   (Ryerson	
   University)	
   and	
  
Tamara	
  Shepherd	
  (London	
  School	
  of	
  Economics	
  and	
  Political	
  Science).	
  

	
  
	
  
Healthcare	
  Data	
  and	
  Expertise	
  (Chair:	
  José	
  van	
  Dijck)	
  

• Privacy	
  Without	
  Guarantees:	
  Healthcare	
  and	
  Genomics	
  in	
  the	
  age	
  of	
  Big	
  Data,	
  Julie	
  Frizzo-­‐
Barker	
  and	
  Peter	
  Chow-­‐White	
  (Simon	
  Fraser	
  University).	
  

• Towards	
   a	
   View	
   of	
   Health	
   Expertise	
   as	
   Collective	
   Imagining:	
   Self-­‐Tracking	
   and	
   the	
   Co-­‐
Construction	
   of	
   Interiority	
   and	
   Externality	
   in	
   a	
   Finnish	
   Health	
   Care	
   Organization,	
   Nina	
  
Honkela,	
  Eeva	
  Berglund	
  and	
  Minna	
  Ruckenstein	
  (University	
  of	
  Helsinki).	
  

• Responsible	
   Innovation	
   in	
   Big	
   Data	
   Systems,	
   Sabine	
   Thuermel	
   (Technische	
   Universitat	
  
Munchen).	
  



	
  

@DataPowerConf	
  #DataPowerConf	
  

17	
  

• Tracking	
  Productive	
  Subjects:	
  Corporate	
  Wellness	
  Programmes,	
  Self-­‐Tracking	
  and	
  Control	
  
Through	
  Data,	
  Chris	
  Till	
  (Leeds	
  Beckett).	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  

Tuesday	
  23rd	
  June	
  
	
  

Panel	
  Session	
  4:	
  Tuesday,	
  11.45am	
  –	
  1:05pm	
  	
  
	
  

	
  
Theorising	
  Data	
  Power	
  (Chair:	
  Dan	
  McQuillan)	
  

• Reframing	
  data	
  intensive	
  scholarship:	
  a	
  critique	
  of	
  the	
  digital	
  information	
  ecosystem,	
  Tami	
  
Oliphant	
  and	
  Kendall	
  Roark	
  (University	
  of	
  Alberta).	
  

• Why	
  do	
  Data	
  speak	
  for	
  themselves?	
  A	
  theoretical	
  perspective,	
  Philippe	
  Useille	
  (Universite	
  
de	
  Valenciennes	
  et	
  du	
  Hainaut-­‐Cambresis).	
  

• Data	
   Trac(k)ing	
   the	
   Affective	
   Unconscious:	
   The	
   Body	
   The	
   Blood	
   The	
   Machine,	
   Gregory	
  
Seigworth	
  (Millersville	
  University).	
  

• Critiquing	
  The	
  Ontological	
  Grounding	
  of	
  Big	
  Data:	
  A	
  Heideggerian	
  Perspective,	
  Stuart	
  Shaw	
  
(University	
  of	
  Leeds).	
  

	
  
	
  
Data	
  Cities	
  (Chair:	
  Giorgia	
  Aiello)	
  

• Canaries	
  in	
  the	
  Data	
  Mine:	
  Young	
  People,	
  Property,	
  and	
  Power	
  in	
  the	
  ‘Smart'	
  City,	
  Gregory	
  
Donovan	
  (Fordham	
  University).	
  

• The	
   Politics	
   of	
   Urban	
   Indicators,	
   Benchmarking	
   and	
   Dashboards,	
   Rob	
   Kitchin,	
   Tracey	
  
Lauriault,	
  and	
  Gavin	
  McArdle	
  (National	
  University	
  of	
  Ireland	
  Maynooth).	
  

• Digital	
   Media	
   in	
   the	
   City:	
   Open	
   Data	
   and	
   Smart	
   Citizenship,	
   Gunes	
   Tavmen	
   (Birkbeck,	
  
University	
  of	
  London).	
  

• BOLD	
  Cities:	
  the	
  promise	
  and	
  predicaments	
  of	
  big	
  data	
  for	
  urban	
  governance,	
  Liesbet	
  van	
  
Zoonen	
  and	
  Jan	
  van	
  Dalen	
  (Erasmus	
  University	
  and	
  Loughborough	
  University).	
  

	
  
	
  
Personal	
  Data	
  and	
  Data	
  Literacy	
  (Chair:	
  Joseph	
  Turow)	
  

• The	
   Promise	
   of	
   Small	
   Data:	
   Regulating	
   Individual	
   Choice	
   Through	
   Access	
   to	
   Personal	
  
Information,	
  Nora	
  Draper	
  (University	
  of	
  New	
  Hampshire).	
  

• The	
   Calculative	
   Power	
   Over	
   Personal	
   Data,	
   Tuukka	
   Lehtiniemi	
   (Institute	
   for	
   Information	
  
Technology).	
  

• The	
  Power	
  of	
  Understanding	
  Data,	
  Zara	
  Rahman	
  (Centre	
  for	
  Internet	
  and	
  Human	
  Rights	
  at	
  
European	
  University	
  Viadrina).	
  

• Users	
   and	
   Inferred	
   Data	
   in	
   Online	
   Social	
   Networks:	
   Countering	
   Power	
   Imbalance	
   by	
  
Revealing	
   Inference	
  Mechanisms,	
   Laurence	
   Claeys,	
   Tom	
   Seymoens	
   and	
   Jo	
   Pierson	
   (VUB-­‐
iMinds-­‐SMIT).	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
Data,	
  Security,	
  Citizenship,	
  Borders	
  (Chair:	
  Clare	
  Birchall)	
  

• Big	
  Data,	
  Big	
  Borders,	
  Btihaj	
  Ajana	
  (King's	
  College	
  London).	
  
• The	
  datafication	
  of	
  security:	
  Reasoning,	
  politics,	
  critique,	
  Claudia	
  Aradau	
  and	
  Tobias	
  Blanke	
  

(King's	
  College	
  London).	
  
• Jus	
   Algoritmi:	
   How	
   the	
   NSA	
   Remade	
   Citizenship,	
   John	
   Cheney-­‐Lippold	
   (University	
   of	
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Michigan).	
  
• What	
  Do	
  Data	
  Accomplish	
  for	
  Civil	
  Society	
  Organisations?	
  The	
  Case	
  of	
  Migration	
  and	
  Social	
  

Welfare	
  in	
  the	
  UK,	
  Will	
  Allen	
  (University	
  of	
  Oxford).	
  	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  

Panel	
  Session	
  5:	
  Tuesday,	
  2:05pm	
  –	
  3:25pm	
  	
  	
  
	
  

	
  
Data	
  Subjects	
  (Chair:	
  Evelyn	
  Ruppert)	
  

• Data	
  Literacy,	
  Agency	
  and	
  Power,	
  Jennifer	
  Pybus	
  (University	
  of	
  the	
  Arts	
  London).	
  
• The	
  New	
  Data	
  Subject:	
  Between	
  Transparency	
  and	
  Secrecy	
  in	
  the	
  Digital	
  Age,	
  Clare	
  Birchall	
  

(King's	
  College	
  London).	
  
• The	
  Quantified	
  Academic,	
  Gary	
  Hall	
  (Coventry	
  University).	
  
• 'Please	
  wait	
  a	
  moment	
  while	
  we	
  refresh	
  your	
  assets':	
  The	
  promise	
  of	
  cognitive	
  computing,	
  

Adrian	
  Mackenzie	
  (Lancaster	
  University).	
  	
  
	
  

	
  
Data	
  in	
  Education	
  (Chair:	
  Robin	
  Sen)	
  

• Data-­‐Driven	
   Decision	
   Making	
   in	
   the	
   Education	
   and	
   the	
   Cultural	
   Sector:	
   A	
   Comparison.	
  
Franziska	
  Florack	
  and	
  Abigail	
  Gilmore	
  (University	
  of	
  Manchester).	
  

• Enacting	
   the	
   Child	
   in	
   School	
   Through	
   Data	
   Technologies,	
   Lyndsay	
   Grant	
   (University	
   of	
  
Bristol).	
  

• What	
  is	
  a	
  Data	
  Event?	
  The	
  Effects	
  of	
  Large-­‐Scale	
  Assessments	
  in	
  Schooling,	
  Greg	
  Thompson	
  
(Murdoch	
  University)	
  and	
  Sam	
  Sellar	
  (University	
  of	
  Queensland).	
  

• Knowing	
  Schools:	
  Data	
  Power	
  in	
  the	
  Governing	
  of	
  Education,	
  Ben	
  Williamson	
  (University	
  of	
  
Sterling).	
  

	
  
	
  
Algorithmic	
  Power	
  (Chair:	
  Heather	
  Ford)	
  

• Profiling	
  as	
  Data	
  Power:	
  Addressing	
  Algorithmic	
  Knowledge,	
   Jake	
  Goldenfein	
  and	
  Andrew	
  
Kenyon	
  (University	
  of	
  Melbourne).	
  

• From	
  Words	
  to	
  Numbers:	
  Redefining	
  the	
  Public,	
  Misha	
  Kavka	
  (University	
  of	
  Auckland).	
  
• Deep	
   Sight:	
   The	
   Rise	
   of	
   Algorithmic	
   Visuality	
   in	
   the	
   Age	
   of	
   Big	
   Data,	
   Jonathan	
   Roberge	
  

(Institut	
  National	
  de	
  la	
  Recherce	
  Scientifique)	
  and	
  Thomas	
  Crosbie	
  (University	
  of	
  Maryland	
  
College	
  Park).	
  

• Self-­‐quantification	
   and	
   the	
   dividuation	
   of	
   life:	
   A	
   Deleuzian	
   approach,	
   Vassilis	
   Charitsis	
  
(Karlstad	
  University).	
  

	
  
	
  
Politics,	
  Economics,	
  Data	
  (Chair:	
  Nora	
  Draper)	
  

• Evolution	
   of	
   the	
   Data	
   Economy:	
   Lessons	
   from	
   Early	
   Railroad	
   History	
   Seen	
   Through	
   the	
  
Lenses	
  of	
  General	
  Evolution,	
  Mika	
  Pantzar	
  (Helsinki	
  University).	
  

• Conceiving	
   Empathic	
   Media	
   and	
   Outlining	
   Stakeholder	
   Interests	
   (With	
   Some	
   Surprising	
  
Results),	
  Andrew	
  McStay	
  (Bangor	
  University).	
  

• The	
  Political	
  Economy	
  of	
  Data	
  in	
  Collective	
  Impact	
  Strategies,	
  Alexander	
  Fink	
  (University	
  of	
  
Minnesota).	
  	
  

• Brokerage:	
  Mediating	
  Datafication,	
  Citizenship	
  and	
  the	
  City,	
  Alison	
  Powell	
  (London	
  School	
  
of	
  Economics	
  and	
  Political	
  Science).	
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Panel	
  Session	
  6:	
  Tuesday,	
  3:55pm	
  –	
  5:15pm	
  	
  
	
  

	
  
Data	
  Mining/Extraction	
  (Chair:	
  Bernhard	
  Rieder)	
  

• Platform	
   Specificity	
   and	
   the	
   Politics	
   of	
   Location	
   Data	
   Extraction,	
   Carlos	
   Barreneche	
  
(Universidad	
  Javeriana).	
  

• Incompatible	
  Perceptions	
  of	
  Privacy:	
   Implications	
   for	
  Data	
  Protection	
  Regulation,	
   Jockum	
  
Hilden	
  (University	
  of	
  Helsinki).	
  

• Data-­‐Mining	
   Research	
   and	
   the	
  Accelerated	
  Disintegration	
   of	
  Dutch	
   Society,	
   Ingrid	
  Hoofd	
  
(Utrecht	
  University).	
  

• Erasing	
  Discrimination	
   in	
  Data	
  Mining,	
  Who	
  Would	
  Object?	
   -­‐	
   Is	
  a	
  Paradigmatic	
  Shift	
   from	
  
Data	
   Protection	
   Principles	
   Necessary	
   to	
   Tackle	
   Discrimination	
   in	
   Data	
   Mining?	
   Laurens	
  
Naudts	
  and	
  Jef	
  Ausloos	
  (University	
  of	
  Leuven	
  (ICRI/CIR	
  -­‐	
  iMinds)).	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
Data	
  and	
  Popular	
  Culture	
  (Chair:	
  Ysabel	
  Gerrard)	
  

• When	
  artistry	
  is	
  turned	
  into	
  data,	
  Maria	
  Eriksson	
  (Umea	
  University).	
  
• Forced	
   ‘Gifts’	
   and	
  Mandatory	
   Permissions:	
   Digital	
   Property,	
   Data	
   Capture,	
   and	
   the	
   New	
  

Music	
  Industry,	
  Leslie	
  M.	
  Meier	
  (University	
  of	
  Leeds)	
  and	
  Vincent	
  R.	
  Manzerolle	
  (University	
  
of	
  Windsor).	
  

• Musica	
   Analytica:	
   Music	
   Streaming	
   Services	
   and	
   Big	
   Data,	
   Robert	
   Prey	
   (Simon	
   Fraser	
  
University).	
  

• User	
  acquisition:	
  The	
  Rise	
  of	
  the	
  Data	
  Commodity,	
  David	
  Nieborg	
  (University	
  of	
  Amsterdam	
  
and	
  Massachusetts	
  Institute	
  of	
  Technology).	
  

	
  
	
  
The	
  Datafied	
  Self	
  (Chair:	
  Göran	
  Bolin)	
  

• Training	
   to	
   Self-­‐Care:	
   The	
   Power	
   and	
   Knowledge	
   of	
   Fitness	
   Data,	
   Aristea	
   Fotopoulou	
  
(Lancaster	
  University).	
  

• (My)	
   Data	
   (My)	
   Double:	
   On	
   the	
   Need	
   for	
   a	
   Positive	
   Biopolitical	
   Understanding	
   of	
   Data,	
  
Spencer	
  Revoy	
  (Queen's	
  University,	
  Canada).	
  

• The	
   Domestication	
   of	
   Self-­‐Monitoring	
   Devices:	
   Beyond	
   Data	
   Practices?	
   Kate	
   Weiner	
  
(University	
  of	
  Sheffield);	
  Catherine	
  Will	
  (University	
  of	
  Sussex),	
  and	
  Flis	
  Henwood	
  (University	
  
of	
  Brighton).	
  

• The	
  dataist	
   self	
   -­‐	
  epistemological	
   foundations	
  and	
  social	
  positionings,	
  Minna	
  Ruckenstein	
  
and	
  Mika	
  Pantzar	
  (University	
  of	
  Helsinki).	
  

	
  
	
  
Civic	
  Hacking	
  and	
  Riotous	
  Media	
  (Chair:	
  Alison	
  Powell)	
  

• Civic	
  hacking:	
  Re-­‐imagining	
  civic	
  engagement	
  in	
  datafied	
  publics,	
  Stefan	
  Baack	
  and	
  Tamara	
  
Witschge	
  (University	
  of	
  Groningen).	
  

• Open	
  government	
  data	
  practices:	
  The	
  example	
  of	
  civic	
  hacking,	
  Juliane	
  Jarke	
  (University	
  of	
  
Bremen).	
  

• Data-­‐basing:	
  Earthing,	
  Storing	
  and	
  Exploring	
  Riotous	
  Media,	
  Stevie	
  Docherty	
  (University	
  of	
  
Glasgow).	
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Paper	
  Abstracts	
  
	
  

	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  1a)	
  Data	
  and	
  Surveillance	
  

	
  
	
  
Political	
  activism	
  and	
  anti-­‐surveillance	
  resistance:	
  responses	
  to	
  the	
  Snowden	
  leaks.	
  
Lina	
  Denick,	
  Jonathan	
  Cable	
  and	
  Arne	
  Hintz	
  (Cardiff	
  University).	
  
	
  
The	
   publication	
   of	
   the	
   documents	
   first	
   leaked	
   by	
  whistleblower	
   Edward	
   Snowden	
   in	
   June	
   2013	
  
revealing	
  the	
  extent	
  of	
  data-­‐driven	
  forms	
  of	
  governance,	
  surveillance	
  and	
  control	
  have	
  significant	
  
implications	
  for	
  our	
  understanding	
  of	
  political	
  activism	
  and	
  dissent.	
  Based	
  on	
  research	
  carried	
  out	
  
for	
   the	
  ESRC-­‐funded	
  project	
   ‘Digital	
  Citizenship	
  and	
  Surveillance	
  Society:	
  UK	
  State-­‐Media-­‐Citizen	
  
relations	
  after	
  the	
  Snowden	
  leaks’	
  hosted	
  at	
  Cardiff	
  University,	
  this	
  paper	
  will	
  present	
  preliminary	
  
findings	
  on	
  how	
  the	
  Snowden	
  leaks	
  have	
  impacted	
  on	
  practices	
  of	
  prominent	
  activist	
  groups	
  in	
  the	
  
UK.	
   In	
   particular,	
   it	
   will	
   discuss	
   the	
   extent	
   to	
  which	
  we	
   see	
   the	
   integration	
   of	
   anti-­‐surveillance	
  
resistance	
   into	
   broader	
   political	
   activism	
   and	
   social	
   movements	
   either	
   through	
   combined	
  
campaigning	
  efforts	
  around	
  issues	
  related	
  to	
  surveillance,	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  sousveillance	
  to	
  shed	
  light	
  on	
  
surveillance,	
   or	
   through	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   online	
   platforms	
   and	
   technical	
   tools	
   that	
   are	
   designed	
   to	
  
circumvent	
   the	
   aggregation	
   of	
   data	
   for	
   purposes	
   of	
   surveillance.	
   Based	
   on	
   interviews	
   with	
  
significant	
   civil	
   society	
   groups	
   and	
   organisations,	
   it	
   will	
   consider	
   the	
   nature,	
   possibilities	
   and	
  
challenges	
  of	
  political	
  activism	
  in	
  light	
  of	
  the	
  Snowden	
  leaks,	
  and	
  will	
  seek	
  to	
  question	
  what	
  anti-­‐
surveillance	
  resistance	
  looks	
  like	
  in	
  a	
  Snowden	
  era.	
  
	
  
Surveillance,	
  Trust	
  and	
  Big	
  Data	
  –	
  The	
  Socio-­‐Legal	
  Relevance	
  of	
  Online	
  Traceability.	
  
Stefan	
  Larsson	
  (Lund	
  University	
  Internet	
  Institute).	
  
	
  
Data	
   –	
   such	
   as	
   individual	
   traffic	
   data	
   –	
   makes	
   many	
   promises	
   indeed,	
   and	
   therefore	
   asks	
  
normatively	
   relevant	
   questions	
   of	
   who	
   should	
   have	
   access	
   to	
   it	
   and	
   for	
   what	
   reasons.	
   Never	
  
before	
  have	
  we	
  been	
  so	
  measurable	
  by	
  the	
  tools,	
  platforms	
  and	
  infrastructure	
  we	
  depend	
  on	
  for	
  
our	
   professional	
   and	
   private	
   life.	
   This	
   is	
   of	
   course	
   a	
   potent	
   pool	
   of	
   information	
   for	
   law	
  
enforcement	
   when	
   imposed	
   by	
   governmental	
   legislation,	
   but	
   has	
   likely	
   a	
   limit	
   in	
   terms	
   of	
  
legitimacy	
  by	
   the	
  people	
  whose	
  data	
   is	
   retained.	
  Using	
  Sweden	
  as	
  a	
  case,	
   this	
   study	
  empirically	
  
studies	
  public	
  opinion	
  and	
  social	
  norms	
  on	
  online	
  surveillance	
  and	
  governmental	
  data	
  retention,	
  
and	
  makes	
  an	
  analysis	
   in	
  terms	
  of	
  trust,	
   legitimacy	
  and	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  personalized	
  Big	
  Data	
  for	
   law	
  
enforcement.	
  Research	
  questions	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  addressed	
  are	
  the	
  following:	
  
	
  
What	
  are	
  the	
  limits	
  of	
  legitimacy	
  and	
  our	
  trust	
  for	
  governmental	
  agencies	
  retention	
  of	
  our	
  traffic	
  
data,	
  for	
  example,	
  what	
  type	
  of	
  information	
  do	
  we	
  find	
  acceptable	
  to	
  be	
  collected	
  and	
  by	
  which	
  
governmental	
  authority	
  and	
  under	
  what	
  circumstances?	
  	
  
	
  
How	
  does	
   this	
  public	
   level	
  of	
   trust	
   relate	
   to	
   contemporary	
   legal	
  development,	
   such	
  as	
   the	
  Data	
  
retention	
  directive	
  and	
  increased	
  political	
  appeal	
  for	
  ISPs	
  to	
  store	
  data	
  for	
  a	
  longer	
  time?	
  	
  
	
  
On	
   the	
   more	
   speculative	
   account,	
   and	
   bearing	
   the	
   present	
   social	
   acceptance	
   of	
   CCTV	
   in	
   mind	
  
albeit	
  much	
  debated	
  when	
   introduced,	
  how	
  could	
  we	
  understand	
  and	
  expect	
  the	
  public	
  opinion	
  
on	
  online	
  traceability	
  and	
  data-­‐driven	
  tracking	
  will	
  shift	
  over	
  time?	
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We	
   have	
   in	
   the	
   DigiTrust	
   research	
   group	
   performed	
   a	
   quantitative	
   survey	
   online	
   with	
   1060	
  
respondents	
  in	
  Sweden,	
  which	
  will	
  be	
  analysed	
  and	
  elaborated	
  on	
  in	
  this	
  study.	
  The	
  results	
  so	
  far	
  
indicates	
  that	
  it	
  is	
  of	
  most	
  relevance	
  what	
  authority	
  that	
  have	
  access	
  to	
  information,	
  and	
  that	
  this	
  
is	
  assessed	
  and	
  approved	
  by	
  defined	
  instances.	
  It	
  is	
  the	
  automated	
  and	
  routinized	
  retention	
  that	
  
the	
  most	
  do	
  not	
  approve	
  of.	
  
	
  
Access	
  Denied!	
  Exercising	
  Access	
  Rights	
  in	
  Europe.	
  
Clive	
  Norris	
  (University	
  of	
  Sheffield)	
  and	
  Xavier	
  L'Hoiry	
  (University	
  of	
  Leeds).	
  
	
  
In	
   the	
  context	
  of	
  big	
  data,	
   surveillance	
  and	
  democracy,	
   the	
  principles	
  of	
  consent,	
   subject	
  access	
  
and	
  accountability	
   are	
   at	
   the	
  heart	
  of	
   the	
   relationship	
  between	
   the	
   citizen	
  and	
   the	
   information	
  
gatherers.	
  The	
  individual	
  data	
  subject	
  has	
  the	
  right	
  to	
  at	
  least	
  know	
  what	
  data	
  is	
  being	
  collected	
  
about	
   them	
  and	
  by	
  whom,	
  how	
   it	
   is	
  being	
  processed	
  and	
   to	
  whom	
   it	
   is	
  disclosed.	
  Furthermore,	
  
they	
  have	
  rights	
  to	
  inspect	
  the	
  data,	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  it	
  is	
  accurate	
  and	
  to	
  complain	
  if	
  they	
  so	
  wish	
  to	
  
an	
  independent	
  supervisory	
  authority	
  who	
  can	
  investigate	
  on	
  their	
  behalf.	
  
	
  
This	
  panel	
  will	
  present	
  the	
  results	
  of	
  our	
  multi-­‐partner	
  project	
  on	
  surveillance	
  and	
  democracy	
  as	
  
part	
  of	
  the	
  IRISS	
  project.	
  In	
  particular,	
  we	
  have	
  focused	
  upon	
  the	
  ability	
  of	
  citizens	
  to	
  exercise	
  their	
  
democratic	
   right	
   of	
   access	
   to	
   their	
   personal	
   data.	
   Together	
   with	
   ten	
   partner	
   institutions,	
   we	
  
conceptualised	
  a	
  research	
  approach	
   involving	
  auto-­‐ethnographic	
  methods	
  which	
  sought	
  to	
   ‘test’	
  
how	
  easy	
  or	
  difficult	
   it	
   is	
   for	
   citizens	
   to	
  access	
   their	
  personal	
  data	
  by	
   submitting	
   subject	
   access	
  
requests	
  to	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  local,	
  national	
  and	
  supranational	
  institutions	
  across	
  both	
  public	
  and	
  private	
  
sectors.	
  We	
  will	
  present	
  the	
  overall	
  findings	
  of	
  the	
  ten	
  country	
  study	
  and	
  consider	
  the	
  strategies	
  
used	
  by	
  those	
  who	
  hold	
  our	
  personal	
  data	
  to	
  facilitate	
  or	
  deny	
  us	
  access	
  to	
  what	
  they	
  know	
  about	
  
us	
  and	
  how	
  they	
  process	
  it.	
  
	
  
The	
  Veillant	
  Panoptic	
  Assemblage:	
  Critically	
  Interrogating	
  Power,	
  Resistance	
  
and	
  Intelligence	
  Accountability	
  through	
  a	
  Case	
  Study	
  of	
  the	
  Snowden	
  Leaks.	
  
Vian	
  Bakir	
  (Bangor	
  University).	
  
	
  
The	
   Snowden	
   leaks	
   indicate	
   the	
   extent,	
   nature,	
   and	
   means	
   of	
   contemporary	
   mass	
  
digital	
  surveillance	
   of	
   citizens	
   by	
   their	
   intelligence	
   agencies;	
   and	
   the	
   role	
   of	
   leaks	
   as	
   a	
   form	
  
of	
  sousveillant	
  resistance	
  to	
  surveillance.	
  As	
  such,	
  they	
  form	
  a	
  rich	
  case	
  study	
  on	
  the	
  interactions	
  
of	
   ‘veillance’	
   (mutual	
   watching)	
   involving	
   citizens	
   (variously	
   acting	
   as	
   whistle-­‐blowers	
   and	
   as	
  
surveillance	
   targets),	
   journalists,	
   intelligence	
   agencies	
   and	
   corporations.	
   This	
  paper	
   finds	
   that	
  
Surveillance	
  Studies,	
   Intelligence	
  Studies	
  and	
  Journalism	
  Studies	
  have	
  little	
  to	
  say	
  on	
  surveillance	
  
of	
   citizens’	
   data	
   by	
   intelligence	
   agencies	
   (and	
   complicit	
   surveillant	
  corporations),	
   or	
   on	
   how	
   to	
  
resist	
  surveillance	
  -­‐	
  major	
  lacunae	
  given	
  Snowden’s	
  revelations	
  and	
  actions.	
  However,	
  these	
  fields	
  
discuss	
   the	
   role	
   of	
   citizens	
   and	
   the	
   press	
   in	
   holding	
   power	
  to	
   account	
   (‘public	
   accountability	
  
mechanisms’)	
   generating	
   insights	
   that	
   allow	
   critical	
  interrogation	
   of	
   issues	
   of	
   surveillant	
   power,	
  
resistance	
   and	
   intelligence	
   accountability.	
   This	
  directs	
   attention	
   to	
   the	
   ‘veillant	
   panoptic	
  
assemblage’	
   (a	
  dystopian	
  arrangement	
  of	
  unequal	
  mutual	
  watching)	
  and	
  facilitates	
  evaluation	
  of	
  
post-­‐Snowden	
   steps	
   taken	
   towards	
   achieving	
  an	
   ‘equiveillant	
   panoptic	
   assemblage’	
   (where,	
  
alongside	
   state	
   and	
   corporate	
   surveillance	
  of	
  citizens,	
   the	
   intelligence-­‐power	
   elite,	
   to	
   ensure	
   its	
  
accountability,	
  faces	
  robust	
  scrutiny	
  from	
  wider	
  society).	
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Open	
  weather	
  data	
  and	
  the	
  financialisation	
  of	
  climate	
  change.	
  
Jo	
  Bates	
  and	
  Paula	
  Goodale	
  (University	
  of	
  Sheffield).	
  
	
  
Meteorological	
  data	
  are	
  ‘big’:	
  vast,	
  real-­‐time,	
  relational,	
  extensible,	
  scalable,	
  fine	
  grained,	
  diverse	
  
and	
  indexical	
  (Kitchin	
  2014).	
  Meteorological	
  data	
  are	
  also	
  valuable	
  in	
  the	
  exercising	
  of	
  power.	
  They	
  
provide	
  an	
  evidence	
  base	
   for	
  global	
  climate	
  change.	
  They	
   increase	
  our	
  understanding	
  of	
  natural	
  
ecosystems,	
  and	
  they	
  potentially	
  have	
  the	
  power	
  to	
  convince	
  publics	
  to	
  develop	
  more	
  sustainable	
  
modes	
  of	
  development.	
  Yet,	
  they	
  are	
  also	
  used	
  to	
  exploit	
  the	
  ecological	
  risks	
  that	
  they	
  illuminate	
  
and	
  empower	
  established	
  economic	
  interests	
  (Bates	
  2014).	
  
	
  
Over	
   the	
   last	
   two	
  decades,	
  weather	
   index-­‐based	
   risk	
  products	
   such	
  as	
  weather	
  derivatives	
  have	
  
emerged	
  as	
  a	
  multi-­‐billion	
  dollar	
  industry.	
  Products	
  are	
  priced	
  based	
  on	
  vast	
  indexes	
  of	
  historical	
  
and	
   real-­‐time	
   observed	
   meteorological	
   data,	
   and	
   are	
   dependent	
   upon	
   the	
   data	
   of	
   national	
  
meteorological	
   institutions	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  UK’s	
  Met	
  Office.	
  Weather	
  market	
  advocates	
  are	
  keen	
  for	
  
this	
  data	
  to	
  be	
  made	
  more	
  open	
  and	
  freely	
  available	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  drive	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  global	
  
weather	
  markets,	
   yet	
   data	
   policies	
   in	
  many	
   countries	
   –	
   including	
   the	
  UK	
   –	
   are	
   perceived	
   to	
   be	
  
restrictive	
  and	
  creating	
  a	
  barrier	
  to	
  growth.	
  
	
  
This	
  paper	
  will	
  present	
  an	
  analysis	
  of	
  recent	
  efforts	
  to	
  drive	
  the	
  growth	
  of	
  the	
  UK’s	
  weather	
  risk	
  
market	
  through	
  ‘opening’	
  UK	
  Met	
  Office	
  data.	
  Drawing	
  on	
  interviews,	
  policy	
  documentation,	
  and	
  
other	
  literature,	
  the	
  paper	
  will	
  examine	
  the	
  aspirations,	
  frustrations	
  and	
  ideological	
  foundations	
  of	
  
some	
  key	
  advocates	
  of	
  weather	
  markets	
  in	
  UK	
  government	
  and	
  industry,	
  and	
  their	
  efforts	
  to	
  shape	
  
national	
  data	
  policy	
  in	
  favour	
  of	
  weather	
  market	
  growth.	
  
	
  
Twitter,	
  Financial	
  Markets	
  and	
  Hack	
  Crash.	
  
Tero	
  Karppi	
  (State	
  University	
  of	
  New	
  York	
  at	
  Buffalo)	
  and	
  Kate	
  Crawford	
  (Microsoft	
  Research).	
  
	
  
In	
   this	
   paper	
   co-­‐authored	
   by	
   Tero	
   Karppi	
   and	
   Kate	
   Crawford	
   the	
   focus	
   is	
   on	
   the	
   interrelation	
  
between	
  financial	
  markets	
  and	
  social	
  media	
  data.	
  We	
  examine	
  the	
  financial	
  flash	
  crash	
  of	
  April	
  23	
  
2013,	
  which	
  began	
   from	
  a	
   fake	
  Associated	
  Press	
   tweet	
   reporting	
  a	
   terrorist	
  attack	
   in	
   the	
  White	
  
House.	
  Within	
  minutes	
  after	
  the	
  tweet	
  $136.5bn	
  of	
  the	
  Standard	
  &	
  Poor’s	
  500	
  index’s	
  value	
  was	
  
wiped	
  out.	
  By	
  analyzing	
  the	
  commentaries	
  around	
  this	
  event	
  we	
  map	
  different	
  human	
  and	
  non-­‐
human	
  actors	
  involved.	
  These	
  actors	
  include	
  automated	
  systems	
  that	
  analyze	
  Twitter	
  data	
  such	
  as	
  
the	
  Dataminr	
  and	
  computational	
  algorithms	
  that	
  are	
  involved	
  in	
  high-­‐frequency	
  trading.	
  Using	
  the	
  
works	
  of	
  sociology	
  of	
  finance	
  and	
  texts	
  by	
  Christian	
  Marazzi,	
  Gabriel	
  Tarde	
  and	
  Tony	
  Sampson	
  we	
  
maintain	
   that	
   these	
   computational	
   systems	
   are	
   not	
   neutral	
   but	
   capable	
   of	
   producing	
   particular	
  
realities	
   through	
   processing	
   data.	
  We	
   argue	
   that	
   Twitter	
   and	
   social	
   media	
   are	
   becoming	
  more	
  
powerful	
   forces,	
  not	
   just	
  because	
   they	
  connect	
  people	
  or	
  generate	
  new	
  modes	
  of	
  participation,	
  
but	
   because	
   they	
   are	
   connecting	
   human	
   communicative	
   spaces	
   to	
   automated	
   computational	
  
spaces	
  in	
  ways	
  that	
  are	
  affectively	
  contagious	
  and	
  highly	
  volatile.	
  
	
  
On	
  digital	
  markets,	
  data,	
  and	
  concentric	
  diversification.	
  
Bernhard	
  Rieder	
  (University	
  of	
  Amsterdam)	
  and	
  Gernot	
  Rieder	
  (IT	
  University	
  of	
  Copenhagen).	
  



	
  

@DataPowerConf	
  #DataPowerConf	
  

23	
  

	
  
In	
   recent	
   debates	
   around	
   the	
   potential	
   social	
   and	
   political	
   implications	
   of	
   large-­‐scale	
   data	
  
collection	
  and	
  analysis,	
  scholars	
  have	
  mainly	
  focussed	
  on	
  two	
  interrelated	
  sets	
  of	
   issues,	
  namely	
  
privacy	
   (related	
   to	
   practices	
   like	
   surveillance	
   or	
   profiling)	
   and	
   discrimination	
   (in	
   the	
   form	
   of	
  
differential	
   access	
   or	
   treatment).	
   While	
   these	
   are	
   certainly	
   crucial	
   issues,	
   they	
   are	
   mostly	
  
concerned	
   with	
   the	
   relationship	
   between	
   powerful	
   organizations	
   such	
   as	
   governments	
   or	
  
companies	
   on	
   the	
   one	
   side	
   and	
   surveilled	
   individuals	
   or	
   groups	
   on	
   the	
   other.	
   However,	
   the	
  
capacity	
   to	
  accumulate	
  and	
  process	
  data	
  can	
  play	
  an	
   important	
   role	
   in	
  how	
  these	
  organizations	
  
relate	
  to	
  one	
  another.	
  	
  
	
  
This	
   paper	
   will	
   examine	
   the	
   advantages	
   data	
   and	
   data	
   handling	
   capabilities	
   can	
   confer	
   to	
  
companies	
  competing	
  in	
  the	
  marketplace.	
  This	
  concerns	
  the	
  struggle	
  for	
  dominance	
  in	
  particular	
  
sectors,	
  but	
  also	
  the	
  expansion	
  into	
  new	
  markets,	
  and,	
  in	
  particular,	
  the	
  concentric	
  diversification	
  
big	
  Internet	
  companies	
  have	
  pursued	
  relentlessly	
  over	
  the	
  last	
  decade.	
  We	
  argue	
  that	
  the	
  ongoing	
  
move	
   towards	
   integrated	
   digital	
   environments	
   has	
   exacerbated	
   market	
   concentration	
   along	
   at	
  
least	
  three	
  lines	
  that	
  are	
  intrinsically	
  tied	
  to	
  the	
  handling	
  of	
  data:	
  the	
  reformulation	
  of	
  a	
  steadily	
  
growing	
   set	
   of	
   tasks	
   as	
   algorithmic	
   problems	
   has	
   allowed	
   Internet	
   companies	
   to	
   transfer	
   their	
  
considerable	
  technical	
  capacities	
  to	
  sectors	
  that	
  previously	
  would	
  have	
  appeared	
  far	
  removed;	
  the	
  
massive	
   quantities	
   of	
   data	
   concerning	
   many	
   different	
   aspects	
   of	
   life	
   gathered	
   from	
   popular	
  
general-­‐purpose	
  online	
  platforms	
  make	
   for	
  valuable	
  market	
   research;	
   since	
  data	
  can	
  be	
  used	
   to	
  
enhance	
  the	
  salience	
  and	
  expressivity	
  of	
  other	
  data,	
  Internet	
  companies	
  are	
  able	
  to	
  offer	
  products	
  
in	
   one	
   economic	
   sector	
   that	
   are	
   based	
   on	
   connections	
   or	
   aggregations	
   established	
   in	
   another	
  
sector,	
  as	
  seen	
  in	
  the	
  case	
  of	
  Facebook’s	
  recently	
  unveiled	
  Atlas	
  ad	
  serving	
  platform.	
  
	
  
While	
   these	
   elements	
   may	
   not	
   seem	
   to	
   be	
   directly	
   related	
   to	
   immediate	
   social	
   or	
   political	
  
concerns,	
  a	
  larger	
  recognition	
  of	
  data	
  handling	
  capacities’	
  repercussions	
  for	
  market	
  competition	
  is	
  
a	
   crucial	
   step	
   towards	
   a	
   political	
   economy	
   analysis	
   of	
   data	
   and	
   a	
   more	
   comprehensive	
  
understanding	
  of	
  the	
  different	
  facets	
  of	
  “data	
  power”.	
  
	
  
In	
  the	
  name	
  of	
  Development:	
  power,	
  profit	
  and	
  the	
  datafication	
  of	
  the	
  global	
  South.	
  	
  
Linnet	
  Taylor	
  and	
  Dennis	
  Broeders	
  (University	
  of	
  Amsterdam).	
  
	
  
We	
   examine	
   the	
   current	
   ‘datafication’	
   process	
   underway	
   in	
   low-­‐	
   and	
  middle-­‐income	
   countries,	
  
and	
   the	
   power	
   shifts	
   it	
   is	
   creating	
   in	
   the	
   field	
   of	
   international	
   development.	
   The	
   use	
   of	
   new	
  
communications	
  and	
  database	
  technologies	
  in	
  LMICs	
  is	
  generating	
  ‘big	
  data’	
  (for	
  example	
  from	
  the	
  
use	
   of	
  mobile	
   phones,	
  mobile-­‐based	
   financial	
   services	
   and	
   the	
   internet)	
   which	
   is	
   collected	
   and	
  
processed	
   primarily	
   by	
   corporations.	
  When	
   shared,	
   these	
   data	
   are	
   also	
   becoming	
   a	
   potentially	
  
valuable	
   resource	
   for	
   development	
   research	
   and	
   policy.	
  With	
   these	
   new	
   sources	
   of	
   data,	
   new	
  
power	
   structures	
   are	
   emerging	
   within	
   the	
   field	
   of	
   development.	
   We	
   identify	
   two	
   trends	
   in	
  
particular,	
  illustrating	
  them	
  with	
  examples:	
  first,	
  the	
  empowerment	
  of	
  public-­‐private	
  partnerships	
  
around	
   datafication	
   in	
   LMICs	
   and	
   the	
   consequently	
   growing	
   agency	
   of	
   corporations	
   as	
  
development	
   actors.	
   Second,	
   the	
   way	
   commercially	
   generated	
   big	
   data	
   is	
   becoming	
   the	
  
foundation	
   for	
   country-­‐level	
   ‘data	
   doubles’,	
   i.e.	
   digital	
   representations	
   of	
   social	
   phenomena	
  
and/or	
   territories	
   that	
   are	
   created	
   in	
   parallel	
  with,	
   and	
   sometimes	
   in	
   lieu	
  of,	
   national	
   data	
   and	
  
statistics.	
   We	
   outline	
   the	
   potential	
   risks	
   and	
   repercussions	
   of	
   these	
   shifts	
   in	
   power	
   relations	
  
between	
  donor	
  countries,	
  LMIC	
  governments	
  and	
  corporate	
  actors,	
  working	
  towards	
  a	
  framework	
  
for	
  analysing	
  and	
  questioning	
  these	
  trends.	
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Empirical	
  Passions,	
  Empirical	
  Power:	
  The	
  Long	
  History	
  of	
  Data	
  Journalism.	
  
CW	
  Anderson	
  (College	
  of	
  Staten	
  Island	
  (CUNY)).	
  
	
  
Today	
   data	
   journalism	
   is	
   a	
   hot	
   topic	
   and	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   journalistically	
   inclined	
   data	
   visualization	
  
appears	
   to	
   be	
   on	
   the	
   rise.	
   According	
   recent	
   overviews	
   of	
   the	
   field	
   (Howard	
   2014),	
   academic	
  
historiography	
   (Parasie	
   &	
   Dagiral,	
   2013),	
   and	
   self-­‐talk	
   by	
   the	
   founders	
   of	
   new	
   data	
   journalism	
  
projects	
   (Silver	
   2014),	
   this	
   new	
   form	
   of	
   quantitative	
   reporting	
   rescues	
   journalism	
   from	
   its	
  
empirical	
  backwater	
  and	
  brings	
  reporting	
  closer	
  to	
  an	
   ideal	
   if	
  popularized	
  form	
  of	
  social	
  science.	
  
Journalism	
  and	
  social	
  science	
  are	
  fusing	
   into	
  the	
  strange	
  hybrid	
  of	
  data	
   journalism,	
   it	
   is	
  claimed.	
  
This	
   paper	
   takes	
   a	
   look	
   back	
   at	
   the	
   strange	
   pre-­‐history	
   of	
   data	
   journalism,	
   and	
   in	
   doing	
   so	
   it	
  
attempts	
   to	
   shed	
   light	
   on	
   our	
   present	
   era	
   of	
   journalistic	
   hybridity.	
   The	
   paper	
   draws	
   on	
   new	
  
materialist	
   theory	
   (Coole	
   and	
   Frost	
   2010),	
   science	
   and	
   technology	
   studies	
   (Anderson	
   and	
  
deMaeyer	
   2014),	
   and	
   recent	
   calls	
   for	
   passion	
   and	
   affect	
   to	
   be	
  more	
  widely	
   integrated	
   into	
   the	
  
media	
  production	
  studies	
  agenda	
  (ie,	
  Deuze	
  and	
  Witschge	
  2014).	
  
	
  
Specifically,	
   this	
   paper	
   examines	
   how	
   the	
   fuzzy	
   boundary	
   line	
   between	
   journalism	
   and	
   social	
  
science	
  was	
   erected	
   by	
   telling	
   the	
   story	
   of	
   one	
   important	
   (but	
   by	
   now	
   largely	
   forgotten)	
   news	
  
magazine,	
  The	
  Survey	
  Graphic	
  (1921-­‐1952).	
  This	
  paper	
  argues	
  that	
  the	
  Survey	
  Graphic	
  embodies	
  
both	
  the	
  apex	
  and	
  the	
  exhaustion	
  of	
  three	
  important	
  Progressive	
  Era	
  tendencies:	
  the	
  muckraking	
  
tradition,	
   the	
  naïve	
   empiricism	
  of	
   the	
   social	
   surveyors,	
   and	
   the	
   “problem-­‐oriented”	
  wing	
  of	
   the	
  
new	
  profession	
  of	
   sociology.	
   The	
  paper	
   further	
   argues	
   that	
   the	
  Survey	
  Graphic	
   represented	
   the	
  
final	
   flowering	
   of	
   this	
   casually	
   hybrid	
   journalistic	
   tradition.	
   The	
   second	
  half	
   of	
   the	
   paper	
   briefly	
  
places	
   the	
   empirical	
   culture	
   of	
   the	
   Survey	
   Graphic	
   into	
   dialog	
   with	
   other,	
   later	
   journalistic	
  
decelopments-­‐-­‐	
   precision	
   journalism,	
   data	
   journalism,	
   and	
   computational	
   journalism-­‐-­‐	
   in	
   an	
  
attempt	
  to	
  shed	
  light	
  on	
  today’s	
  drive	
  towards	
  a	
  robust	
  journalistic	
  empiricism.	
  
	
  
Remediation	
  isn’t	
  the	
  remedy:	
  Social	
  media	
  bias	
  and	
  broken	
  promises	
  of	
  data	
  
representativeness.	
  
Jonas	
  Andersson	
  Schwarz	
  (MKV,	
  Sodertorn	
  University).	
  
	
  
Based	
   on	
   a	
   recent	
   quali-­‐quantitative	
   study	
   of	
   social	
   networking	
   sites	
   (SNSs)	
   I	
   explore	
   the	
  
intersection	
  of	
  conventional	
  mass	
  media	
  and	
  social	
  media	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  address	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  urgent	
  
problems	
  relating	
  to	
  visibility,	
  accountability,	
  and	
  the	
  power	
  to	
   influence.	
   In	
  earlier	
  work,	
   I	
  have	
  
critically	
   engaged	
   with	
   the	
   concept	
   of	
   “social	
   big	
   data”	
   (Bolin	
   &	
   Andersson	
   Schwarz,	
   2015).	
  
Through	
  new	
  empirical	
  findings,	
  I	
  will	
  focus	
  on	
  the	
  problem	
  of	
  front-­‐end	
  perception	
  versus	
  back-­‐
end	
   access.	
   Our	
   findings	
   suggest	
   that,	
   contrary	
   to	
   popular	
   belief,	
   despite	
   their	
   metrological	
  
character,	
  SNSs	
  make	
  for	
  capricious	
  conditions	
  regarding	
  estimations	
  of	
  quantities,	
  unfavorable	
  to	
  
representativeness—particularly	
   in	
   their	
   front-­‐end	
  uses/appropriations.	
   	
   Despite	
   best	
   intentions	
  
among	
   professional	
   communicators,	
   a	
   categorical	
   (even	
   polarizing)	
   logic	
   is	
   introduced	
   when	
  
estimations	
  are	
  executed	
  in	
  flawed,	
  uncritical	
  ways—e.g.	
  when	
  journalists	
  rely	
  on	
  front-­‐end	
  access	
  
in	
  order	
  to	
  make	
  real-­‐time	
  estimations	
  of	
  popular	
  opinions.	
  
	
  
When	
  conventional	
  mass	
  media	
  actors	
  let	
  “social	
  media”	
  serve	
  as	
  a	
  representative	
  of	
  an	
  imagined	
  
“general	
  public”,	
  this	
  is	
  rarely	
  based	
  on	
  comprehensive	
  oversight,	
  or	
  statistically	
  tenable	
  analysis.	
  
Rather,	
  claims	
  that	
  “social	
  media”	
  engagement	
  of	
  various	
  kinds	
  is	
  “trending”	
  are	
  routinely	
  based	
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on	
   snap	
   judgments	
   affected	
   by	
   bias,	
   limited	
   oversight,	
   and	
   “filter	
   bubbles.”	
   While	
   the	
   “social	
  
media	
  logics”	
  of	
  e.g.	
  Twitter	
  and	
  Facebook	
  are	
  distinct	
  from	
  the	
  established	
  “mass	
  media	
  logics,”	
  I	
  
argue	
  that	
  certain	
  effects	
  and	
  processes	
  are	
  catalyzed	
  when	
  these	
  two	
  logics	
  interact—sometimes	
  
in	
   highly	
   problematic	
  ways.	
   Existing	
   societal	
   discord	
   about	
  ways	
   of	
   knowing	
   and	
   discerning	
   the	
  
world	
  around	
  us	
  risks	
  becoming	
  amplified	
  rather	
  than	
  remedied.	
  
	
  
Narrating	
  Networks	
  of	
  Power:	
  Narrative	
  Structures	
  of	
  Network	
  Analysis	
  for	
  Journalism.	
  
Liliana	
  Bounergu	
  (University	
  of	
  Amsterdam),	
  Jonathan	
  Gray	
  (Royal	
  Holloway,	
  University	
  of	
  London	
  
and	
   Digital	
   Methods	
   Initiative,	
   University	
   of	
   Amsterdam)	
   and	
   Tommaso	
   Venturini	
   (SciencesPo	
  
Medialab).	
  
	
  
In	
  an	
  era	
  of	
  Big	
  Data,	
  networks	
  have	
  become	
  the	
  core	
  diagram	
  of	
  our	
  age.	
  As	
  popular	
  books	
  on	
  the	
  
topic	
  contend,	
  the	
  concept	
  of	
  networks	
  has	
  become	
  central	
  to	
  many	
  fields	
  of	
  human	
  inquiry	
  and	
  is	
  
said	
  to	
  revolutionise	
  everything	
  from	
  medicine	
  to	
  markets	
  to	
  military	
  intelligence.	
  In	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  
media	
   and	
   journalism,	
   using	
   data	
   to	
   map	
   networks	
   is	
   praised	
   for	
   its	
   potential	
   to	
   expose	
   the	
  
workings	
  of	
  power,	
  be	
   it	
   financial	
   or	
  political.	
   The	
  work	
  of	
   the	
  artist	
  Mark	
   Lombardi,	
   as	
  well	
   as	
  
power	
  mapping	
  projects	
   such	
  as	
   They	
  Rule,	
  Muckety,	
   Little	
   Sis,	
   Poderopedia	
   and	
   the	
  Organized	
  
Crime	
   and	
   Corruption	
   Reporting	
   Project’s	
   Visual	
   Investigative	
   Scenarios	
   have	
   opened	
   up	
  
journalistic	
  imagination	
  about	
  how	
  network	
  analysis	
  and	
  mapping	
  might	
  be	
  used	
  in	
  the	
  service	
  of	
  
journalism.	
   While	
   journalists	
   have	
   been	
   experimenting	
   with	
   network	
   analysis	
   and	
   mapping	
   to	
  
discover	
  and	
   tell	
   stories	
  with	
  data	
   for	
  decades,	
   the	
  breakthrough	
  moment	
  of	
   this	
  analytical	
  and	
  
storytelling	
   device	
   in	
   journalism	
   has	
   yet	
   to	
   come.	
   Journalists	
   have	
   been	
   reluctant	
   to	
   embrace	
  
network	
  analysis	
  and	
  visualisation,	
  and	
  not	
  without	
  good	
  reason.	
  While	
  network	
  analysis	
  can	
  be	
  
an	
   effective	
   exploratory	
   tool,	
   in	
   order	
   to	
   be	
   used	
   as	
   narrative	
   tools	
   networks	
   have	
   to	
   be	
  
embedded	
   in	
   a	
   rich	
   conceptual	
   framework	
   to	
   generate	
   meaning.	
   In	
   this	
   article,	
   we	
   propose	
   a	
  
possible	
   framework	
   to	
  breathe	
  meaning	
   into	
  networks,	
   a	
   vocabulary	
  of	
  narrative	
   functions	
   that	
  
network	
  analysis	
  can	
  play,	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  popular	
  social	
  research	
  approach	
  of	
  ‘issue	
  mapping’,	
  and	
  
on	
  examples	
  of	
  use	
  of	
  network	
  analysis	
  and	
  mapping	
  techniques	
  in	
  journalism.	
  Developed	
  at	
  the	
  
crossroads	
   between	
   Science	
   and	
   Technology	
   Studies	
   and	
   Internet	
   Studies,	
   issue	
   mapping	
  
operationalizes	
  concepts	
   from	
  Actor-­‐Network	
  Theory	
   (ANT)	
   in	
  order	
   to	
  study	
   the	
  state	
  of	
  public	
  
issues.	
   The	
   resulting	
   classification	
   of	
   narrative	
   structures	
   of	
   network	
   analysis	
   in	
   journalism	
   and	
  
issue	
  mapping	
  will	
  provide	
  an	
  opportunity	
  to	
  reflect	
  on	
  the	
  potential	
  and	
   limitations	
  of	
  network	
  
analysis	
   for	
  mapping	
  power	
   in	
   the	
  context	
  of	
   journalism,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  on	
  how	
  essential	
  aspects	
  of	
  
journalistic	
  epistemology	
  –	
  such	
  as	
  notions	
  of	
  time,	
  space	
  and	
  narrative	
  –	
  are	
  being	
  reconfigured	
  
by	
  this	
  set	
  of	
  technologies,	
  practises	
  and	
  concepts.	
  
	
  
Quantifying	
  journalism	
  -­‐	
  A	
  critical	
  study	
  of	
  big	
  data	
  within	
  journalism	
  practice.	
  
Raul	
  Ferrer	
  Conill	
  (Karlstad	
  University).	
  
	
  
The	
  irruption	
  of	
  digital	
  journalism	
  introduced	
  several	
  opportunities	
  and	
  challenges	
  to	
  journalism.	
  
Roughly	
  two	
  decades	
  after	
  the	
  introduction	
  of	
  the	
  internet,	
  big	
  data	
  has	
  started	
  to	
  transform	
  the	
  
way	
  we	
   understand	
   information	
   and	
   how	
   to	
   use	
   it.	
   The	
   quantification	
   of	
   visitors,	
   readers,	
   and	
  
users’	
   interactions	
   has	
   become	
   the	
   de	
   facto	
   analytic	
   tool	
   for	
   digital	
   newspapers	
   analysis.	
  
Accordingly,	
  robot	
  journalism	
  and	
  new	
  storytelling	
  techniques,	
  such	
  as	
  gamification,	
  have	
  started	
  
to	
  use	
  and	
  apply	
  the	
  data	
   in	
  order	
  to	
  create	
  a	
  personalized	
  news	
  experience,	
  to	
  suggest	
  specific	
  
content,	
  and	
  to	
  enhance	
  interpersonal	
  interactions	
  within	
  the	
  system.	
  
	
  
But	
   what	
   happens	
   when	
   big	
   data	
   is	
   targeted	
   to	
   the	
   journalists	
   themselves?	
   How	
   is	
   the	
  
quantification	
  of	
   journalistic	
  output	
  received	
  by	
  journalists	
  when	
  the	
  data	
   is	
  used	
  to	
  assess	
  their	
  
own	
  quality?	
  This	
  paper	
  aims	
  to	
  answer	
  these	
  questions	
  by	
  looking	
  at	
  the	
  case	
  of	
  the	
  sports	
  news	
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website	
  Bleacher	
  Report.	
  B/R	
  turns	
  journalists	
  into	
  users	
  by	
  awarding	
  them	
  with	
  points	
  according	
  
to	
  their	
  writing	
  career	
  statistics	
  regarding	
  their	
  contribution	
  to	
  the	
  site.	
  Number	
  of	
  reads,	
  number	
  
of	
  comments,	
  number	
  of	
  lead	
  stories,	
  and	
  other	
  metrics	
  keep	
  adding	
  points	
  defining	
  each	
  author’s	
  
reputation	
   level.	
   This	
   quantification	
   becomes	
   an	
   important	
   factor	
   to	
   assess	
   the	
   journalist	
  
capacities.	
  
	
  
When	
  data	
   is	
  used	
   to	
   turn	
  work	
   into	
  play	
  and	
  quantity	
   into	
  quality	
   the	
   values	
  and	
  norms	
  upon	
  
which	
  traditional	
   journalism	
  is	
  built	
  seem	
  to	
  be	
  under	
  threat.	
  This	
  case	
  study	
  provides	
  the	
  room	
  
for	
  a	
  critical	
  discussion	
  on	
  the	
  potential	
  use	
  of	
  big	
  data	
  through	
  game	
  mechanics	
  targeting	
  news-­‐
workers.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  1d)	
  Genealogies	
  of	
  Cognitive	
  Capitalism	
  

	
  
	
  
Cognitive	
  Scaffolding	
  and	
  the	
  Data	
  Unconscious:	
  On	
  Decision	
  Support	
  Systems.	
  
Nathaniel	
  Tkacz	
  (University	
  of	
  Warwick).	
  
	
  
As	
   both	
   a	
   branch	
   of	
   management	
   theory	
   and	
   a	
   set	
   of	
   real	
   implementations,	
   Decision	
   Support	
  
Systems	
   (DSS)	
   first	
   emerge	
   in	
   the	
   1950s.	
   DSS	
   bring	
   together	
   conceptions	
   of	
   organisational	
  
structure,	
  practices	
  of	
  managerial	
  decision-­‐making	
  and	
  computing	
  into	
  relation	
  for	
  the	
  first	
  time.	
  
Organisations	
   are	
   conceived	
   as	
   having	
   three	
   levels	
   of	
   operation,	
   each	
   corresponding	
   to	
   its	
   own	
  
types	
   of	
   decision-­‐problems,	
   from	
   highly	
   structured	
   at	
   lower	
   levels	
   and	
   unstructured	
   at	
   higher	
  
levels.	
  DSS	
  are	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  first	
  systems	
  to	
  use	
  computers	
  to	
  collect	
  data	
  about	
  the	
  performance	
  
and	
   overall	
   operation	
   of	
   an	
   organisation	
   or	
   other	
   system.	
   In	
   this	
   respect,	
   all	
   contemporary	
  
organisations	
   the	
   routinely	
   collect,	
   visualized	
   and	
   used	
   data	
   to	
  make	
   decisions	
   are	
   indebted	
   to	
  
DSS.	
  
	
  
Genealogical	
   inquiries	
   into	
   DSS	
   reveals	
   much	
   about	
   the	
   data-­‐driven	
   present.	
   It	
   shows	
   how	
  
computational	
   systems	
   deployed	
   within	
   organisations	
   not	
   only	
   foster	
   and	
   encourage	
   specific	
  
modes	
  of	
  attention	
  and	
  perception,	
  but	
  how	
  actual	
  implementations	
  are	
  derived	
  from	
  managerial	
  
and	
  organisational	
  thought.	
  As	
  semi-­‐automated	
  forms,	
  DSS	
  operationalise	
  and	
  thus	
  make	
  durable	
  
a	
  managerial	
  weltanschauung,	
  and	
   fold	
   in	
  conceptions	
  about	
   the	
  user,	
   the	
   limits	
  of	
  automation,	
  
what	
  must	
  and	
  can	
  be	
  ‘datafied’	
  and	
  to	
  what	
  ends.	
  Interrogating	
  this	
  history	
  is	
  urgent	
  as	
  even	
  the	
  
most	
   cursory	
   glance	
   of	
   contemporary	
   literature	
   –	
   on	
   business	
   performance	
   dashboards,	
   for	
  
example	
   –	
   reveals	
   that	
   the	
   founding	
   concepts	
   and	
   systematic	
   arrangements	
   of	
   this	
   field	
   still	
  
inform	
  the	
  present,	
  though	
  in	
  largely	
  unconscious	
  ways.	
  
	
  
	
  
Regimes	
  of	
  Conversion:	
  Historicizing	
  Design	
  Patterns	
  from	
  Architecture	
  to	
  UX.	
  
Michael	
  Dieter	
  (University	
  of	
  Warwick).	
  
	
  
This	
  paper	
  presents	
  a	
  genealogy	
  of	
  design	
  pattern	
  methodologies	
   in	
   the	
  context	
  of	
  digital	
   labor	
  
and	
  the	
  valorization	
  of	
  social	
  data.	
  Design	
  patterns	
  are	
  characteristic	
  of	
  recent	
  transformations	
  in	
  
human-­‐computer-­‐interaction	
   (HCI),	
   including	
   the	
   rise	
   of	
   user-­‐experience	
   (UX)	
   paradigms	
   in	
   the	
  
production	
  of	
  social	
  media	
  and	
  apps.	
  Quite	
  simply,	
  they	
  are	
  recurring	
  ways	
  of	
  solving	
  commonly	
  
encountering	
  problems,	
  and	
  are	
  often	
  collected	
  and	
  shared	
  by	
  professionals	
   in	
   form	
  of	
   ‘pattern	
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libraries.’	
   The	
   latter	
   might	
   refer	
   to	
   user	
   interface	
   (UI)	
   issues	
   with	
   functional	
   layout	
   or	
   visual	
  
hierarchies,	
   but	
   can	
   also	
   relate	
   to	
   engineering	
   efforts,	
   business	
   models	
   and	
   optimization	
  
strategies.	
  Within	
   the	
   highly	
   commercial	
   settings	
   of	
   digital,	
   networked	
   and	
  mobile	
   technologies	
  
today,	
   patterns	
   are	
   utilized	
   to	
   intensify	
   interactions	
   with	
   software	
   and	
   to	
   increase	
   ‘conversion	
  
rates’	
   for	
  purposes	
  of	
  profit	
   seeking.	
  Despite	
   their	
   influence,	
  however,	
   these	
  methods	
  have	
  not	
  
been	
   subject	
   to	
   research	
   in	
   social	
   sciences	
  or	
   humanities,	
   and	
  only	
   receive	
  passing	
   attention	
   in	
  
emerging	
  interdisciplinary	
  fields	
  like	
  software	
  studies	
  and	
  interface	
  criticism.	
  
	
  
This	
  paper	
  historicizes	
  design	
  patterns	
  through	
  the	
  notion	
  of	
  regimes	
  of	
  conversion.	
  The	
  concept	
  is	
  
elaborated	
  by	
   tracing	
  how	
  the	
  notion	
  of	
  a	
  patterns	
   first	
  originates	
  with	
  Christopher	
  Alexander’s	
  
architectural	
   theory	
   and	
   practice	
   (et.	
   al.	
   1977;	
   1979)	
   as	
   an	
   informational	
   approach	
   to	
   problem	
  
solving.	
  Here,	
   the	
   framework	
  arises	
   through	
   the	
  use	
  of	
   computational	
  modeling	
  processes	
  of	
   ‘a	
  
common	
   language’	
   to	
  be	
   implemented	
  by	
  heuristics	
  or	
   ‘rules	
  of	
   thumb.’	
   I	
   trace	
   the	
   influence	
  of	
  
this	
  approach	
  on	
  software	
  development	
  during	
  the	
  1990s	
  and	
  2000s	
  with	
  a	
  specific	
  emphasis	
  on	
  
digital	
  labor	
  and	
  a	
  new	
  empiricism	
  of	
  real-­‐time	
  feedback,	
  A/B	
  testing	
  and	
  informational	
  events.	
  In	
  
doing	
  so,	
  special	
  attention	
  is	
  placed	
  on	
  the	
  elaboration	
  of	
  new	
  categories	
  of	
  judgment	
  and	
  critique	
  
–	
  rather	
  than	
  Alexander’s	
  rules	
  of	
  thumb	
  –	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  measurement	
  of	
  performance	
  indicators	
  
or	
   conversions.	
   In	
   this	
   way,	
   design	
   patterns	
   can	
   be	
   taken	
   as	
   slowly	
   becoming	
   enveloped	
   into	
  
regimes	
   of	
   conversion	
   through	
   the	
   transition	
   from	
   an	
   environmental	
   modeling	
   of	
   common	
  
architectural	
   language	
   to	
  an	
   iterative	
  mode	
  of	
   capture	
  brought	
   to	
  bear	
  on	
   the	
  behavior	
  of	
  user	
  
populations.	
  
	
  
‘Demo	
  or	
  Die’:	
  Architecture	
  Machine	
  Group,	
  Responsive	
  Environments,	
  and	
  the	
  ‘Neuro-­‐
Computational’	
  Complex.	
  
Orit	
  Halpern	
  (New	
  School	
  for	
  Social	
  Research,	
  New	
  York).	
  	
  
	
  
Few	
  discourses	
  have	
  gained	
  greater	
  popularity	
   in	
  our	
  present	
  then	
  the	
   idea	
  of	
   ‘smart’	
  cities	
  and	
  
responsive	
   environments	
   as	
   an	
   answer	
   to	
   contemporary	
   concerns	
   about	
   the	
   future	
   of	
   human	
  
populations,	
  security,	
  economy,	
  and	
  ecology.	
  But	
  how	
  did	
  bandwidth,	
  as	
  rates	
  of	
  bits	
  transmitted	
  
over	
   a	
   unit	
   time,	
   come	
   to	
   be	
   equated	
   with	
   the	
   sustainability	
   of	
   life	
   itself?	
   How	
   did	
   the	
  
environment	
  become	
  activated	
  as	
  a	
  medium	
  for	
  design?	
  Finally,	
  how	
  has	
  the	
  relationship	
  between	
  
populations	
  and	
  individuals	
  been	
  reconfigured	
  to	
  facilitate	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  clouds	
  and	
  crowds,	
  
as	
  the	
  financial	
  engine	
  for	
  this	
  vision	
  of	
  life?	
  A	
  commodity	
  whose	
  consumers	
  both	
  assimilate	
  and	
  
metabolize	
   this	
   information	
   while	
   simultaneously	
   serve	
   as	
   its	
   producers.	
   I	
   am	
   labeling	
   this	
  
emerging	
   condition	
   the	
   ‘neuro-­‐computational	
   complex’;	
   a	
   new	
   form	
   of	
   political	
   economy	
  
grounded	
   in	
   a	
   reformulation	
   of	
   both	
   perception	
   and	
   intelligence	
   to	
   facilitate	
   the	
   ongoing	
  
penetration	
  of	
  computing	
  into	
  everyday	
  life,	
  and	
  that	
  serves	
  as	
  a	
  contemporary	
  infrastructure	
  for	
  
both	
  financial	
  and	
  logistical	
  systems.	
  
	
  
This	
  rather	
  unintuitive	
  merger	
  of	
  computation	
  as	
  the	
  very	
  support	
  structure	
  for	
  life	
  is	
  linked	
  to	
  a	
  
history	
   of	
   cybernetics,	
   design,	
   and	
   the	
   human	
   sciences.	
   This	
   talk	
   will	
   trace	
   the	
   relationship	
  
between	
   highly	
   visible	
   contemporary	
   smart	
   city	
   developments,	
   such	
   as	
   Songdo	
   in	
   South	
   Korea,	
  
and	
  mid-­‐century	
  initiatives	
  to	
  merge	
  cybernetics,	
  design,	
  and	
  the	
  human	
  sciences.	
  Using	
  a	
  series	
  
of	
  case	
  studies	
  from	
  the	
  Architecture	
  Machine	
  Group	
  at	
  MIT,	
  I	
  will	
  discuss	
  how	
  ideals	
  of	
  feedback,	
  
data	
  management,	
  modularity,	
  and	
  control	
  created	
  new	
  attitudes	
  to	
  the	
  city	
  as	
  an	
  experimental	
  
‘test-­‐bed’	
   or	
   ‘demo’,	
   a	
   self-­‐reflexive,	
   and	
   self-­‐monitoring	
   organism	
   which	
   was	
   infinitely	
  
enhanceable,	
  improvable,	
  and	
  mobile.	
  This	
  new	
  logic	
  of	
  the	
  computational	
  test-­‐bed	
  or	
  demo	
  has	
  
now	
  come	
  to	
  preoccupy	
  our	
  ideas	
  of	
  how	
  to	
  manage	
  life	
  under	
  conditions	
  of	
  real,	
  and	
  imagined,	
  
environmental,	
  security,	
  and	
  economic	
  uncertainty.	
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Panel	
  Session	
  2a)	
  Data	
  and	
  Governance	
  

	
  
	
  
Big	
  Data	
  and	
  Canadian	
  Governance:	
  A	
  Qualitative	
  Assessment.	
  
Joanna	
  Redden	
  (University	
  of	
  Calgary).	
  
	
  
In	
   this	
   paper	
   I	
   argue	
   that	
   investigating	
   how	
   big	
   data	
   analysis	
   is	
   being	
   incorporated	
   into	
  
government	
   processes	
   requires	
   a	
   qualitative	
   approach	
   to	
   move	
   from	
   mere	
   observations	
   of	
  
technical	
  properties	
   and	
  applications	
   to	
  a	
   sociology	
  of	
  big	
  data	
  assemblages	
   (Sassen	
  2002),	
  one	
  
that	
   views	
   data	
   uses	
   as	
   constitutive	
   of	
   an	
   assemblage	
   of	
   actors,	
   institutions,	
   hierarchies,	
  
capabilities,	
   and	
   networks	
   (Kitchin	
   2014).	
   And,	
   crucially,	
   one	
   that	
   places	
   emerging	
   government	
  
uses	
  of	
  big	
  data	
  analysis	
  within	
  its	
  wider	
  informational	
  context.	
  I	
  do	
  so	
  by	
  providing	
  an	
  overview	
  of	
  
my	
   investigations	
  of	
  government	
  uses	
  of	
  big	
  data	
   in	
  Canada,	
  and	
  my	
   interviews	
  with	
  politicians,	
  
civil	
   servants,	
   data	
   consultants,	
   non-­‐profit	
   advocates,	
   and	
   corporate	
   consultants,	
   and	
   also	
  upon	
  
policy	
  documents	
  and	
   research	
   reports.	
  Analysts	
  argue	
   that	
  big	
  data	
  analysis	
   should	
  be	
  used	
   to	
  
complement	
   other	
   modes	
   of	
   research,	
   however	
   in	
   practice	
   access	
   to	
   alternative	
   modes	
   of	
  
information	
  can	
  be	
   limited	
  by	
  political	
   factors.	
   In	
  Canada	
  there	
  has	
  been	
   increasing	
  government	
  
use	
  of	
  big	
  data	
  analysis,	
  more	
  social	
  media	
  monitoring,	
  increasing	
  efforts	
  to	
  make	
  more	
  data	
  open	
  
to	
  the	
  public,	
  in	
  combination	
  with	
  increasing	
  cuts	
  to	
  significant	
  statistical	
  services	
  such	
  as	
  cutting	
  
the	
   long	
   form	
   census,	
   cuts	
   to	
   key	
   information	
   bodies	
   such	
   as	
   the	
   National	
   Council	
   of	
  Welfare,	
  
greater	
  control	
  of	
  access	
  to	
  information,	
  limits	
  on	
  journalistic	
  investigation,	
  and	
  barriers	
  to	
  public	
  
servants	
  speaking	
  publicly.	
  This	
  context	
   is	
   important	
  because	
  while	
  some	
  sources	
  of	
   information	
  
are	
  being	
  eliminated	
  or	
  silenced,	
  others	
  are	
  being	
  pursued	
  which	
  have	
  significant	
  implications	
  for	
  
responses	
  to	
  issues	
  such	
  as	
  poverty.	
  
	
  
Data	
  sovereignty	
  through	
  representative	
  data	
  governance:	
  Addressing	
  flawed	
  consumer	
  
choice	
  policy.	
  
Jonathan	
  Obar	
  (University	
  of	
  Ontario	
  Institute	
  of	
  Technology	
  and	
  Michigan	
  State	
  University).	
  
	
  
In	
  1927,	
  Walter	
  Lippmann	
  published	
  The	
  Phantom	
  Public,	
  arguing	
  for	
  what	
  he	
  referred	
  to	
  as	
  the	
  
‘fallacy	
  of	
  democracy’.	
  He	
  wrote,	
  “I	
  have	
  not	
  happened	
  to	
  meet	
  anybody,	
  from	
  a	
  President	
  of	
  the	
  
United	
   States	
   to	
   a	
   professor	
   of	
   political	
   science,	
   who	
   came	
   anywhere	
   near	
   to	
   embodying	
   the	
  
accepted	
   ideal	
   of	
   the	
   sovereign	
   and	
   omnicompetent	
   citizen”	
   (Lippmann,	
   1927,	
   11).	
   Beyond	
   the	
  
challenges	
  of	
  omnicompetence,	
  Lippmann	
  argued,	
  had	
  we	
  the	
  faculties	
  and	
  the	
  system	
  (how	
  large	
  
an	
   Ecclesia?)	
   for	
   enabling	
   millions	
   to	
   realize	
   popular	
   rule,	
   to	
   control	
   all	
   areas	
   of	
   government	
  
ranging	
  from	
  the	
  military,	
  to	
  infrastructure,	
  to	
  education	
  and	
  healthcare,	
  none	
  of	
  us	
  would	
  have	
  
time	
  for	
  work,	
  family	
  or	
  enjoyment.	
  The	
  realization	
  of	
  this	
  ‘unattainable	
  ideal’	
  would	
  leave	
  society	
  
at	
  a	
  standstill.	
  
	
  
Repurposing	
   Lippmann,	
   this	
   paper	
   suggests	
   that	
   current	
   and	
   proposed	
   data	
   privacy	
   legislation	
  
derived	
  from	
  OECD	
  Privacy	
  Principles	
  (e.g.	
  efforts	
  in	
  Canada,	
  the	
  EU	
  and	
  the	
  US)	
  advances	
  a	
  flawed	
  
consumer	
   choice	
   model	
   that	
   perpetuates	
   a	
   similar	
   ‘unattainable	
   ideal’	
   –	
   personal	
   data	
  
sovereignty.	
  Had	
  we	
   the	
   faculties	
  and	
   the	
  system	
   for	
  enabling	
  every	
  digital	
   citizen	
   the	
  ability	
   to	
  
understand	
  and	
  continually	
  manage	
   the	
  evolving	
  data-­‐driven	
   Internet,	
   to	
  control	
   the	
  data	
  being	
  
collected,	
  organized,	
  analyzed	
  and	
  sold	
  by	
  every	
  commercial	
  organization,	
  government	
  agency	
  and	
  
data	
  broker,	
  to	
  understand	
  and	
  provide	
  informed	
  consent	
  to	
  every	
  privacy	
  policy	
  -­‐	
  would	
  we	
  have	
  
time	
  to	
  actually	
  use	
  the	
  Internet?	
  To	
  live?	
  To	
  work?	
  This	
  is	
  the	
  fallacy	
  of	
  personal	
  data	
  sovereignty	
  
in	
  a	
  digital	
  universe	
  increasingly	
  defined	
  by	
  big	
  data.	
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Providing	
   individuals	
   the	
  opportunity	
   to	
   access	
   and	
   control	
   their	
   data	
   is	
   not	
   enough.	
  A	
  plan	
   for	
  
personal	
  data	
  sovereignty	
  should	
  express	
  the	
  true	
  possibilities	
  of	
   its	
  subject.	
   If	
   it	
   is	
  true	
  that	
  the	
  
fallacy	
  of	
  personal	
  data	
  sovereignty	
  is	
  similar	
  to	
  Lippmann’s	
  ‘unattainable	
  ideal’,	
  then	
  perhaps	
  the	
  
imperfect,	
   yet	
   pragmatic	
   solution	
   to	
   the	
   fallacy	
   of	
   democracy	
   may	
   apply	
   –	
   representative	
  
governance.	
  
	
  
Through	
   a	
   combination	
   of	
   policy	
   and	
   case	
   study	
   analysis,	
   this	
   paper	
   aims	
   to	
   demonstrate	
   the	
  
limitations	
   of	
   legislative	
   efforts	
   that	
   favour	
   informed	
   consumer	
   choice	
  models	
   of	
   personal	
   data	
  
privacy.	
  A	
  policy	
  analysis	
  of	
  three	
  legislative	
  efforts	
  (drawing	
  from	
  the	
  OECD’s	
  Privacy	
  Principles)	
  
favouring	
   an	
   informed	
   consumer	
   choice	
   model	
   is	
   conducted.	
   These	
   efforts	
   include:	
   Canada’s	
  
Personal	
  Information	
  Protection	
  and	
  Electronic	
  Documents	
  Act,	
  the	
  EU’s	
  Data	
  Protection	
  Directive,	
  
and	
   the	
   U.S.	
   Consumer	
   Privacy	
   Bill	
   of	
   Rights.	
   Three	
   case	
   studies	
   are	
   analyzed	
   to	
   provide	
  
justification	
   for	
   the	
   policy	
   critique:	
   Noam	
   Galai’s	
   ‘Stolen	
   Scream’,	
   Max	
   Schrem’s	
   europe-­‐
v.facebook.org,	
   and	
   Hunter	
   Moore’s	
   revenge	
   porn	
   business.	
   A	
   discussion	
   of	
   the	
   strategies	
   of	
  
various	
   infomediaries,	
   early	
   representative	
   data	
   sovereigns	
   (for	
   example,	
   the	
   U.S.	
   company	
  
Lifelock),	
  will	
  follow.	
  
	
  
Data	
  Power	
  and	
  the	
  Digital	
  Economy:	
  Actual	
  Potential	
  and	
  Virtual.	
  
Jonathan	
  Foster	
  and	
  Angela	
  Lin	
  (University	
  of	
  Sheffield).	
  
	
  
In	
   this	
   paper	
   we	
   argue	
   that	
   the	
   capacity	
   to	
   produce	
   value	
   as	
   a	
   by-­‐product	
   of	
   the	
   capture,	
  
aggregation	
  and	
  analysis	
  of	
  data	
  and	
  by	
  doing	
  so	
  act	
  upon	
  consumers’	
  actions	
   is	
  a	
   form	
  of	
  data	
  
power.	
  This	
  data	
  power	
  has	
  three	
  phases:	
  actual,	
  potential	
  and	
  virtual.	
  Actual	
  data	
  power	
  involves	
  
an	
  increase	
  in	
  the	
  capture,	
  aggregation	
  and	
  analysis	
  of	
  data	
  about	
  consumers’	
  actions	
  e.g.	
  actions	
  
prior	
   to	
   and	
   subsequent	
   to	
   a	
   transaction	
   can	
   also	
   be	
   tracked,	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   any	
   other	
   online	
   and	
  
mobile	
   activities.	
   Based	
   on	
   an	
   analysis	
   of	
   data	
   about	
   consumers’	
   actions,	
   potential	
   data	
   power	
  
involves	
   an	
   increase	
   in	
   the	
   range	
   of	
   potential	
   actions	
   that	
   corporations	
   can	
   use	
   to	
   structure	
  
consumers’	
   current	
   and	
   future	
   environments	
   e.g.	
   dynamic	
   pricing,	
   recommendations,	
  
personalization.	
  Virtual	
  data	
  power	
  involves	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  the	
  possible	
  types	
  of	
  power	
  that	
  can	
  be	
  
brought	
  to	
  bear	
  on	
  consumers’	
  actions.	
  We	
  also	
  argue	
  that	
  it	
  is	
  the	
  transformation	
  of	
  data	
  power	
  
from	
   one	
   phase	
   to	
   another	
   that	
   plays	
   a	
   constitutive	
   role	
   in	
   changing	
   the	
   relations	
   between	
  
corporations	
   and	
   consumers	
   in	
   a	
   digital	
   economy.	
   In	
   summary	
   we	
   argue	
   that	
   the	
   capacity	
   to	
  
derive	
  value	
  as	
  a	
  by-­‐product	
  of	
  the	
  capture,	
  aggregation	
  and	
  analysis	
  of	
  data	
  increases	
  the	
  ways	
  in	
  
which	
   corporations	
   can	
   structure	
   the	
   field	
   of	
   consumers’	
   actions,	
   thereby	
   making	
   consumers	
  
subject	
   to	
  data	
  power.	
  To	
  what	
  extent	
  the	
  emergence	
  of	
  data	
  power	
  makes	
  consumers	
  and	
  the	
  
public	
  further	
  subject	
  to	
  capital	
  is	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  further	
  questions	
  to	
  be	
  addressed.	
  
	
  
Big	
  Data	
  and	
  Power:	
  What’s	
  New(s)?	
  
Josh	
  Cowls	
  and	
  Ralph	
  Schroeder	
  (Oxford	
  Internet	
  Institute).	
  
	
  
Much	
  social	
  big	
  data	
  is	
  owned	
  or	
  controlled	
  by	
  private	
  entities,	
  whose	
  business	
  models	
  hinge	
  on	
  
the	
   utilisation	
   of	
   this	
   resource	
   for	
   profit.	
   At	
   the	
   same	
   time,	
   big	
   data	
   approaches	
   are	
   often	
  
characterised	
   as	
   being	
   ‘truer’	
   or	
  more	
   accurate	
   than	
   traditional	
   research	
  methods	
   such	
   as	
   self-­‐
report	
  studies	
  or	
  surveys.	
  In	
  this	
  paper,	
  we	
  will	
  examine	
  the	
  implications	
  of	
  the	
  private	
  ownership	
  
of	
   big	
   data	
   and	
   its	
   powerfulness	
   as	
   knowledge	
   in	
   relation	
   to	
   a	
   specific	
   domain:	
   news	
   reporting	
  
online.	
   Recent	
   studies	
   have	
   tracked	
   the	
   types	
   of	
   stories	
   a	
   news	
   organisation	
   covers	
   and	
   an	
  
audience’s	
   propensity	
   to	
   view	
   and	
   share	
   them,	
   and	
   have	
   discovered	
   meaningful	
   patterns	
  
(Boczkowski	
  and	
  Mitchelstein,	
  Bright	
  and	
  Nichols).	
  These	
  studies	
  draw	
  attention	
  to	
  some	
  dangers	
  
inherent	
  in	
  access	
  to	
  and	
  control	
  of	
  data	
  (in	
  this	
  case	
  by	
  news	
  producers,	
  but	
  also	
  data	
  analytics	
  
providers)	
  and	
  presumptions	
  about	
   its	
  accuracy.	
  We	
  argue	
  that	
   the	
  uses	
  of	
  big	
  data	
   in	
   this	
  case	
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create	
   asymmetries	
   of	
   power:	
   news	
   organizations	
   and	
   experts	
   know	
   about	
   the	
   disjunction	
  
between	
  what	
  news	
  people	
  read	
  in	
  the	
  aggregate	
  and	
  what	
  news	
  is	
  published,	
  but	
  the	
  public	
  does	
  
not.	
   This	
   disjunction	
   creates	
   a	
   number	
   of	
   threats	
   to	
   a	
   well-­‐functioning	
   public	
   sphere:	
   since	
  
governments	
  increasingly	
  rely	
  on	
  measurement	
  of	
  public	
  opinion	
  to	
  make	
  policy,	
  the	
  accuracy	
  of	
  
what	
   is	
   on	
   the	
   news	
   agenda	
   is	
   becoming	
   a	
   key	
   battleground.	
   Further,	
   this	
   accuracy	
   may	
   be	
  
compromised	
  by	
  a	
  bias	
   towards	
  more	
  quantifiable	
  digital	
  sources.	
  Access	
  to	
  this	
  knowledge	
  and	
  
scrutiny	
  of	
  its	
  representativeness	
  therefore	
  needs	
  the	
  urgent	
  attention	
  of	
  research.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  

Panel	
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  2b)	
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  Art,	
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Artistic	
  Appropriation	
  as	
  Data	
  Power.	
  
Charlotte	
  Webb	
  (University	
  of	
  the	
  Arts,	
  London).	
  
	
  
The	
  European	
  Commission’s	
  Digital	
  Agenda	
   for	
  Europe	
   initiative	
   lists	
   ‘copyright	
   fit	
   for	
   the	
  digital	
  
age’	
  as	
  one	
  of	
  its	
  key	
  thematic	
  strands,	
  highlighting	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  scrutiny	
  and	
  revision	
  of	
  existing	
  
laws	
  and	
  practices.	
  
	
  
This	
  paper	
  frames	
  the	
  artistic	
  appropriation	
  of	
  data	
  and	
  its	
  ensuing	
  copyright	
  implications	
  an	
  issue	
  
of	
  ‘Data	
  Power’.	
  I	
  explore	
  the	
  issue	
  of	
  digital	
  copyright	
  from	
  the	
  perspective	
  of	
  an	
  artist	
  accessing	
  
images	
  and	
  data	
  from	
  the	
  Instagram	
  API.	
  The	
  case	
  study	
  is	
  an	
  artwork,	
  Selfie	
  Portrait,	
  which	
  I	
  have	
  
made	
   as	
   part	
   of	
   an	
   art	
   practice-­‐led	
   PhD	
   'Towards	
   an	
   extra-­‐subjective	
   agency	
   in	
   web-­‐based	
   art	
  
practice'.	
   The	
   work	
   poses	
   a	
   question:	
   ‘How	
   do	
   people	
   who	
   post	
   selfies	
   on	
   Instagram	
   describe	
  
themselves?’,	
   and	
   displays	
   Instagram	
   photographs	
   tagged	
   #selfie,	
   along	
   with	
   the	
   biographical	
  
details	
  of	
  the	
  people	
  who	
  posted	
  them	
  in	
  a	
  browser.	
  
	
  
As	
   the	
   photographs	
   are	
   accessed	
   through	
   the	
   Instagram	
   API,	
   the	
   work	
   has	
   raised	
   complex	
  
copyright	
  questions,	
  pertaining	
  to	
  both	
  the	
  contractual	
   law	
   imposed	
  by	
  the	
  API	
   terms	
  of	
  use,	
  as	
  
well	
  as	
  copyright	
  law.	
  This	
  paper	
  outlines	
  these	
  questions,	
  the	
  legal	
  meetings	
  I	
  have	
  had	
  to	
  discuss	
  
them	
  and	
  my	
  artistic	
  response,	
  considering	
  ‘data	
  power’	
  as	
  an	
  issue	
  of	
  artistic	
  agency.	
  As	
  well	
  as	
  
my	
  own	
  work,	
  I	
  draw	
  on	
  other	
  artworks	
  that	
  appropriate	
  data,	
  including	
  Winnie	
  Soon’s	
  The	
  Likes	
  
of	
  Brother	
  Cream	
  Cat	
   (2013),	
  and	
  Paolo	
  Cirio’sYour	
  Fingerprints	
  on	
  the	
  Artwork	
  are	
  the	
  Artwork	
  
Itself	
  [YFOTAATAI]	
  (2014).	
  
	
  
	
  
Framing	
  Discourse	
   on	
   Big	
  Data:	
  Online	
   Coverage	
   of	
   the	
   Big	
  Data	
   Revolution	
   by	
   British	
  
Newspapers.	
  
Eddy	
  Borges-­‐Rey	
  (University	
  of	
  Stirling).	
  
	
  
As	
   data	
   organisations	
   become	
   increasingly	
   effective	
   in	
   monetising	
   the	
   insights	
   emerging	
   from	
  
citizens'	
   data,	
   so	
   does	
   the	
   power	
   they	
   hold	
   over	
   not	
   only	
   the	
   individuals,	
   but	
   also	
   over	
   the	
  
institutions	
   of	
   society.	
   Corporations	
   such	
   as	
   Google	
   and	
   Facebook,	
   with	
   a	
   core	
   focus	
   on	
  
quantifying	
  the	
  world,	
  have	
  coded	
  algorithms	
  capable	
  of	
  profiling	
  and	
  predicting	
  people's	
  hopes	
  
and	
  dreams	
   in	
  an	
  environment	
  free	
  of	
  public	
  or	
   institutional	
  scrutiny.	
   In	
  the	
  past,	
  this	
  watchdog	
  
function	
   was	
   performed	
   by	
   news	
   media	
   as	
   part	
   of	
   a	
   healthy	
   democratic	
   society.	
   Nonetheless,	
  
news	
   organisations	
   nowadays	
   seem	
   to	
   be	
   unable	
   to	
   monitor	
   the	
   contemporary	
   institutional	
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negotiation	
  of	
  data	
  power,	
   as	
   it	
   arises	
   in	
   a	
   scenario	
  only	
   accessible	
   to	
   actors	
  with	
   a	
   competent	
  
degree	
  of	
  computational	
  cognition.	
  
	
  
This	
  paper	
  explores	
  the	
  construction	
  of	
  big	
  data	
  in	
  the	
  online	
  news	
  coverage	
  by	
  mainstream	
  media	
  
newspapers.	
   It	
   seeks	
   to	
   analyse	
   the	
   dominant	
   frames	
   used	
   in	
   these	
   constructions	
   whilst	
  
attempting	
   to	
   understand	
   the	
   ideological	
   repercussions	
   of	
   such	
   framing.	
   Moreover,	
   it	
   aims	
   to	
  
determine	
  the	
  media's	
  ability	
  to	
  critically	
  engage	
  and	
  problematize	
  big	
  data	
  whilst	
  simultaneously	
  
assessing	
  the	
  roles	
  played	
  by	
  data	
  organisations	
  in	
  contemporary	
  society.	
  The	
  findings	
  suggest	
  an	
  
imbalance	
   in	
   the	
   rhetoric,	
   wherein	
   big	
   data	
   is	
   predominantly	
   framed	
   as	
   the	
   epicentre	
   of	
  
contemporary	
   innovation	
   and	
   the	
   driving	
   force	
   of	
   societal	
   progress.	
   In	
   doing	
   so,	
   news	
   media	
  
advances	
  a	
  prevalent	
  neoliberal	
  discourse	
  that	
  raises	
  fundamental	
  questions	
  about	
  the	
  agency	
  of	
  
journalists’	
   in	
  holding	
  data	
  organisations	
  accountable.	
  The	
  research	
  also	
  catalogued	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  
instances	
  where	
   the	
  activities	
  of	
  data	
  organisations	
  were	
  scrutinised	
   in	
  accordance	
  with	
  a	
  more	
  
incisive	
   line	
  of	
   inquiry	
   typical	
  of	
   journalistic	
  ethos,	
   thereby	
   facilitating	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  some	
  
comparative	
  insights	
  
	
  
Locative	
  Data	
  and	
  Public	
  Sexual	
  Cultures.	
  
Ben	
  Light	
  (Queensland	
  University	
  of	
  Technology).	
  
	
  
Since	
  the	
  arrival	
  of	
  Grindr,	
  around	
  2009,	
  there	
  has	
  been	
   increasing	
   interest	
   in	
  digitally	
  mediated	
  
public	
  sexual	
  cultures	
  where	
  men	
  who	
  have	
  sex	
  with	
  men	
  are	
  concerned.	
  A	
  particular	
  feature	
  of	
  
such	
  discourse	
  has	
  been	
  the	
  centrality	
  of	
  global	
  positioning	
  systems	
  within	
  such	
  applications	
  and	
  
how	
  the	
  data	
  they	
  generate	
  facilitate,	
  and	
  shape	
  opportunities	
  for	
  meeting	
  or	
  even	
  just	
  having	
  a	
  
sense	
  of	
  being	
  in	
  the	
  presence	
  of	
  other	
  men	
  who	
  have	
  sex	
  with	
  men.	
  Yet	
  digital	
  cultures	
  of	
  public	
  
sex	
   have	
   a	
   trajectory	
   that	
   can	
   be	
   charted	
   back	
   much	
   further	
   and	
   the	
   mainstreaming	
   of	
   such	
  
activity	
  occurred	
  around	
  a	
  decade	
  before	
  Grindr	
  was	
  released.	
  Squirt,	
  a	
  desktop	
  and	
  mobile	
  hook	
  
up	
   site	
   for	
  men	
  who	
   have	
   sex	
  with	
  men,	
  was	
   launched	
   in	
   1998	
   and	
   has	
   had,	
   at	
   its	
   heart	
   since	
  
conception,	
  the	
  function	
  of	
  facilitating	
  hooking	
  up	
  in	
  public,	
  and	
  in	
  private.	
  A	
  particular	
  feature	
  of	
  
Squirt	
  is	
  its	
  directory	
  of	
  places	
  where	
  one	
  might	
  find	
  men,	
  or	
  arrange	
  to	
  meet	
  men,	
  for	
  casual	
  sex.	
  
These	
  places	
  are	
   locatively	
   coded	
   into	
   the	
  app	
  using	
  GPS	
  and	
  manual	
   forms	
  of	
   geographic	
  data	
  
entry	
   and	
   presentation.	
   Such	
   cultures	
   of	
   public	
   sex	
   are	
   not	
   without	
   risk	
   in	
   legal	
   terms	
   and	
   in	
  
relation	
   to	
  more	
   general	
   notions	
   of	
   personal	
   safety.	
   In	
   order	
   to	
   navigate	
   this	
   problematic,	
   yet	
  
erotic	
   challenge,	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   knowledge’s	
   are	
   produced	
   and	
   coproduced	
   with	
   Squirt	
   and	
   its	
  
members.	
   Drawing	
   upon	
   anonymised	
   geo-­‐locative	
   data	
   and	
   discourses	
   of	
   Squirt’s	
   cruising	
  
directory	
  I	
  will	
  map	
  and	
  highlight	
  the	
  practical	
  and	
  erotic	
  potentials	
  of	
  locative	
  data.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  2c)	
  The	
  Politics	
  of	
  Open	
  and	
  Linked	
  Data	
  

	
  
	
  
"Publish	
  Once,	
  Use	
  Often":	
  The	
  Ambiguous	
  Goals	
  of	
  Aid	
  Transparency	
  Advocacy.	
  
James	
  Pamment	
  (University	
  of	
  Texas	
  at	
  Austin).	
  
	
  
The	
   aid	
   transparency	
  movement	
   received	
   a	
  welcome	
   boost	
   in	
  December	
   2011	
  when	
   dozens	
   of	
  
states,	
  multilateral	
  actors,	
  and	
  NGOs	
  signed	
  up	
  to	
  the	
  "Common	
  Standard",	
  an	
  electronic	
  database	
  
through	
  which	
  all	
  aid	
  expenditure	
  could	
  be	
  published	
  using	
   the	
  same	
  criteria.	
  Underpinning	
   this	
  
agreement	
   (known	
  as	
   the	
   International	
  Aid	
   Transparency	
  Agreement,	
   or	
   IATI),	
  were	
   statements	
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about	
   increased	
  effectiveness,	
   improved	
  collaboration,	
  and	
  better	
  decisions	
   that	
  could	
  be	
  made	
  
based	
  on	
  the	
  availability	
  of	
  this	
  data.	
  This	
  paper	
  critically	
  interrogates	
  discourses	
  surrounding	
  the	
  
utility	
   of	
   the	
   data;	
   who	
   is	
   it	
   for,	
   how	
   should	
   it	
   be	
   used,	
   and	
   what	
   the	
   data	
   says	
   about	
   aid	
  
communities.	
   Drawing	
   on	
   a	
   critical	
   perspective	
   informed	
   by	
   an	
   interpretive	
   analysis	
   of	
   policy	
  
documents	
   and	
   interviews,	
   it	
   places	
  particular	
   emphasis	
  on	
  peer	
   review	
  and	
  peer	
  pressure,	
   the	
  
production	
  of	
  community	
  and	
  commonality,	
  and	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  norms	
  and	
  standards.	
  
	
  
Schema.org	
  as	
  Hegemony:	
  The	
  Politics	
  of	
  Linked	
  Data	
  Formats.	
  
Lindsay	
  Piorier,	
  Krisine	
  Gloria,	
  and	
  Dominic	
  Difranzo	
  (Rensselaer	
  Polytechnic	
  Institute).	
  
	
  
In	
  the	
  same	
  way	
  that	
  the	
  capacity	
  to	
  hyperlink	
  was	
  transformative	
  for	
  establishing	
  a	
  decentralized	
  
but	
   highly	
   interconnected	
  web	
   of	
   documents,	
   the	
   Resource	
   Description	
   Framework	
   (RDF),	
   as	
   a	
  
data	
  model,	
  has	
  been	
  transformative	
  in	
  its	
  capacity	
  to	
  flexibly	
  describe	
  and	
  link	
  related	
  data	
  points	
  
on	
   the	
  Web.	
   However,	
   as	
   RDF	
   becomes	
   standardized	
   into	
   a	
   data	
   format,	
   the	
   resulting	
   distilled	
  
schemas	
  shape	
  who	
  and	
  what	
  can	
  be	
  considered	
  meaningful	
  on	
  the	
  Web.	
  
	
  
In	
   this	
   paper,	
   we	
  will	
   describe	
   the	
   debates	
   that	
   have	
   arisen	
   around	
   Schema.org	
   –	
   an	
   initiative	
  
backed	
  by	
  Google,	
  Bing,	
  and	
  Yahoo	
  that	
  aims	
  to	
  improve	
  search	
  engine	
  results	
  by	
  giving	
  machines	
  
not	
  only	
  the	
  capacity	
  to	
   interpret	
  how	
  content	
  should	
  be	
  rendered	
  on	
  a	
  web	
  page	
  (according	
  to	
  
HTML	
  code),	
  but	
  also	
  the	
  capacity	
  to	
  interpret,	
  through	
  embedded	
  markup,	
  usually	
  in	
  the	
  form	
  of	
  
microdata,	
   what	
   the	
   content	
   is	
   about.	
   There	
   has	
   been	
   much	
   debate	
   within	
   the	
   Schema.org	
  
community	
  about	
  how	
  extensive	
  the	
  schema	
  should	
  be	
  –	
  too	
  few	
  vocabularies	
  would	
  mean	
  that	
  
certain	
  subjects	
  go	
  unrepresented,	
  but	
  too	
  many	
  may	
  inhibit	
  mass	
  adoption.	
  Designers	
  thus	
  have	
  
settled	
  on	
  a	
  “middle	
  ontology”	
  that	
  does	
  not	
  aim	
  to	
  be	
  an	
  ontology	
  of	
  everything,	
  but	
  instead	
  aims	
  
to	
   cover	
   the	
   topics	
   that	
  most	
  users	
  will	
  use.	
  Upon	
  examining	
   the	
   schema,	
  however,	
   it	
  becomes	
  
apparent	
   that	
   the	
   conceptualization	
   of	
  most	
   users	
   topics’	
   is	
   primarily	
  Western	
   businesses.	
   This	
  
paper	
  will	
   thus	
   consider	
  how	
   the	
  data	
   formats	
   for	
   linked	
  data,	
   and	
   the	
   actors	
   and	
  policies	
   that	
  
govern	
  them,	
  both	
  discursively	
  and	
  materially	
  enact	
  Western-­‐dominant	
  information	
  hegemonies.	
  
	
  
The	
  Rise	
  of	
  the	
  Knowledge	
  Base:	
  The	
  Construction	
  and	
  Flow	
  of	
  Factual	
  Data	
  in	
  the	
  Age	
  of	
  
User-­‐Generated	
  Content.	
  
Heather	
  Ford	
  (Oxford	
  Internet	
  Institute,	
  University	
  of	
  Oxford).	
  
	
  
A	
  knowledge	
  base	
   is	
  a	
  technical	
  system	
  that	
  represents	
  facts	
  about	
  the	
  world.	
  Together	
  with	
  an	
  
inference	
  engine	
  (a	
  system	
  that	
  applies	
  rules	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  deduce	
  new	
  facts),	
  knowledge	
  bases	
  form	
  
the	
  foundation	
  of	
  “expert	
  systems”	
  in	
  the	
  field	
  of	
  artificial	
   intelligence.	
  In	
  recent	
  years	
  there	
  has	
  
been	
   a	
   rapid	
   development	
   of	
   user-­‐generated	
   knowledge	
   bases	
   such	
   as	
  Wikidata,	
   Freebase	
   and	
  
Musicbrainz.	
   In	
  turn,	
  Google	
  has	
  used	
  these	
  knowledge	
  bases	
  to	
  provide	
  a	
  new	
  service	
  to	
  those	
  
searching	
  for	
  information	
  on	
  the	
  search	
  engine	
  called	
  the	
  "Knowledge	
  Graph".	
  Searching	
  for	
  “Who	
  
wrote	
  the	
  book,	
  Trainspotting?”	
  on	
  Google,	
  for	
  example,	
  will	
  bring	
  up	
  a	
  featured	
  infobox	
  with	
  the	
  
answer	
  to	
  the	
  user’s	
  query	
  (“Irvine	
  Walsh”)	
   instead	
  of	
  a	
   list	
  of	
  articles	
   in	
  which	
  the	
  searched-­‐for	
  
question	
  appears.	
  Not	
  every	
  query	
  is	
  as	
  simply	
  answered	
  as	
  the	
  example	
  of	
  Irvine	
  Walsh,	
  however.	
  
Different	
  communities	
  hold	
  different	
  views	
  about	
  what	
  the	
  capital	
  of	
  Israel	
  is,	
  or	
  how	
  many	
  people	
  
died	
  in	
  World	
  War	
  II,	
  for	
  example.	
  The	
  question	
  is:	
  how	
  does	
  the	
  Google	
  interface	
  respond	
  to	
  such	
  
diversity	
   of	
   viewpoints?	
   In	
   this	
   paper,	
   I	
   explore	
   the	
   socio-­‐technical	
   foundations	
   of	
   knowledge	
  
bases	
   in	
   the	
   current	
   age	
   of	
   user-­‐generated	
   content,	
   highlighting	
   how	
   knowledge	
   bases	
   are	
  
constructed	
  using	
  particular	
   notions	
  of	
  what	
   is	
   knowledge,	
   information	
   and	
  data,	
   and	
  what	
   the	
  
ethical	
   implications	
   of	
   such	
   definitions	
   might	
   be	
   as	
   we	
   become	
   increasingly	
   reliant	
   on	
   expert	
  
systems	
  in	
  the	
  progress	
  of	
  daily	
  life.	
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The	
  Politics	
  of	
  Open	
  Data.	
  
Jonathan	
  Gray	
  (Royal	
  Holloway,	
  University	
  of	
  London	
  and	
  Digital	
  Methods	
  Initiative,	
  University	
  of	
  
Amsterdam).	
  
	
  
Advocates	
  argue	
  that	
  the	
  “open	
  data	
  revolution”	
  will	
  enable	
  greater	
  transparency,	
  accountability	
  
and	
   public	
   participation;	
   new	
   civic	
   applications	
   and	
   services;	
   greater	
   government	
   efficiency;	
  
technological	
  innovation	
  and	
  new	
  businesses	
  and	
  startups	
  (Kitchin,	
  2014).	
  Critics	
  argue	
  that	
  open	
  
data	
   initiatives	
   may	
   end	
   up	
   empowering	
   the	
   empowered	
   (Gurstein,	
   2011)	
   or	
   acting	
   as	
   an	
  
instrument	
   of	
   a	
   programme	
   of	
   austerity,	
   neoliberalisation	
   and	
  marketisation	
   of	
   public	
   services	
  
(Bates,	
  2012,	
  2013,	
  2014;	
  Longo,	
  2011;	
  Margetts,	
  2013).	
  
	
  
This	
  paper	
  draws	
  on	
  a	
  combination	
  of	
  historical	
  and	
  empirical	
  research	
  to	
  examine	
  open	
  data	
  as	
  a	
  
contested	
   political	
   concept	
   that	
   is	
   continually	
   reconfigured	
   in	
   response	
   to	
   shifting	
   ideals,	
  
conceptions	
  and	
  practices	
  of	
  governance	
  and	
  democracy	
  in	
  different	
  contexts.	
  This	
  includes	
  work	
  
towards	
   a	
   “genealogy	
  of	
  open	
  data”	
   (Gray,	
   2014),	
   as	
  well	
   as	
   the	
   findings	
   from	
   several	
   research	
  
projects	
  at	
  the	
  Digital	
  Methods	
  Initiative	
  to	
  map	
  the	
  politics	
  of	
  open	
  data	
  as	
  an	
  issue	
  on	
  the	
  web	
  
using	
  digital	
  “methods	
  of	
  the	
  medium”	
  (Marres	
  and	
  Rogers,	
  2005;	
  Rogers,	
  2013).	
  
	
  
Building	
   on	
   this	
   historical	
   and	
   empirical	
   research,	
   the	
   paper	
  will	
   propose	
   a	
   stronger	
   social	
   and	
  
democratic	
   agenda	
   for	
   open	
   data	
   as	
   a	
   political	
   concept.	
   It	
   will	
   challenge	
   the	
   focus	
   on	
   growth,	
  
innovation	
   and	
   efficiency,	
   and	
   argue	
   for	
   a	
   conception	
   of	
   open	
   data	
   supporting	
   progressive	
  
campaigning,	
  public	
  interest	
  journalism	
  and	
  democratic	
  participation	
  –	
  looking	
  at	
  recent	
  advocacy	
  
around	
   tax	
   justice	
   and	
  drawing	
  on	
   research	
  on	
   “statactivism”	
  and	
   statistics	
   as	
   an	
   instrument	
  of	
  
social	
  critique	
  (Desrosières,	
  2014;	
  Isabelle,	
  Emmanuel	
  and	
  Tommaso,	
  2014).	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  

Panel	
  Session	
  2d)	
  Resistance,	
  Agency,	
  Activism	
  
	
  

	
  
(How)	
  do	
  women	
  resist	
  the	
  power	
  of	
  big	
  data?	
  
Nancy	
  Thumim	
  (University	
  of	
  Leeds).	
  	
  
	
  
As	
  scholarly	
  and	
  popular	
   recognition	
  of	
   the	
  uses	
  of	
   the	
   information	
   (including	
   images)	
  we	
  share	
  
about	
  ourselves	
  online	
  grows	
  and,	
  simultaneously,	
  the	
  embedded	
  nature	
  of	
  various	
  kinds	
  of	
  self-­‐
representation	
  in	
  contemporary	
  digital	
  culture	
  is	
  widely	
  acknowledged,	
  I	
  ask,	
  what	
  does	
  ordinary	
  
women's	
  agency	
  look	
  like?	
  Moreover,	
  what	
  would	
  constitute	
  their	
  resistance	
  to	
  the	
  power	
  of	
  big	
  
data?	
  The	
  growth	
  of	
  uses	
  for	
  big	
  data	
  and	
  the	
  ubiquity	
  of	
  self-­‐representation	
  in	
  people's	
  lives	
  both	
  
take	
  place	
  in	
  a	
  context	
  of	
  continued,	
  structural,	
  inequality	
  between	
  genders	
  and	
  one	
  in	
  which	
  the	
  
role	
  played	
  by	
  dominant	
  representations	
  in	
  constructing	
  received	
  understanding	
  of,	
  for	
  example,	
  
women,	
  is	
  well-­‐established.	
  In	
  the	
  paper,	
  I	
  argue	
  that	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  answer	
  questions	
  about	
  women's	
  
possible	
   resistance,	
   agency	
   and	
   appropriation,	
   we	
   need	
   critical	
   visual	
   analysis	
   of	
   women's	
   self-­‐
representation	
   in	
   digital	
   spaces,	
   but	
   also,	
   crucially,	
   we	
   must	
   ask	
   how	
   women	
   themselves	
  
understand	
  their	
  own	
  practices	
  of	
  self-­‐representation.	
  That	
  is,	
  we	
  need	
  a	
  better	
  understanding	
  of	
  
the	
  (likely	
  diverse)	
  ways	
   in	
  which	
  women	
  talk	
  about	
  and	
  view	
  their	
  own	
  practices	
  of	
  online	
  self-­‐
representation.	
   I	
   outline	
   a	
   research	
   project	
   that	
   will	
   ask	
   women	
   about	
   their	
   practices	
   of	
   self-­‐
representation	
  and,	
  in	
  the	
  final	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  paper,	
  I	
  consider	
  what	
  critical	
  scholars	
  can	
  ever	
  make	
  
of	
  women's	
  own	
  points	
  of	
  view	
  in	
  the	
  face	
  of	
  the	
  overwhelming	
  evidence	
  of	
  the	
  power	
  of	
  those	
  
using	
  big	
  data	
  derived	
  from	
  the	
  online	
  activities	
  (and	
  self-­‐representations)	
  of	
  ordinary	
  people.	
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Exerting	
  privacy	
  through	
  ethical	
  standards	
  and	
  shareholder	
  activism:	
  new	
  strategies	
  for	
  
resistance.	
  
Evan	
  Light	
  (Mobile	
  Media	
  Lab,	
  Concordia	
  University).	
  
	
  
The	
  spread	
  of	
  digital	
  data	
  through	
  our	
  non-­‐digital	
  lives,	
  and	
  the	
  power	
  invested	
  in	
  this	
  data	
  and	
  its	
  
brokers,	
   has	
   created	
   a	
   tiered	
   system	
   of	
   control	
   whereby	
   powerful,	
   generally	
   corporate,	
   actors	
  
have	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  harvest	
  and	
  utilize	
  data	
  concerning	
  the	
  actions	
  of	
   individual	
  citizens.	
  Citizens,	
  
through	
  their	
  uses	
  of	
  technology	
  to	
  engage	
  in	
  political,	
  social	
  and	
  economic	
  life,	
  often	
  have	
  little	
  
choice	
   than	
   to	
   work	
   with	
   what	
   they	
   have	
   been	
   given,	
   and	
   to	
   trust	
   the	
   providers	
   of	
   their	
  
communication	
  tools.	
  Data	
  has	
  become	
  a	
  source	
  of	
  real	
  wealth	
  to	
  the	
  extent	
  that	
  obstacles	
  to	
  its	
  
accumulation,	
  such	
  tools	
   for	
  preserving	
  one's	
  digital	
  privacy,	
  have	
  been	
  routinely	
  excluded	
  from	
  
the	
   most	
   ubiquitous	
   of	
   communication	
   networks	
   –	
   telephony	
   and	
   the	
   internet.	
   Privacy	
   and	
  
security	
   are	
   instead	
   viewed	
   as	
   value-­‐added	
   services	
   rather	
   than	
   fundamental	
   tenants	
   of	
   our	
  
communications	
  systems	
  and,	
  thus,	
  the	
  flow	
  of	
  digital	
  data	
  spilling	
  forth	
  from	
  our	
  non-­‐digital	
  lives.	
  
	
  
Given	
   the	
   failure	
   of	
   conventional	
   politics	
   to	
   guarantee	
   private	
   citizens	
   a	
  meaningful	
   say	
   in	
   the	
  
regulation	
   and	
   operation	
   of	
   these	
   networks,	
   new	
   political	
   forums	
   –	
   within	
   corporations	
  
themselves	
  –	
  must	
  be	
  created.	
  This	
  paper	
  presents	
  the	
  Ethical	
  Telecom	
  Futures	
  project	
  which	
  aims	
  
to	
  create	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  principles	
  for	
  the	
  ethical	
  operation	
  of	
  telecommunications	
  corporations	
  and	
  an	
  
ethical	
  investment	
  vehicle	
  for	
  advocating	
  these	
  principles	
  within	
  them.	
  Drawing	
  from	
  the	
  work	
  of	
  
various	
  researchers	
  and	
  NGOs,	
   I	
  propose	
  an	
  ethical	
  standard	
  for	
  telecom	
  that	
  places	
  primacy	
  on	
  
the	
  maintenance	
  and	
  facilitation	
  of	
  personal	
  privacy,	
  and	
  transparency	
  and	
  accountability	
  within	
  
the	
  corporation.	
  
	
  
The	
  big	
  data	
  hide	
  and	
  seek:	
  Theorizing	
  data	
  activism.	
  
Stefania	
  Milan	
  (University	
  of	
  Tilburg).	
  
	
  
As	
  massive	
  data	
  collection	
  progressively	
  invades	
  all	
  spheres	
  of	
  contemporary	
  society,	
  citizens	
  grow	
  
increasingly	
  aware	
  of	
  the	
  critical	
  role	
  of	
  information	
  as	
  the	
  new	
  fabric	
  of	
  social	
  life.	
  This	
  awareness	
  
triggers	
   new	
   forms	
   of	
   civic	
   engagement	
   and	
   political	
   action	
   that	
   I	
   have	
   termed	
   ‘data	
   activism’.	
  
Data	
  activism	
  indicates	
  the	
  series	
  of	
  social	
  practices	
  that	
  at	
  different	
  levels,	
  in	
  different	
  forms,	
  and	
  
from	
   different	
   points	
   of	
   departure	
   are	
   concerned	
   with	
   a	
   critical	
   approach	
   to	
   big	
   data.	
   Data	
  
activists	
  address	
  massive	
  data	
  collection	
  as	
  both	
  a	
  challenge	
  to	
  individual	
  rights,	
  and	
  a	
  novel	
  set	
  of	
  
opportunities	
   for	
   social	
   change;	
   they	
   appropriate	
   technological	
   innovation,	
   and	
   software	
   in	
  
particular,	
   for	
   political	
   or	
   social	
   change	
   purposes.	
   This	
   (relatively)	
   new	
   empirical	
   phenomenon	
  
emerges	
  at	
   the	
   intersection	
  of	
   the	
  social	
  and	
   technological	
  dimensions	
  of	
  human	
  action.	
   It	
   rises	
  
from	
  the	
  open-­‐source	
  and	
  hacker	
  movements,	
  but	
  overcomes	
  their	
  elitist	
  character	
  to	
  increasingly	
  
involve	
   ordinary	
   users,	
   thus	
   signaling	
   a	
   change	
   in	
   perspective	
   towards	
   massive	
   data	
   collection	
  
emerging	
  within	
   civil	
   society.	
   It	
   concerns	
  both	
   individuals	
   and	
  groups,	
   and	
  operates	
  at	
  different	
  
territorial	
  levels,	
  from	
  local	
  to	
  transnational.	
  
	
  
This	
   theoretical	
   paper	
   explores	
   the	
   notion	
   data	
   activism	
   as	
   a	
   heuristic	
   tool	
   to	
   think	
   politically	
  
about	
  big	
  data,	
  and	
  massive	
  data	
  collection	
  in	
  particular.	
  It	
  offers	
  a	
  conceptual	
  map	
  to	
  approach	
  
grassroots	
   engagement	
   with	
   data	
   from	
   an	
   interdisciplinary	
   perspective,	
   combining	
   political	
  
sociology,	
   science	
   and	
   technology	
   studies,	
   and	
   international	
   relations.	
   Finally,	
   It	
   outlines	
   a	
  
typology	
  of	
  data	
  activism,	
  and	
  positions	
  it	
  in	
  the	
  contemporary	
  social	
  movement	
  ecology.	
  
	
  
Data	
  Luddism.	
  
Dan	
  McQuillan	
  (University	
  of	
  London).	
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The	
  notion	
  of	
  Data	
  Luddism	
  acts	
  as	
  a	
  historically-­‐grounded	
  lens	
  through	
  which	
  to	
  assess	
  both	
  the	
  
emergence	
  of	
  data	
  as	
  productive	
  power	
  and	
  the	
  significance	
  of	
  forms	
  of	
  resistance.	
  Data	
  Luddism	
  
asks	
  how	
  control,	
  discrimination,	
  and	
  social	
  sorting	
  may	
  lead	
  to	
  a	
  broader	
  reconfiguration	
  of	
  social	
  
relationships	
  that	
  parallel	
  in	
  scope	
  and	
  significance	
  the	
  shift	
  from	
  artisan	
  to	
  factory	
  labour.	
  These	
  
shifts	
  include	
  a	
  consequential	
  loss	
  of	
  agency	
  by	
  sections	
  of	
  the	
  population	
  and	
  the	
  establishment	
  
of	
  unaccountable	
  powers.	
  Drawing	
  on	
  scholarship	
  that	
  reframes	
  Luddism	
  as	
  an	
  enacted	
  critique	
  of	
  
socio-­‐technical	
   consequences,	
   I	
   examine	
   contemporary	
   forms.	
   At	
   the	
   same	
   time	
   I	
   explore	
   the	
  
absence	
  of	
  popular	
  mobilisation	
  in	
  the	
  face	
  of	
  negative	
  data	
  consequences,	
  to	
  ask	
  -­‐	
  why	
  there	
  are	
  
no	
  angry	
  crowds	
  outside	
  Facebook	
  data	
  centers?	
  
	
  
Taking	
  machinery	
  as	
  a	
   central	
   figure,	
  Data	
  Luddism	
  anchors	
   the	
  consequences	
  of	
  data	
  power	
   in	
  
the	
  materiality	
  of	
   technology.	
  At	
   the	
   same	
   time	
   it	
  motivates	
  a	
   reading	
  of	
   the	
   technology	
   in	
   the	
  
light	
  of	
  broader	
  social,	
  economic	
  and	
  political	
  conditions.	
  The	
  era	
  of	
  Luddism	
  was	
  the	
  period	
  of	
  the	
  
Napoleonic	
  Wars,	
  an	
  era	
  also	
  marked	
  by	
  harsh	
  austerity,	
  external	
  conflict	
  and	
  apocalyptic	
  social	
  
threats.	
  To	
  conclude,	
  I	
  will	
  engage	
  in	
  speculative	
  reading	
  of	
  history	
  to	
  ask	
  what	
  might	
  have	
  been	
  
possible	
   if	
   the	
  Luddites	
  had	
  been	
   in	
  a	
  position	
  to	
  hack	
  the	
  technology	
  of	
  their	
  time,	
  as	
  a	
  way	
  to	
  
surface	
  the	
  real	
  if	
  not	
  actual	
  potential	
  of	
  a	
  different	
  kind	
  of	
  data	
  power.	
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What	
  Can	
  a	
  Visualisation	
  Do?	
  Power	
  and	
  the	
  Visual	
  Representation	
  of	
  Data.	
  
Helen	
   Kennedy	
   (University	
   of	
   Sheffield);	
   Rosemary	
   Lucy	
  Hill	
   (University	
   of	
   Leeds);	
  William	
  Allen	
  
(University	
  of	
  Oxford),	
  and	
  Giorgia	
  Aiello	
  (University	
  of	
  Leeds).	
  
	
  
The	
  main	
  way	
   that	
   people	
   get	
   access	
   to	
   increasingly	
   ubiquitous	
  data	
   is	
   through	
   visualisations	
   –	
  
‘data	
   are	
   mobilized	
   graphically’	
   (Gitelman	
   and	
   Jackson	
   2012).	
   Some	
   writers	
   claim	
   that	
   we	
   are	
  
witnessing	
   a	
   ‘visualization	
   of	
   culture’	
   (Beer	
   and	
   Burrows	
   2013),	
   others	
   that	
   visualizations	
   can	
  
promote	
   greater	
   understanding	
   of	
   data	
   through	
   data	
   transparency	
   (Zambrano	
   and	
   Engelhardt	
  
2008).	
   It	
   is	
   important,	
  then,	
  to	
  trace	
  how	
  visualisations	
  come	
  into	
  being,	
  the	
  resources	
  on	
  which	
  
visualisers	
  draw	
  to	
  produce	
  visualisations,	
  and	
  the	
  ways	
   in	
  which	
  visualisations	
  are	
   imbued	
  with	
  
scientific	
  objectivity	
  and	
  transparency.	
  On	
  the	
  one	
  hand,	
  turning	
  data	
  into	
  a	
  visualisation	
  is	
  not	
  an	
  
automated	
   process.	
   Rather	
   visualisation	
   is	
   ‘a	
   purposeful	
   act’,	
   the	
   result	
   of	
   numerous	
   decisions,	
  
which	
  often	
  result	
  in	
  a	
  visualisation	
  that	
  ‘pretends	
  to	
  be	
  coherent	
  and	
  tidy’	
  (Ruppert	
  2014).	
  Latour	
  
(1986/2008)	
   laments	
   this,	
  asking:	
   ‘where	
  are	
   the	
  visualisation	
   tools	
   that	
  allow	
   the	
  contradictory	
  
and	
  controversial	
  nature	
  of	
  matters	
  of	
  concern	
  to	
  be	
  represented?’	
  We	
  might	
  also	
  ask	
  the	
  same	
  
question	
  of	
  visualisations.	
  But	
  on	
  the	
  other	
  hand,	
  visualization	
  practitioners	
  believe	
  they	
  can	
  ‘do	
  
good	
  with	
  data’	
   (Periscopic,	
   nd)	
   and	
   they	
  devise	
   their	
   own	
  professional	
   and	
  ethical	
   codes:	
   they	
  
want	
   to	
   do	
   their	
   work	
   responsibly,	
   be	
   true	
   to	
   their	
   data,	
   reveal	
   their	
   sources,	
   interrogate	
  
incomplete	
  datasets,	
  and	
  they	
  lament	
  the	
  ways	
  in	
  which	
  intermediaries	
  influence	
  the	
  visualization	
  
production	
  process.	
  So	
  how	
  does	
  what	
  visualisers	
  say	
  about	
   their	
  practice	
  square	
  with	
  concerns	
  
about	
   ‘emerging	
   forms	
   of	
   rationality’	
   (Tkacz	
   2014)	
   around	
   data,	
   numbers	
   and	
   their	
   visual	
  
representation?	
   Where	
   does	
   power	
   lie,	
   and	
   how	
   does	
   power	
   operate,	
   in	
   and	
   through	
   data	
  
visualisations?	
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Emotional	
  Data	
  Visualisations	
  in	
  Public	
  Space:	
  A	
  Critical	
  Overview.	
  
Christopher	
  Wood	
  (Queen	
  Mary,	
  University	
  of	
  London).	
  
	
  
Data	
  collection	
   is	
  becoming	
  an	
   increasingly	
  common	
  part	
  of	
  our	
  everyday	
   lives,	
  whether	
   it	
  takes	
  
place	
   with	
   our	
   without	
   our	
   explicit	
   awareness.	
   Emotional	
   data	
   holds	
   a	
   particularly	
   interesting	
  
place	
  in	
  this	
  process.	
  Although	
  gradations	
  apply	
  across	
  cultures,	
  our	
  emotional	
  life	
  is	
  traditionally	
  
internal,	
   something	
  which	
   is	
   experienced	
  most	
   intensely	
   in	
   a	
   personal	
   and	
   subjective	
  way.	
   The	
  
collection	
   of	
   emotional	
   data	
  may	
   challenge	
   this	
   subjectivity,	
   especially	
   when	
   it	
   is	
   mapped	
   and	
  
exhibited	
  publicly	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  commissioned	
  media	
  architecture	
   installation.	
  This	
  paper	
  offers	
  a	
  
critical	
   overview	
   of	
   this	
   process	
   using	
   case	
   studies	
   where	
   emotional	
   and	
   sentiment	
   data	
   is	
  
aggregated	
  and	
  exhibited	
  in	
  public	
  space.	
  
	
  
Numerous	
   examples	
   exist	
   of	
   emotional	
   data	
   presented	
   as	
   map	
   visualisations.	
   However,	
   the	
  
dissemination	
  of	
  emotional	
  data	
  as	
  objects	
  or	
   interventions	
  in	
  public	
  space	
  is	
   less	
  common.	
  Two	
  
case	
  studies	
  are	
  examined	
  in	
  detail.	
  ‘Energy	
  of	
  the	
  Nation’	
  (commissioned	
  by	
  EDF	
  Energy)	
  utilised	
  
a	
  battery	
  of	
   lights	
  placed	
  on	
  the	
  London	
  Eye	
  during	
  Summer	
  2012.	
  The	
  colour	
  of	
  the	
  lights	
  were	
  
defined	
   by	
   UK	
   twitter	
   sentiment	
   towards	
   the	
   Olympics.	
   ‘D-­‐Tower’	
   (2005)	
   is	
   a	
   public	
   structure	
  
commissioned	
  by	
  the	
  city	
  of	
  Doetinchem,	
  Netherlands	
  which	
  changes	
  colour	
  according	
  to	
  online	
  
questionnaire	
  responses	
  from	
  the	
  townspeople.	
  
	
  
Following	
  Paul	
  Dourish	
  and	
  Malcolm	
  McCullough,	
  technical	
  systems	
  are	
  understood	
  as	
  being	
  given	
  
meaning	
  by	
  the	
  economic	
  and	
  political	
  contexts	
  of	
  their	
  commissioning,	
  design	
  and	
  presentation.	
  
This	
  paper	
  explores	
   the	
   significance	
  of	
  media	
  art	
   technology	
  as	
  a	
  destination	
   for	
  emotional	
  and	
  
sentiment	
   data.	
   This	
   is	
   considered	
   alongside	
   an	
   analysis	
   of	
   the	
   economic,	
   political	
   and	
   social	
  
contexts	
  that	
  define	
  the	
  data	
  collection	
  and	
  exhibition	
  environment.	
  
	
  
Clickivism	
   and	
   the	
   Quantification	
   of	
   Participation:	
   Studying	
   Anti-­‐Nuclear	
   Activists	
   on	
  
Facebook	
  with	
  Quanti-­‐Quali	
  Data	
  Visualisations.	
  
Dave	
  Moats	
  (Goldsmiths	
  College).	
  
	
  
This	
  paper	
  reflects	
  on	
  the	
  consequences	
  of	
  social	
  media	
  data	
  production	
  on	
  social	
  life	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  on	
  
the	
   social	
   life	
   of	
   methods.	
   Social	
   media	
   is	
   thought	
   to	
   open	
   up	
   new	
   spaces	
   of	
   resistance	
   for	
  
activists,	
  but	
   these	
  online	
   interventions	
  are	
  commonly	
  dismissed	
  as	
   “clicktivism”.	
   In	
   this	
  paper	
   I	
  
will	
   argue	
   that	
   activist	
   participation	
   in	
   social	
   media	
   should	
   not	
   be	
   understood	
   merely	
   as	
   an	
  
impoverished	
  way	
  of	
  organising	
  offline	
  protests	
  but	
  on	
  its	
  own	
  terms,	
  as	
  a	
  means	
  of	
  challenging	
  
and	
  re-­‐framing	
  mainstream	
  media	
  messages.	
  However,	
  social	
  media	
  tends	
  to	
  frame	
  participation	
  
in	
  quantitative	
  terms	
  (likes,	
  votes,	
  ranked	
  comments),	
  creating	
  a	
  game	
  in	
  which	
  mainstream	
  media	
  
and	
  corporate	
  PR	
  are	
  always	
  better	
  resourced,	
  through	
  “astro-­‐turfing”	
  and	
  sponsored	
  posts.	
  
	
  
Social	
  media	
  platforms	
  also	
  encourage	
   the	
  quantification	
  of	
   social	
   science	
  methods	
   through	
   so-­‐
called	
  big	
  data	
  techniques	
  which	
   largely	
   ignore	
  the	
  symbolic,	
  affective,	
  qualitative	
  dimensions	
  of	
  
these	
   interventions.	
   I	
   will	
   propose	
   that	
   we	
   need	
   new	
   quanti-­‐qualitative	
   (Latour	
   and	
   Venturini	
  
2010)	
  methods	
  which	
   simultaneously	
   grasp	
  quantifiable	
   traces	
   and	
   visual	
   textual	
   data	
   to	
  better	
  
understand	
   the	
   power	
   relations	
   scripted	
   into	
   these	
   platforms.	
   I	
   will	
   use	
   an	
   experimental	
   data	
  
visualization	
  to	
  explore	
  these	
  ideas	
  through	
  a	
  comparison	
  of	
  anti-­‐nuclear	
  activists	
  and	
  nuclear	
  PR	
  
Facebook	
   pages.	
   I	
   find	
   that	
   resistance	
   to	
   dominant	
  media	
   actors	
   is	
   possible	
   by	
   hi-­‐jacking	
   their	
  
media	
  streams,	
  so	
   long	
  as	
  we	
  do	
  not	
   judge	
  the	
  success	
  of	
   these	
   interventions	
   in	
   terms	
  of	
   'likes'	
  
alone.	
   I	
   will	
   also	
  make	
   some	
   tentative	
   reflections	
   on	
   the	
   ethics	
   of	
   social	
  media	
   data	
   collection	
  
between	
  quant	
  and	
  qual.	
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Data	
  Stories:	
  Visualising	
  Sensitive	
  Subjects.	
  
Anna	
  Feigenbaum,	
  Dan	
  Jackson	
  and	
  Einar	
  Thorsen	
  (Bournemouth	
  University).	
  	
  
	
  
The	
   move	
   toward	
   Open	
   Data	
   brings	
   with	
   it	
   opportunities	
   for	
   information	
   re-­‐use,	
   increases	
  
transparency,	
  and	
  encourages	
  civic	
  participation	
  in	
  data	
  analysis	
  and	
  communication	
  (Graves	
  and	
  
Hendler	
   2014).	
   But	
   while	
   many	
   datasets	
   and	
   digital	
   archives	
   grow	
   bigger	
   and	
   more	
   open,	
  
information	
  on	
  sensitive	
  issues	
  and	
  vulnerable	
  populations	
  is	
  far	
  from	
  ‘infinite.’	
  Working	
  at	
  these	
  
interstices	
   there	
   are	
   often	
   no	
   straightforward	
   data	
   source,	
   documents	
   are	
   scattered	
   across	
  
agencies	
   and	
   organisations.	
   Moreover,	
   this	
   kind	
   of	
   data	
   is	
   often	
   kept	
   hidden,	
   deemed	
   too	
  
‘confidential’	
  to	
  be	
  made	
  open.	
  Such	
  ‘uneven	
  transparency’	
  raises	
  important	
  questions	
  about	
  the	
  
duty	
   to	
   document	
   (Larsen	
   2014),	
   particularly	
   in	
   regard	
   to	
   issues	
   of	
   security	
   where	
   obtaining	
  
information	
   on	
   vulnerable	
   populations	
   (prisoners,	
   detainees,	
   those	
   living	
   in	
   conflict	
   zones)	
  
becomes	
  difficult.	
  
	
  
Drawing	
  from	
  our	
  Bournemouth	
  University	
  based	
  Datalabs	
  Project,	
  this	
  paper	
  explores	
  challenges	
  
that	
   arise	
   when	
   working	
   with	
   data	
   that	
   is	
   hidden,	
   sensitive	
   or	
   obscured.	
   Our	
   Datalab	
   project	
  
partners	
   are	
   organisations	
   that	
   investigate	
   military	
   and	
   policing	
   technologies,	
   human	
   rights	
  
violations	
   and	
   corporations	
   with	
   damaging	
   ecological	
   practices.	
  Working	
   on	
   –	
   and	
   with	
   –	
   such	
  
sensitive	
  subjects,	
  means	
  that	
  storytelling	
  with	
  data	
  comes	
  with	
  increased	
  risks.	
  In	
  this	
  paper	
  we	
  
draw	
   from	
   our	
   collaborative	
   practices	
   of	
   co-­‐creating	
   data	
   visualisations	
   from	
   these	
   ‘difficult	
  
datasets’	
  to	
  examine	
  storytelling	
  and	
  visualisation	
  techniques	
  that	
  can	
  enhance	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  data	
  
communications.	
   Alongside	
   this	
   we	
   reflect	
   on	
   the	
   ethical	
   responsibility	
   researchers’	
   carry	
   to	
  
consider	
   the	
   agency	
   of	
   vulnerable	
   populations	
   and	
   the	
   specific	
   socio-­‐economic	
   and	
   political	
  
contexts	
   in	
  which	
   their	
   subjectivities	
   are	
   articulated	
  when	
  we	
   create	
  narratives	
  out	
  of	
   numbers	
  
(Aaron).	
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  3b)	
  Data	
  Labour	
  
	
  

	
  
Report	
  From	
  the	
  Factory	
  Floor:	
  Big	
  Data,	
  Audience	
  Labour	
  and	
  Perceptions	
  of	
  Media	
  Use.	
  
Goran	
  Bolin	
  (Sodertorn	
  University).	
  
	
  
The	
  algorithmic	
  surveillance	
   technologies	
  of	
  data-­‐base	
  marketing	
  affect	
   increasingly	
   larger	
  areas	
  
of	
  contemporary	
  media	
  use.	
  Through	
  personal	
  media	
  such	
  as	
  smartphones	
  and	
  tablets,	
  individuals	
  
in	
   the	
  affluent	
  West	
   (and	
   increasingly	
  elsewhere)	
  produce	
  a	
  massive	
  amount	
  of	
  data	
   that	
   is	
   the	
  
raw	
  material	
  base	
  for	
  data	
  mining	
  and	
  ultimately	
  the	
  construction	
  of	
  the	
  media	
  user	
  commodity.	
  
This	
  data	
  production	
  extends	
  temporally	
  (around	
  the	
  clock)	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  spatially	
  (through	
  geo-­‐local	
  
functions),	
   and	
   incorporates	
   increasingly	
   more	
   of	
   our	
   life-­‐worlds	
   into	
   the	
   productions-­‐
consumptions	
  circuits	
  of	
  the	
  media	
  and	
  culture	
   industries.	
  Thus	
  media	
  users	
  become	
  involved	
  in	
  
productive	
   consumption,	
   producing	
   social,	
   aesthetic	
   and	
   cultural	
   value	
   –	
   which	
   then	
   becomes	
  
expropriated	
  by	
   the	
  media	
   industries	
   and	
   transformed	
   into	
  economic	
   value.	
   In	
   recent	
   research,	
  
this	
   role	
   of	
  media	
   users	
   in	
   the	
   production-­‐consumption	
   circuit	
   has	
   been	
   theorized	
   as	
   e.g.	
   free	
  
labour,	
  exploitation,	
  control	
  and	
  surveillance.	
  
	
  
Although	
   this	
   discussion	
   has	
   been	
   intense,	
   the	
   consumption	
   side	
   in	
   the	
   circuit	
   has	
   been	
   less	
  
empirically	
  studied.	
  This	
  paper	
  reports	
  from	
  a	
  qualitative	
  interview	
  study	
  of	
  media	
  users	
  and	
  their	
  
appreciation	
   of	
   their	
   activities;	
   their	
   contributions	
   to	
   the	
   productions-­‐consumption	
   circuit,	
   and	
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how	
  it	
  feels	
  to	
  be	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  large-­‐scale	
  machinery	
  that	
  is	
  the	
  media	
  and	
  culture	
  industries.	
  Based	
  
in	
  a	
  series	
  of	
   focus	
  group	
   interviews,	
   this	
  paper	
  discusses	
  how	
  media	
  users	
   relate	
   to	
   the	
   fact	
  of	
  
being	
  under	
  constant	
  surveillance	
  –	
  all	
  the	
  time	
  and	
  everywhere.	
  
	
  
Reputation	
   Cultures	
   and	
   Data	
   Production:	
   A	
   Critical	
   Approach	
   to	
   Online	
   Reputation	
  
Systems.	
  
Alessandro	
  Gandini	
  (Middlesex	
  University,	
  London)	
  and	
  Alessandro	
  Caliandro	
  (University	
  of	
  Milan).	
  
	
  
The	
  rise	
  of	
  ‘collaborative’	
  socio-­‐economic	
  contexts	
  based	
  on	
  ‘sharing’	
  is	
  deeply	
  interlinked	
  to	
  data	
  
production	
  over	
  the	
  Internet	
  and	
  especially	
  the	
  role	
  played	
  by	
  ‘rankings’,	
  ‘ratings’	
  and	
  Online	
  
Reputation	
  Systems	
  across	
  online	
  environments	
  as	
  aggregations	
  of	
  big	
  amounts	
  of	
  data	
  produced	
  
by	
  users.	
  Especially	
  in	
  contexts	
  of	
  commons-­‐based	
  peer	
  production	
  contexts	
  such	
  as	
  crowdfunding	
  
or	
  car	
  sharing,	
  but	
  also	
  across	
  ‘online	
  labour	
  markets’	
  such	
  as	
  Elance,	
  this	
  data	
  production	
  and	
  
aggregation	
  affects	
  the	
  kind	
  of	
  social	
  interaction	
  at	
  stake,	
  the	
  cultures	
  of	
  value	
  and	
  the	
  role	
  
subjectivity	
  has	
  in	
  the	
  relationship	
  between	
  value	
  production	
  and	
  labour	
  surplus.	
  This	
  is	
  mostly	
  
due	
  to	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  reputation	
  and	
  ranking	
  systems	
  in	
  these	
  contexts	
  are	
  the	
  sources	
  used	
  to	
  
develop	
  trust	
  among	
  users	
  and	
  effectively	
  enable	
  ‘reputation	
  cultures’	
  that	
  sustain	
  this	
  notion	
  of	
  
trust.	
  
	
  
These	
  dynamics	
  open	
  up	
  new	
  theoretical	
  questions	
  and	
  methodological	
  challenges.	
  This	
  
contribution	
  is	
  concerned	
  to	
  discuss	
  these	
  issues	
  in	
  broad	
  extent,	
  as	
  they	
  emerged	
  from	
  the	
  work	
  
conducted	
  by	
  the	
  Centre	
  for	
  Digital	
  Ethnography	
  (University	
  of	
  Milan)	
  in	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  the	
  EU-­‐FP7	
  
ongoing	
  project	
  “P2Pvalue”	
  which	
  studies	
  commons-­‐based	
  peer	
  production	
  and	
  value	
  cultures.	
  
	
  

• What	
  cultures	
  of	
  value	
  do	
  reputation	
  metrics	
  enable?	
  
• Is	
  it	
  possible	
  to	
  imagine	
  an	
  unbiased	
  ‘reputation	
  standard’	
  (currently	
  somewhat	
  utopian)	
  as	
  

a	
  value	
  metric?	
  
• What	
  is	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  trust	
  in	
  these	
  ‘reputation	
  economies’	
  if	
  compared	
  to	
  ‘traditional’	
  

economies?	
  
• How	
   does	
   such	
   data	
   production	
   affect	
   value,	
   surplus	
   and	
   ultimately	
   the	
   (more	
   or	
   less	
  

‘free’)	
  labour	
  produced	
  by	
  users	
  in	
  these	
  socio-­‐economic	
  contexts?	
  
• How	
   should	
  we	
   relate	
   to	
   these	
   complex	
   environments	
   as	
   ‘digital	
   sociologists’	
   and	
   social	
  

researchers?	
  
	
  
(H)Ello	
  Alternatives?	
  Terms	
  of	
  Service,	
  Datafication,	
  and	
  Digital	
  Labor.	
  
Kenneth	
  Werbin	
  (Wilfrid	
  Laurier	
  University)	
  and	
  Ian	
  Reilly	
  (Concordia	
  University).	
  
	
  
Where	
   studies	
   have	
   shown	
   that	
   users	
   would	
   prefer	
   to	
   not	
   be	
   the	
   subjects	
   of	
   data	
  
collection/aggregation[1],	
   and	
   the	
   targets	
  of	
  directed/behavioral	
   advertising/marketing[2],	
   users	
  
continue	
  to	
  participate	
   in	
   the	
   ‘digital	
  enclosures’[3]	
  of	
  corporate	
  social	
  media.	
  On	
  platforms	
   like	
  
Facebook,	
   users	
   are	
   alienated	
   from	
   the	
   end	
   products	
   of	
   commodification	
   (themselves),	
   as	
  well	
  
from	
  control	
  over	
  the	
  operations	
  of	
  the	
  platform[4].	
  As	
  such,	
  the	
  ‘digital	
  labor’[5]	
  of	
  users	
  in	
  terms	
  
of	
   the	
   content	
   and	
   data	
   they	
   generate,	
   and	
   the	
   processes	
   of	
   commodification	
   and	
   surveillance	
  
that	
  seek	
  to	
  connect	
  them	
  with	
  advertisers/marketers[6]	
  can	
  be	
  contextualized	
  as	
  alienating	
  and	
  
exploitative.	
  Conversely,	
  as	
  corporate	
  social	
  media	
  has	
  shored	
  up	
  its	
  hegemonic	
  status,	
  a	
  series	
  of	
  
other	
  platforms	
  have	
  emerged	
  as	
  seemingly	
  viable	
  alternatives.	
  But	
  where	
  platforms	
  such	
  as	
  Ello	
  
and	
  Diaspora	
  would	
  seem	
  to	
  offer	
  users	
  more	
  equitable	
  arrangements,	
  uptake	
  of	
   these	
  services	
  
has	
   remained	
   minimal.	
   Moreover,	
   a	
   close	
   reading	
   of	
   the	
   terms	
   of	
   service	
   (TOS)	
   of	
   Ello	
  
demonstrates	
   that	
   it	
   is	
   reserving	
   the	
  same	
  kind	
  of	
   rights	
   to	
  user	
  data	
  and	
  to	
  unilaterally	
  modify	
  
policies	
  that	
  were	
  the	
  keys	
  to	
  the	
  success	
  of	
  corporations	
  like	
  Facebook.	
  This	
  research	
  probes	
  the	
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TOS	
  of	
   so-­‐called	
   ‘alternative’	
  platforms,	
   comparing	
  and	
  contrasting	
   their	
  policies	
  with	
   corporate	
  
social	
  media	
  platforms	
   in	
  order	
   to	
   clarify	
  what	
   constitutes	
   ‘alternatives’.	
  Central	
   to	
   this	
   analysis	
  
are	
  policies	
  regarding	
  the	
  uptake	
  of	
  user	
  data	
  and	
  rights	
  associated	
  with	
  modifying	
  TOS.	
  Indeed,	
  it	
  
is	
   not	
   merely	
   the	
   policies	
   that	
   mediate	
   participation	
   that	
   must	
   be	
   considered,	
   but	
   also	
   the	
  
infrastructure	
  (server-­‐based	
  versus	
  pod-­‐based)	
  that	
  governs	
  the	
  operations	
  of	
  platforms.	
  As	
  such,	
  
this	
   paper	
   argues	
   that	
   a	
   definition	
   what	
   constitutes	
   alternative	
   social	
   media	
   must	
   include	
   a	
  
structural	
  assessment	
  of	
  the	
  architecture	
  of	
  platforms,	
  a	
  consideration	
  of	
  digital	
  labor,	
  and	
  a	
  close	
  
examination	
  of	
  the	
  policies	
  that	
  mediate	
  participation.	
  
	
  
Data	
  Mirroring:	
  Anonymous	
  Videos,	
  Political	
  Mimesis,	
  and	
  the	
  Praxis	
  of	
  Conflict.	
  
Adam	
  Fish	
  (Lancaster	
  University).	
  
	
  
Information	
   activists	
   like	
   Wikileaks	
   and	
   the	
   Pirate	
   Bay,	
   and	
   information	
   corporations	
   such	
   as	
  
Google	
   and	
   Microsoft	
   each	
   “mirror”	
   files	
   and	
   databases.	
   Mirroring	
   or	
   the	
   duplicating	
   and	
   re-­‐
distribution	
   of	
   data	
   is	
   central	
   to	
   the	
   operations	
   of	
   cloud	
   computing,	
   file-­‐sharing,	
   and	
   emergent	
  
forms	
   of	
   political	
   action.	
   First,	
   this	
   presentation	
   describes	
   how	
   Anonymous-­‐-­‐made	
   famous	
   by	
  
hacks,	
   leaks,	
   and	
   performative	
   politics—secures	
   visibility	
   for	
   their	
   political	
   videos	
   by	
   mirroring	
  
them	
  across	
   YouTube.	
   Second,	
   as	
   political	
  mimesis,	
   the	
   content	
  made	
   visible	
   by	
  mirrors	
   solicits	
  
viewers	
   to	
   model	
   themselves	
   after	
   politically	
   active	
   bodies.	
   Third,	
   while	
   mirrors	
   represent	
  
politicized	
   bodies	
   they	
   cannot	
   be	
   reduced	
   to	
   mere	
   representations.	
   Drawing	
   from	
  
poststructuralism	
  and	
  cultural	
  anthropology,	
  I	
  argue	
  that	
  mirrors	
  do	
  not	
  reveal	
  origins	
  but	
  rather	
  
locate	
  a	
  praxis	
  of	
  conflict.	
  Video	
  activists	
  and	
   information	
  corporations	
  are	
  mutually	
  dependent.	
  
Video	
  activists	
  need	
  for-­‐profit	
  video	
  platforms	
  to	
  broadcast	
  content.	
  The	
  user-­‐generated	
  content	
  
produced	
   by	
   video	
   activists	
   and	
   others	
   constitutes	
   surplus	
   capital	
   for	
   information	
   corporations.	
  
The	
   frictions	
   of	
   mirroring	
   expose	
   the	
   paradoxical	
   entanglements	
   of	
   information	
   activists	
   and	
  
information	
   firms.	
   I	
   support	
   these	
   claims	
  with	
  evidence	
   from	
   interviews	
  with	
  Anonymous	
   video	
  
producers	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  textual	
  analysis	
  of	
  Anonymous	
  videos	
  and	
  mirrors.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  3c)	
  Data	
  Practices	
  

	
  
	
  
Challenges	
   for	
   an	
   ethnographic	
   approach	
   to	
   Big	
   Data:	
   bringing	
   experiments	
   into	
   the	
  
fieldwork.	
  
Tomas	
  Ariztia	
  (Universidad	
  Diego	
  Portales).	
  
	
  
New	
   digital	
   and	
   transactional	
   datasets	
   (commonly	
   called	
   “Big	
   Data”)	
   have	
   become	
  
increasingly	
  central	
  spaces	
  for	
  producing	
  knowledge	
  in	
  markets.	
   In	
  doing	
  so,	
  Big	
  Data	
  knowledge	
  
practices	
  	
  and	
  devices	
  have	
  become	
  a	
  critical	
  space	
  in	
  which	
  social	
  forms	
  are	
  enacted	
  or	
  provoked	
  
in	
   contemporary	
   knowing	
   capitalism	
   (Ruppert	
   et	
   al	
   2013).	
   Nevertheless,	
   Big	
   Data	
   knowledge	
  
practices	
   appear	
   as	
   a	
   very	
   elusive	
   and	
   difficult	
   research	
   object	
   for	
   social	
   scientists:	
   they	
   are	
  
complex	
  knowledge	
  assemblages	
  that	
   involves	
  the	
  mobilization	
  of	
  multiple	
  and	
  different	
  kind	
  of	
  
entities	
   (such	
   as	
   datasets,	
   algorithms,	
   data	
   infrastructures	
   or	
   professionals)	
   which	
   relates	
   to	
  
processes	
  and	
  practices	
  often	
  located	
  in	
  different	
  spaces	
  and	
  times.	
  
	
  
This	
  paper	
  describes	
  an	
  experimental	
  exercise	
  designed	
  to	
  ease	
  an	
  ethnographic	
  approach	
  to	
  big	
  
data	
  knowledge	
  practices.	
  Concretely,	
  the	
  paper	
  describes	
  the	
  design	
  and	
  execution	
  of	
  a	
  big	
  data	
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project	
  aimed	
  to	
  help	
  a	
  personal	
  finance	
  startup	
  to	
  “visualize”	
  and	
  analyze	
  the	
  transaction	
  of	
   its	
  
users.	
  The	
  paper	
  first	
  discusses	
  the	
  challenges	
  involved	
  in	
  taking	
  an	
  ethnographic	
  approach	
  to	
  big	
  
data	
  knowledge	
  practices.	
  It	
  then	
  describes	
  the	
  design	
  and	
  execution	
  of	
  an	
  experimental	
  exercise,	
  
that	
  is,	
  the	
  artificial	
  recreation	
  a	
  of	
  a	
  big	
  data	
  consultancy	
  work	
  with	
  the	
  help	
  of	
  engineer	
  students.	
  
It	
   concludes	
   reflecting	
   on	
   some	
   of	
   the	
   implications	
   of	
   provoking	
   such	
   artificial	
   situations	
   for	
  
researching	
   Big	
   Data	
   knowledge	
   practices.	
   By	
   taking	
   a	
   pragmatic	
   approach	
   (Muniesa	
   2014),	
   it	
  
argued	
   that	
   experimental	
   situations	
   oriented	
   to	
   provoke	
   specific	
   realities	
   might	
   help	
   social	
  
scientists	
   to	
  unpack	
   the	
  often-­‐inaccessible	
   collection	
  of	
  practices	
   and	
  devices	
   that	
  made	
  up	
   the	
  
world	
  of	
  Big	
  Data.	
  
	
  
The	
   Complexities	
   of	
   Creating	
   Big-­‐Small-­‐Data:	
   Using	
   Public	
   Survey	
   Data	
   to	
   Explore	
  
Unfolding	
  Social	
  and	
  Economic	
  Change.	
  
Emily	
  Gray	
  and	
  Stephen	
  Farrall,	
  University	
  of	
  Sheffield,	
  Colin	
  Hay,	
  Sciences	
  Po,	
  and	
  Will	
  Jennings,	
  
University	
  of	
  Southampton	
  	
  
	
  
Bold	
   approaches	
   to	
   data	
   collection	
   and	
   large-­‐scale	
   quantitative	
   advances	
   have	
   long	
   been	
   a	
  
preoccupation	
  for	
  social	
  science	
  researchers.	
   In	
  this	
  paper	
  we	
  expand	
  methodological	
  debate	
  on	
  
the	
  use	
  of	
  public	
  survey	
  data	
  and	
  official	
  statistics	
  with	
  ‘Big	
  Data’	
  methodologists.	
  We	
  introduce	
  a	
  
new	
  data-­‐set	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  available	
  for	
  public	
  use	
  from	
  October	
  2015.	
  It	
  integrates	
  approximately	
  
thirty	
  years	
  of	
  public	
  data	
  on	
  victimisation,	
  fear	
  of	
  crime,	
  social	
  and	
  political	
  attitudes	
  with	
  a	
  wide	
  
variety	
   of	
   national	
   socio-­‐economic	
   indicators	
   in	
   England	
   and	
   Wales.	
   In	
   presenting	
   this	
   new	
  
resource	
  we	
  highlight	
  the	
  frequent	
  complexities	
  of	
  working	
  with	
  this	
  type	
  of	
  secondary	
  data;	
  the	
  
validity	
  and	
   reliability	
  of	
  using	
  historical	
  measures,	
   the	
   time-­‐intensive	
  nature	
  of	
   its	
   cleaning	
  and	
  
collation	
   and	
   the	
  methodological	
   and	
   substantive	
   implications	
   for	
   social	
   science	
   researchers	
   of	
  
bringing	
  together	
  multiple	
  traditionally	
  ‘small’	
  data-­‐sets	
  into	
  one	
  ‘big’	
  compendium.	
  
	
  
The	
   Construction	
   of	
   Twitter	
   Databases:	
   Empirical	
   Case	
   Studies	
   on	
   the	
   Socio-­‐Technical	
  
Meaning	
  of	
  Twitter	
  Data	
  as	
  a	
  Research	
  Tool.	
  
Evelien	
  D'Heer	
  (iMinds-­‐MICT-­‐Ghent	
  University)	
  and	
  Pieter	
  Verdegem	
  (Ghent	
  University).	
  
	
  
This	
  paper	
  deals	
  with	
  methodological	
  challenges	
  related	
  to	
  Twitter	
  research.	
  In	
  particular	
  we	
  focus	
  
on	
  (1)	
  unfound	
  users	
  and	
  deleted	
  tweets	
  (that	
  resurrect),	
  (2)	
  URLs	
  that	
  do	
  not	
  link	
  (correctly)	
  and	
  
(3)	
  the	
  limits	
  of	
  hashtag	
  samples	
  to	
  study	
  conversations.	
  The	
  empirical	
  case	
  studies	
  we	
  present	
  are	
  
part	
  of	
  a	
  larger	
  research	
  project	
  on	
  social	
  media,	
  elections	
  and	
  public	
  debate.	
  These	
  issues	
  are	
  not	
  
unique	
  for	
  our	
  data,	
  but	
  are	
  of	
  general	
  relevance	
  for	
  anyone	
  working	
  with	
  Twitter	
  data.	
  
	
  
Departing	
  from	
  the	
  idea	
  that	
  a	
  database	
  is	
  “anything	
  but	
  a	
  simple	
  collection	
  of	
  items”	
  (Manovich,	
  
2001,	
  p.	
  194),	
  we	
  scrutinize	
  the	
  way	
  APIs	
  deliver	
  and	
  structure	
  data.	
  Based	
  on	
  our	
  case	
  studies,	
  we	
  
understand	
  datasets	
  as	
   textual	
   representations	
  of	
  user	
  activity	
   (e.g.	
   images	
  are	
  stored	
  as	
  URLs),	
  
presented	
   in	
   chronological	
   rather	
   than	
   “conversational”	
   order.	
   In	
   addition,	
   whereas	
   data	
  
collection	
  is	
  real-­‐time,	
  the	
  manual	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  data	
  often	
  is	
  not,	
  resulting	
  in	
  unidentifiable	
  users	
  
and	
   tweets.	
   Last,	
   APIs	
   provide	
   “exact	
  matches”	
   for	
   our	
   hashtag-­‐based	
   data	
   requests.	
   However,	
  
when	
   we	
   include	
   non-­‐hashtagged	
   responses,	
   we	
   notice	
   the	
   hashtag	
   approach	
   systematically	
  
underestimates	
  reciprocity	
  between	
  users.	
  
	
  
We	
   departed	
   from	
   a	
   selection	
   of	
   empirical	
   cases	
   to	
   understand	
   Twitter	
   data(bases)	
   as	
  
constructions.	
   In	
   general,	
   awareness	
   on	
   the	
   construction	
   of	
   Twitter	
   data	
   is	
   crucial,	
   as	
  we	
   build	
  
upon	
  this	
  data	
  to	
  explain	
  socio-­‐cultural	
  phenomena.	
  
	
  
Social	
  Media	
  Marketers	
  and	
  the	
  Limits	
  of	
  Data.	
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Jeremy	
   Shtern	
   (Ryerson	
   University)	
   and	
   Tamara	
   Shepherd	
   (London	
   School	
   of	
   Economics	
   and	
  
Political	
  Science).	
  
	
  
Social	
  media	
  platforms	
  have	
  been	
  said	
  to	
  revolutionize	
  not	
  only	
  social	
  relations	
  among	
  people,	
  but	
  
also	
  the	
  relationships	
  between	
  brands	
  and	
  people	
  through	
  new	
  marketing	
  techniques	
  predicated	
  
on	
   networked	
   sociality	
   and	
   access	
   to	
   personal	
   demographic	
   and	
   behavioural	
   information.	
  
Typically,	
  critical	
  studies	
  of	
  social	
  media	
  marketing	
  focus	
  on	
  the	
  political	
  and	
  ethical	
  dimensions	
  of	
  
advertisers’	
  use	
  of	
  data,	
  cross-­‐referenced	
  within	
  the	
  exponentially	
  expanding	
  sphere	
  of	
  “big	
  data”	
  
(Andrejevic	
  2014;	
  boyd	
  &	
  Crawford	
  2012).	
  Such	
  studies	
   tend	
  to	
   frame	
  networked	
  sociality	
  –	
   the	
  
prevailing	
  organization	
  of	
  communities	
  within	
  ephemeral	
  information	
  networks	
  (Wittel	
  2001)	
  –	
  as	
  
the	
   basis	
   for	
   contemporary	
   marketing	
   techniques	
   that	
   quantify	
   and	
   commodify	
   users’	
  
relationships	
   through	
  data	
   (e.g.,	
  Turow	
  2008;	
  2011).	
  The	
  typical	
  concern	
  with	
  this	
  quantification	
  
process	
  is	
  that	
  it	
  breaches	
  personal	
  privacy	
  in	
  the	
  quest	
  to	
  refine	
  predictive	
  behavioural	
  targeting	
  
that	
  will	
  shape	
  users’	
  consumption	
  patterns	
  and	
  tastes	
  through	
  immanent	
  surveillance	
  (Campbell	
  
&	
  Carlson	
  2002).	
  
	
  
To	
  interrogate	
  the	
  validity	
  of	
  these	
  kinds	
  of	
  claims,	
  this	
  paper	
  presents	
  the	
  results	
  of	
  an	
  empirical	
  
investigation	
   into	
   how	
   marketing	
   professionals	
   actually	
   interface	
   with	
   social	
   media.	
   These	
  
professionals	
  describe	
  their	
  uses	
  of	
  social	
  media	
  within	
  marketing	
  practices	
  through	
  a	
  narrative	
  of	
  
learning	
  curves	
  involving	
  a	
  re-­‐casting	
  of	
  traditional	
  advertising	
  campaigns	
  into	
  longer	
  term	
  brand	
  
engagement,	
  where	
  the	
  cautious	
  use	
  of	
  data	
  revolves	
  around	
  real-­‐time	
  monitoring	
  and	
  customer	
  
relations	
  more	
  so	
  than	
  targeting	
  and	
  predictive	
  advertising.	
  Indeed,	
  respondents	
  often	
  had	
  more	
  
to	
  say	
  about	
  the	
  limitations	
  of	
  data	
  collection	
  and	
  use	
  in	
  social	
  media	
  marketing	
  than	
  its	
  benefits.	
  
This	
   theme	
  of	
   the	
   limits	
   of	
   data	
   pervades	
   our	
   rejoinder	
   to	
   critical	
   considerations	
   of	
   data-­‐based	
  
marketing	
   techniques	
   through	
  social	
  media.	
  By	
  considering	
  how	
  data	
   is	
  actually	
   implemented	
   in	
  
the	
   social	
  media	
   practices	
   of	
  working	
  marketers,	
  we	
   suggest	
   that	
   additional	
   conceptual	
  work	
   is	
  
needed	
   to	
   account	
   for	
   the	
   ways	
   in	
   which	
   the	
   pragmatics	
   of	
   contemporary	
   marketing	
   might	
  
mitigate	
  or	
  at	
   least	
  complicate	
  the	
  potential	
  threats	
  posed	
  by	
  the	
  collection	
  and	
  use	
  of	
  personal	
  
data.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  3d)	
  Healthcare	
  Data	
  and	
  Expertise	
  

	
  
	
  
Privacy	
  Without	
  Guarantees:	
  Healthcare	
  and	
  Genomics	
  in	
  the	
  age	
  of	
  Big	
  Data.	
  
Julie	
  Frizzo-­‐Barker	
  and	
  Peter	
  Chow-­‐White	
  (Simon	
  Fraser	
  University).	
  
	
  
Big	
  data	
   technologies	
  have	
   transformed	
   the	
  complex	
  whole	
  genome	
  sequencing	
  process	
   from	
  a	
  
multi-­‐billion-­‐dollar,	
   decade-­‐long	
   race	
   to	
   a	
   relatively	
   affordable	
   service	
   that	
   costs	
   close	
   to	
  $1000	
  
and	
   takes	
   about	
   a	
   week.	
   As	
   patients	
   are	
   translated	
   into	
   petabytes	
   of	
   digital	
   data,	
   our	
   shifting	
  
sociotechnical	
   landscape	
   is	
   characterized	
   by	
   new	
   opportunities	
   for	
   medical	
   breakthroughs,	
   the	
  
emergence	
  of	
  “personalized	
  medicine,”	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  new	
  informational	
  risks	
  to	
  privacy.	
  Genomic	
  big	
  
data	
  is	
  disruptive	
  to	
  some	
  of	
  our	
  most	
  fundamental	
  social	
  categories:	
  human	
  and	
  digital,	
   in	
  vitro	
  
and	
  in	
  silico,	
  the	
  bench	
  and	
  the	
  bedside.	
  This	
  creates	
  new	
  challenges	
  for	
  the	
  public,	
  practitioners,	
  
and	
   policymakers	
   in	
   terms	
   of	
   managing	
   a	
   new	
   type	
   of	
   personal	
   information	
   in	
   the	
   healthcare	
  
system.	
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As	
  scholars	
  of	
  the	
  social	
  studies	
  of	
  science	
  and	
  technology	
  have	
  shown,	
  when	
  a	
  new	
  technology	
  
moves	
  from	
  a	
  small	
  group	
  of	
  expert	
  users	
   into	
  a	
  broader	
  context,	
   in	
  this	
  case	
  a	
  population-­‐wide	
  
health	
  care	
  system,	
  new	
  issues	
  and	
  practices	
  arise.	
  We	
  analyze	
  the	
  socio-­‐cultural	
   implications	
  of	
  
“privacy	
   without	
   guarantees”	
   at	
   the	
   intersection	
   of	
   healthcare	
   and	
   genomic	
   data	
   regulation	
   in	
  
Canada.	
  Our	
  particular	
  site	
  of	
  investigation	
  is	
  a	
  genomic	
  test	
  for	
  cancer	
  treatment	
  currently	
  under	
  
development.	
  We	
   have	
   conducted	
   documentary	
   and	
   policy	
   analysis,	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   interviews	
  with	
  
active	
  genome	
  researchers,	
  privacy	
  commissioners,	
  and	
  decision-­‐makers	
  in	
  the	
  province	
  of	
  British	
  
Columbia,	
  area	
  to	
  explore	
  the	
  issues	
  of	
  informed	
  consent,	
  return	
  of	
  results	
  and	
  incidental	
  findings	
  
at	
  the	
  point	
  of	
  care.	
  Our	
  resulting	
  recommendations	
  for	
  managing	
  privacy	
  synthesize	
  our	
  empirical	
  
findings	
  in	
  conjunction	
  with	
  related	
  international	
  guidelines.	
  
	
  
Towards	
   a	
   View	
   of	
   Health	
   Expertise	
   as	
   Collective	
   Imagining:	
   Self-­‐Tracking	
   and	
   the	
   Co-­‐
Construction	
  of	
  Interiority	
  and	
  Externality	
  in	
  a	
  Finnish	
  Health	
  Care	
  Organization.	
  
Nina	
  Honkela,	
  Eeva	
  Berglund	
  and	
  Minna	
  Ruckenstein	
  (University	
  of	
  Helsinki).	
  
	
  
One	
  of	
  the	
  core	
  challenges	
  of	
  current	
  health	
  care	
  is	
  to	
  find	
  new	
  ways	
  to	
  address	
  the	
  burgeoning	
  
rise	
  of	
  health	
  care	
  costs	
  of	
  an	
  ever	
  aging	
  Western	
  population.	
  As	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  new	
  preventive	
  health	
  
and	
   wellbeing	
   paradigm,	
   personal	
   analytics	
   or	
   self-­‐tracking	
   is	
   increasingly	
   presented	
   as	
   a	
   cost-­‐
effective	
   means	
   to	
   reach	
   this	
   end.	
   Self-­‐tracking	
   provides	
   alternative	
   practices	
   for	
   visually	
   and	
  
temporally	
   documenting,	
   retrieving,	
   communicating	
   and	
   understanding	
   physical	
   and	
   mental	
  
processes.	
  Yet	
  reports	
  abound	
  on	
  the	
  unease	
  of	
  health	
  care	
  professionals	
  with	
  data	
  that	
  originates	
  
outside	
   the	
   system;	
   the	
   data	
   are	
   not	
   seen	
   as	
   evidence,	
   or	
   even	
   trustworthy.	
   Thus	
   a	
   distressing	
  
dilemma	
  emerges	
  where	
  the	
  responsibility	
  for	
  taking	
  preventive	
  action	
  rests	
  on	
  the	
  epistemically	
  
most	
  fragile	
  and	
  powerless,	
  in	
  the	
  realm	
  of	
  “subjective”	
  and	
  ultimately	
  interior	
  values	
  so	
  objected	
  
to	
  by	
  the	
  medical/clinical	
  gaze.	
  Drawing	
  on	
  the	
  idea	
  of	
  “collective	
  imaginings”	
  outlined	
  by	
  Moira	
  
Gatens	
  and	
  Genevieve	
  Lloyd,	
  we	
  propose	
  an	
  escape	
  from	
  this	
  epistemic	
  Catch	
  22.	
  Contrary	
  to	
  the	
  
view	
   of	
   expert	
   knowledge	
   as	
   objective	
   and	
   disengaged,	
   the	
   notion	
   of	
   “collective	
   imaginings”	
  
accounts	
  for	
  the	
  transformative	
  power	
  of	
  human	
  thought	
  by	
  bringing	
  in	
  the	
  material,	
  affective	
  and	
  
collective	
  aspects	
  of	
   imagination.	
  By	
  using	
  our	
  empirical	
  work	
  on	
  the	
  difficulties	
  encountered	
  by	
  
the	
  self-­‐tracking	
  apps	
  MealTracker	
  and	
  Emotion	
  Tracker	
  in	
  a	
  Finnish	
  health	
  care	
  organization,	
  we	
  
show	
   how	
   such	
   collective	
   imaginings	
   already	
   inform	
   expert	
   practice;	
   how	
   this	
   enables	
  multiple	
  
points	
  of	
  contact	
  across	
  different	
  registers	
  of	
  knowing;	
  and	
  how	
  it	
  enables	
  the	
  co-­‐construction	
  of	
  
interiority	
  and	
  externality	
  in	
  health	
  care.	
  
 
Responsible	
  Innovation	
  in	
  Big	
  Data	
  Systems.	
  
Sabine	
  Thuermel	
  (Technische	
  Universitat	
  Munchen).	
  
	
  
The	
   deployment	
   of	
   Big	
   Data	
   technologies	
   forms	
   an	
   integral	
   part	
   of	
   the	
   latest	
   generation	
   in	
  
complex	
   adaptive	
   systems.	
   Big	
   Data	
   approaches	
   may	
   be	
   employed	
   for	
   the	
   optimization	
   of	
  
individual	
  behaviour	
  based	
  on	
  Big	
  Personal	
  Data	
  or	
  the	
  optimization	
  of	
  the	
  behaviour	
  of	
  a	
  social	
  
system	
  relying	
  on	
  Big	
  Social	
  Data.	
  Customary	
  distributed	
  health	
  monitoring	
  systems	
  report	
  on	
  the	
  
patients’	
   vital	
   parameters	
   and	
   let	
   the	
   doctors	
   directly	
   interact	
   with	
   the	
   patients	
   if	
   needed.	
   In	
  
future	
  proactive	
  health	
  and	
  wellbeing	
  systems	
  data	
  mining	
  and	
  predictive	
  analysis	
  will	
  be	
  included.	
  
Thus	
  governance	
  will	
  already	
  be	
  embedded	
   in	
  these	
  systems.	
  Such	
  social	
  engineering	
   intends	
  to	
  
foster	
  auto-­‐adaption	
  on	
  the	
  individual	
  and	
  on	
  the	
  system	
  level.	
  It	
  nudges	
  the	
  users	
  towards	
  social	
  
conformity.	
   It	
   results	
   in	
   the	
  paradox	
  of	
  participation	
  and	
   the	
  paradox	
  of	
  autonomy:	
  On	
   the	
  one	
  
hand	
  Big	
  Data	
  based	
  systems	
  provide	
  the	
  participants	
  with	
  novel	
  forms	
  of	
  self-­‐knowledge	
  and	
  new	
  
ways	
  of	
  self-­‐optimization.	
  On	
  the	
  other	
  hand	
  the	
  governance	
  embedded	
  in	
  these	
  systems	
  restricts	
  
the	
  autonomy	
  of	
  the	
  participants	
  and	
  imposes	
  an	
  opaque	
  guidance.	
  Data	
  power	
  is	
  exercised.	
  Thus	
  
a	
   responsible	
   innovation	
   process	
   guiding	
   the	
   modelling	
   and	
   employment	
   of	
   such	
   systems	
   is	
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essential.	
  The	
  presentation	
  will	
  outline	
  how	
  such	
  a	
  responsible	
  social	
  engineering	
  approach	
  in	
  the	
  
field	
  of	
  proactive	
  health	
  systems	
  could	
   look	
   like.	
  A	
   framework	
  for	
  responsible	
   innovation	
  will	
  be	
  
presented	
  focusing	
  specifically	
  on	
  challenges	
  caused	
  by	
  Big	
  Data.	
  
	
  
Tracking	
  Productive	
  Subjects:	
  Corporate	
  Wellness	
  Programmes,	
  Self-­‐Tracking	
  and	
  Control	
  
Through	
  Data.	
  
Chris	
  Till	
  (Leeds	
  Beckett).	
  	
  
	
  
This	
  paper	
  will	
  explore	
  the	
  relationship	
  between	
  corporate	
   interests	
  and	
  practices	
  of	
  digital	
  self-­‐
tracking	
   (DST)	
   of	
   health	
   and	
   exercise	
   through	
   an	
   analysis	
   of	
   corporate	
   wellness	
   programmes	
  
through	
   which	
   companies	
   seek	
   to	
   improve	
   the	
   health	
   of	
   employees.	
   The	
   ways	
   in	
   which	
   data	
  
enable	
   the	
   control	
   of	
   bodies	
   in	
   relation	
   to	
   strategies	
  which	
  aim	
   towards	
   increasing	
  productivity	
  
will	
   be	
   explored.	
   It	
   will	
   be	
   argued	
   that	
   value	
   is	
   generated	
   through	
   the	
   transformation	
   of	
  
heterogeneous	
   exercise	
   activities	
   of	
   users	
   into	
   digitised,	
   standardised,	
   comparable	
   and	
  
accumulable	
  data.	
  The	
  source	
  of	
  this	
  value	
  can	
  be	
  seen	
  in	
  the	
  generation	
  of	
  commercially	
  valuable	
  
data	
  and	
  the	
  biopolitical	
  control	
  of	
  workers.	
  DST	
  has	
  recently	
  become	
  more	
  widespread	
  and	
  it	
  has	
  
been	
   suggested	
   that	
   it	
   promotes	
   a	
   neoliberal	
   entrepreneurialism	
   (Lupton,	
   2013),	
   that	
  
commercially	
  valuable	
  user	
  data	
  are	
  being	
  extracted	
  (Till,	
  2014),	
  that	
   it	
   is	
  being	
  used	
  to	
  monitor	
  
and	
  increase	
  the	
  productivity	
  of	
  workers	
  (Moore,	
  2014)	
  and	
  used	
  for	
  public	
  health	
   interventions	
  
(Breton,	
  et	
  al,	
  2011).	
  The	
  individual	
  and	
  corporate	
  management	
  of	
  health	
  through	
  DSTs	
  has	
  come	
  
together	
   in	
   their	
   use	
   in	
   corporate	
   wellness	
   initiatives	
   which	
   conflate	
   the	
   health,	
   fitness	
   and	
  
wellbeing	
   of	
   individuals	
   with	
   the	
   productivity	
   and	
   profitability	
   of	
   the	
   company.	
   Preliminary	
  
findings	
   from	
   interviews	
   with	
   managers	
   involved	
   in	
   the	
   application	
   of	
   such	
   initiatives,	
   and	
   a	
  
discourse	
   analysis	
   of	
   related	
   literature,	
   will	
   be	
   presented.	
   This	
   will	
   unpick	
   their	
   rationales	
   for	
  
implementation,	
   the	
   relations	
   drawn	
   between	
   health	
   and	
   corporate	
   interests,	
   their	
   cause	
   and	
  
effect	
   relations	
   and	
   the	
   subjectification	
   processes	
   enabled	
   through	
   particular	
   arrangements	
   of	
  
humans	
  and	
  technologies	
  (Ruppert,	
  2011).	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  4a)	
  Theorising	
  Data	
  Power	
  

	
  
	
  
Reframing	
  data	
  intensive	
  scholarship:	
  a	
  critique	
  of	
  the	
  digital	
  information	
  ecosystem.	
  
Tami	
  Oliphant	
  and	
  Kendall	
  Roark	
  (University	
  of	
  Alberta).	
  
	
  
Within	
  North	
  American	
   funding	
   schemes,	
   information	
   science	
   literature	
  and	
  among	
   institutional	
  
data	
   stewards,	
   data	
   intensive	
   scholarship	
   is	
   framed	
   as	
   part	
   of	
   an	
   emerging	
   digital	
   information	
  
ecosystem.	
   In	
   the	
   increasingly	
   interdisciplinary	
   field	
   of	
   information	
   science,	
   scholars	
   and	
  
practitioners	
   engage	
   with	
   both	
   the	
   theoretical	
   and	
   practical	
   development	
   and	
  management	
   of	
  
digital	
  information	
  systems.	
  For	
  library	
  and	
  information	
  science	
  practitioners,	
  the	
  term	
  ecosystem	
  
is	
  a	
  metaphor	
  that	
  is	
  meant	
  to	
  represent	
  the	
  people,	
  practices,	
  values,	
  and	
  technology	
  involved	
  in	
  
an	
  information	
  or	
  data	
  system	
  (Nardi	
  &	
  O’Day,	
  1999).	
  However,	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  the	
  terms	
  “ecosystem”	
  
or	
  “ecology”	
  to	
  describe	
   information	
  and	
  data	
  systems	
  has	
  been	
  critiqued	
  for	
   lack	
  of	
  theoretical	
  
development	
  and	
  misapplication	
  of	
  the	
  concepts	
  (Greyson,	
  2012).	
  Furthermore,	
  within	
  the	
  field	
  of	
  
ecology	
   itself	
   the	
   term	
   ecosystem	
   and	
   related	
   concepts	
   such	
   as	
   “ecosystem	
   services”	
   are	
  
contested	
  (Schröter	
  et	
  al.,	
  2014).	
  Thus,	
  in	
  this	
  paper	
  the	
  authors	
  propose	
  to	
  examine	
  and	
  critique	
  
the	
  ecosystems	
  metaphor	
  as	
  it	
  is	
  applied	
  to	
  data	
  systems	
  and	
  suggest	
  an	
  alternative	
  approach	
  for	
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framing	
  and	
  analyzing	
  emergent	
  data	
  systems	
  by	
  engaging	
  with	
  critical	
  systems	
  theory,	
  theories	
  of	
  
the	
  commons,	
  deep	
  ecology	
  and	
  the	
  anthropocene.	
  We	
  will	
  demonstrate	
  how	
  ecosystem	
  framing	
  
naturalizes	
   the	
  use	
  of	
  data-­‐driven	
  governance,	
   surveillance	
  and	
   control,	
  while	
  at	
   the	
   same	
   time	
  
masking	
  the	
  ways	
  in	
  which	
  digital	
  technology	
  is	
  tied	
  to	
  living	
  systems.	
  
	
  
	
  
Why	
  do	
  Data	
  speak	
  for	
  themselves?	
  A	
  theoretical	
  perspective.	
  
Philippe	
  Useille	
  (Universite	
  de	
  Valenciennes	
  et	
  du	
  Hainaut-­‐Cambresis).	
  
	
  
Why	
   do	
   Data	
   speak	
   for	
   themselves	
   ?	
   A	
   theoretical	
   perspective.The	
   purpose	
   of	
   this	
   paper	
   is	
   to	
  
understand	
   Data	
   power	
   by	
   theorising	
   Data	
   as	
   part	
   of	
   the	
   construction	
   of	
   meaning	
   in	
   our	
  
information	
  society.	
  This	
  understanding	
   involves	
  to	
  clear	
  up	
  close	
  concepts	
  as	
  Data,	
   Information	
  
and	
   Meaning.	
   We	
   start	
   to	
   refer	
   to	
   different	
   studies	
   in	
   various	
   fields	
   of	
   research	
   such	
   as	
  
Information	
  Philosophy	
  (L.	
  Floridi	
  who	
  studies	
  Data	
  as	
  relation	
  entity),	
  Semantics	
  (Rastier	
  theory’s	
  
of	
   Meaning)	
   and	
   Information	
   Science	
   when	
   it	
   focuses	
   on	
   Information	
   behavior	
   (Bates).This	
  
pluridisciplinary	
   overview	
   leads	
   us	
   to	
   construct	
   a	
   concept	
   of	
   Data	
   and	
   Information	
   based	
   on	
  
semio-­‐pragmatic	
  paradigm.	
  It	
  allows	
  us	
  to	
  clarify	
  how	
  we	
  use	
  Data	
  to	
  make	
  sense,	
  including	
  many	
  
socio-­‐cognitive	
  mediations	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  process.	
  This	
  study	
  is	
  illustrated	
  by	
  examples	
  drawn	
  from	
  
Data	
   journalism	
   practices.	
   Consequently,	
   when	
   Data	
   seem	
   to	
   speak	
   for	
   themselves,	
   it	
   implies	
  
many	
  complex	
  processes	
  we	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  aware	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  adopt	
  a	
  critical	
  approach	
  of	
  Data	
  power.	
  
	
  
Data	
  Trac(k)ing	
  the	
  Affective	
  Unconscious:	
  The	
  Body	
  The	
  Blood	
  The	
  Machine.	
  
Gregory	
  Seigworth	
  (Millersville	
  University).	
  
	
  
Initially	
   this	
   presentation	
   will	
   undertake	
   a	
   re-­‐reading/rerouting	
   of	
   how	
   affect	
   has	
   been	
   rather	
  
uncharitably	
   understood	
  by	
  Mark	
  Andrejevic	
   (among	
  others:	
   Slavoj	
   Žižek,	
   Jodi	
  Dean,	
   Ruth	
   Leys,	
  
Mark	
   Hansen)	
   in	
   relation	
   to	
   cognition,	
   and	
   hence	
   its	
   perceived	
   usefulness	
   or	
   uselessness	
   for	
  
contemporary	
  studies	
  of	
  the	
  powers	
  of	
  digital	
  culture	
  and	
  datafication.	
  Affect	
  is	
  not	
  as	
  thoroughly	
  
compromised	
  with	
  today’s	
  structures/relations	
  of	
  power	
  as	
  many	
  of	
  these	
  folks	
  imagine	
  (but	
  then	
  
it	
  is	
  also	
  not	
  as	
  liberating	
  as	
  others	
  have	
  sometimes	
  maintained).	
  To	
  find	
  an	
  alternative	
  genealogy,	
  
I	
  will	
  to	
  return	
  to	
  the	
  complex	
  relation	
  of	
  conscious	
  /	
  unconscious	
  and	
  Freud’s	
  affect	
  machine	
  to	
  
extract	
   a	
   model	
   of	
   the	
   affective	
   unconscious	
   that	
   bypasses	
   the	
   Lacanian	
   and	
   Libet	
   (with	
   his	
  
infamous	
  ‘lag’)	
  short-­‐circuitings	
  of	
  affect	
  as	
  perpetually	
  falling	
  beneath	
  the	
  bar	
  of	
  repression	
  or	
  as	
  
suspended	
   in	
  a	
  gap	
  between	
  body	
  and	
  conscious	
  action.	
   If	
  we	
  recognize	
  affect	
  as	
  also	
  ordinary,	
  
neutral,	
   and	
   continuous	
   (alongside	
   its	
   more	
   occasionally	
   eruptive,	
   eventful	
   happenings),	
   then	
  
affect’s	
  confoundingly	
  antagonistic	
  place	
  as	
  post-­‐truth,	
  post-­‐narrative,	
  post-­‐comprehension	
  (pace	
  
Andrejevic)	
   is	
   less	
   assured.	
   Then,	
   I	
   want	
   to	
   read	
   (maybe	
   feed-­‐)	
   forward	
   into	
   present-­‐day	
   data	
  
analytics	
   to	
   demonstrate	
   how	
   a	
   different	
   understanding	
   of	
   affect	
   and	
   its	
  machinics	
  might	
   offer	
  
insights	
   into	
   quantified-­‐self	
   theorizings	
   and	
   similar	
   visceral-­‐digital-­‐computational	
   intersections.	
  
With	
   ‘trac(k)ings’,	
   I	
  want	
   to	
   pursue	
   the	
   difference	
   that	
  Deleuze	
   and	
  Guattari	
   highlight	
   between	
  
‘the	
   trace’	
   and	
   ‘the	
   map’	
   in	
   order	
   to	
   tug	
   further	
   at	
   the	
   misgivings	
   that	
   some	
   theorists	
   have	
  
expressed	
  about	
  affect	
  and	
   its	
  presumed	
   limitations	
  /	
  compromised	
  status	
  within	
  studies	
  of	
   the	
  
digital	
  culture	
  (across	
  its	
  various	
  iterations	
  and	
  dimensions).	
  
	
  
Critiquing	
  The	
  Ontological	
  Grounding	
  of	
  Big	
  Data:	
  A	
  Heideggerian	
  Perspective.	
  
Stuart	
  Shaw	
  (University	
  of	
  Leeds).	
  
	
  
We	
  now	
  live	
  in	
  a	
  hypertechnicised	
  world	
  where	
  incomprehensibly	
  large	
  data	
  streams	
  produced	
  by	
  
contemporary	
  information	
  systems	
  greatly	
  exceed	
  the	
  scope	
  of	
  existing	
  methods	
  of	
  analysis.	
  The	
  
concept	
  of	
  Big	
  Data	
  addresses	
  this	
  situation	
  by	
  bringing	
  to	
  the	
  fore	
  a	
  distinct	
  set	
  of	
  technological	
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praxes	
  which	
  offer	
  “the	
  capacity	
  to	
  search,	
  aggregate	
  and	
  cross	
  reference	
  large	
  data	
  sets”	
  (Boyd	
  
and	
  Crawford,	
  2012:	
  p.663),	
   through	
  the	
   im/material	
  networks	
  of	
  hardware	
  and	
  software	
  which	
  
enable	
  those	
  techniques.	
  In	
  this	
  regard,	
  Big	
  Data	
  deals	
  with	
  “the	
  regions	
  of	
  the	
  unknown	
  outside	
  
the	
   reach	
   of	
   objectified	
   concern:	
   the	
   incalculable,	
   the	
   gigantic”	
   (Ciborra,	
   2006:	
   p.	
   1,354)	
   by	
  
revealing	
  previously	
  concealed	
  “truths”	
  from	
  within	
  the	
  date	
  stream.	
  As	
  such,	
  it	
  represents	
  a	
  new	
  
ontology	
   of	
   information.	
   The	
   rapid	
   adoption	
   of	
   Big	
   Data	
   analysis	
   techniques,	
   especially	
   in	
   the	
  
social	
   sciences,	
   has	
   enabled	
   “new	
   actors…with	
  more	
   powerful	
   tools”	
   (Schroeder,	
   2014:	
   p.8)	
   to	
  
offer	
  original	
  and	
  far-­‐reaching	
  insights	
  in	
  academic	
  fields	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  traditionally	
  data-­‐intensive	
  
hard	
   sciences.	
   Despite	
   this,	
   a	
   growing	
   number	
   of	
   critical	
   voices	
   have	
   highlighted	
   numerous	
  
negative	
   effects	
   stemming	
   from	
   the	
   Big	
   Data	
   paradigm,	
   such	
   as	
   the	
   revelations	
   of	
   illicit	
  
governmental	
  mass	
  data-­‐collection	
  by	
  former	
  NSA	
  intelligence	
  contractor	
  Edward	
  Snowden	
  (Lyon,	
  
2014),	
  alongside	
  concerns	
  over	
  the	
  misuse	
  and	
  security	
  of	
  sensitive	
  data.	
  It	
  appears	
  then,	
  on	
  the	
  
surface	
  at	
  least,	
  that	
  Big	
  Data	
  represents	
  a	
  double-­‐edged	
  sword.	
  However,	
  by	
  falling	
  into	
  the	
  trap	
  
of	
   considering	
   Big	
   Data	
   technique	
   (in	
   the	
   Ellulian	
   sense)	
   in	
   terms	
   of	
   its	
   use-­‐value	
   alone,	
   the	
  
developing	
  critical	
  theory	
  of	
  Big	
  Data	
  risks	
  descending	
  into	
  the	
  same	
  techno-­‐utopianist/pessimist	
  
dichotomy	
  as	
  that	
  surrounding	
  research	
  into	
  Social	
  Media.	
  
	
  
By	
  drawing	
  on	
  an	
  ontologically-­‐informed	
  approach	
  to	
  technology	
  then,	
  such	
  as	
  that	
  proposed	
  by	
  
the	
  German	
  philosopher	
  Martin	
  Heidegger,	
   this	
   theoretical	
   paper	
   seeks	
   to	
  open	
  up	
  new	
  critical	
  
avenues	
  by	
  addressing	
  the	
  promise	
  and	
  danger	
  of	
  Big	
  Data	
  in	
  relation	
  to	
  what	
  Heidegger	
  calls	
  the	
  
“essence”	
   of	
   modern	
   technicity	
   as	
   “enframing”	
   [Gestell]	
   (1977	
   [1954]),	
   that	
   is,	
   the	
   prevailing	
  
ontological	
   worldview	
   which	
   reduces	
   nature	
   and	
   beings	
   to	
   a	
   calculable	
   “standing	
   reserve”	
  
[Bestand]	
  of	
  resources.	
  After	
  arguing	
  that	
  data	
  itself	
  represents	
  the	
  latest	
  abstract	
  incarnation	
  of	
  
this	
   standing	
   reserve,	
   the	
   paper	
   will	
   conclude	
   with	
   a	
   discussion	
   of	
   Heidegger’s	
   concept	
   of	
   the	
  
gigantic	
  [das	
  Riesige]	
  as	
  it	
  relates	
  to	
  the	
  dis/empowering	
  nature	
  of	
  Big	
  Data	
  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	
  the	
  notion	
  of	
  
human	
  freedom.	
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  4b)	
  Data	
  Cities	
  

	
  
	
  
Canaries	
  in	
  the	
  Data	
  Mine:	
  Young	
  People,	
  Property,	
  and	
  Power	
  in	
  the	
  ‘Smart'	
  City.	
  
Gregory	
  Donovan	
  (Fordham	
  University).	
  
	
  
This	
  paper	
  analyzes	
  the	
  privatization	
  of	
  space	
  and	
  information	
  as	
  a	
  core	
  component	
  of	
  a	
  so	
  called	
  
'smart	
  urbanism'	
  so	
  as	
   to	
  critically	
  consider	
  a	
  more	
  participatory	
  development	
  that	
  accounts	
   for	
  
both	
   a	
   right	
   to	
   the	
   city	
   and	
   a	
   right	
   to	
   research	
   for	
   everyday	
  people,	
   especially	
   youth.	
  As	
  urban	
  
youth	
  grow	
  up	
  with	
  smart	
  phones	
  and	
  within	
  smart	
  homes,	
  classrooms,	
  and	
  cities,	
  their	
  routines	
  
generate	
  troves	
  of	
  data	
  on	
  daily	
  life	
  that	
  are	
  mined	
  for	
  both	
  governance	
  and	
  profit.	
  Despite	
  being	
  
both	
  a	
  frequent	
  source	
  and	
  object	
  of	
  this	
  data,	
  urban	
  youth	
  are	
  among	
  the	
  least	
  likely	
  to	
  be	
  given	
  
a	
  meaningful	
  role	
   in	
   its	
  generation	
  and	
  use.	
  Participatory	
  action	
  design	
  research	
  conducted	
  with	
  
NYC	
  youth,	
  and	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  a	
  college-­‐level	
  service-­‐learning	
  course	
  on	
  smart	
  urbanism	
  are	
  
drawn	
  on	
   to	
   situate	
  urban	
   youth	
   as	
   the	
   canaries	
   in	
   this	
   data	
  mine—existing	
   at	
   the	
   forefront	
  of	
  
complex	
  power	
  negotiations	
  in	
  cities	
  overwrought	
  with	
  corporate	
  interests.	
  This	
  paper	
  argues	
  that	
  
despite	
  the	
  'big	
  data'	
  shaping	
  and	
  being	
  shaped	
  by	
  the	
  platforms	
  and	
  practices	
  of	
  smart	
  urbanism,	
  
too	
   little	
   attention	
   has	
   been	
   paid	
   to	
   the	
   historical	
   geography	
   of	
   inequality	
   and	
   injustice	
  
reproduced	
   through	
   its	
  uneven	
   forms	
  of	
  proprietary	
  knowledge	
  and	
  spatial	
  production.	
  Further,	
  



	
  

@DataPowerConf	
  #DataPowerConf	
  

46	
  

this	
   paper	
   will	
   explore	
   how	
   young	
   people	
   and	
   their	
   communities	
   can	
  meaningfully	
   collaborate	
  
with	
   media	
   activists	
   and	
   scholars	
   to	
   foster	
   a	
   more	
   even	
   and	
   participatory	
   form	
   of	
   urban	
  
development	
  through	
  acts	
  of	
  methodological	
  resistance	
  and	
  appropriation.	
  
	
  
The	
  Politics	
  of	
  Urban	
  Indicators,	
  Benchmarking	
  and	
  Dashboards.	
  
Rob	
  Kitchin,	
  Tracey	
  Lauriault,	
  and	
  Gavin	
  McArdle	
  (National	
  University	
  of	
  Ireland	
  Maynooth).	
  
	
  
Since	
  the	
  mid-­‐1990s	
  a	
  plethora	
  of	
  urban	
  indicator	
  data	
  projects	
  have	
  been	
  developed	
  and	
  adopted	
  
by	
   cities	
   seeking	
   to	
   measure	
   and	
   monitor	
   various	
   aspects	
   of	
   urban	
   systems.	
   These	
   have	
   been	
  
accompanied	
   by	
   city	
   benchmarking	
   endeavours	
   that	
   seek	
   to	
   compare	
   intra-­‐	
   and	
   inter-­‐urban	
  
performance.	
  More	
  recently,	
   the	
  data	
  underpinning	
  such	
  projects	
  have	
  started	
  to	
  become	
  more	
  
open	
   to	
   citizens,	
  more	
   real-­‐time	
   in	
  nature	
  generated	
   through	
   sensors	
   and	
   locative/social	
  media	
  
(constituting	
   big	
   data),	
   and	
   displayed	
   via	
   interactive	
   visualisations	
   and	
   dashboards	
   that	
   can	
   be	
  
accessed	
  via	
  the	
   internet.	
   In	
  this	
  paper,	
  we	
  examine	
  such	
  initiatives	
  arguing	
  that	
  they	
  advance	
  a	
  
narrowly	
   conceived	
   but	
   powerful	
   realist	
   epistemology	
   –	
   the	
   city	
   as	
   visualised	
   facts	
   –	
   that	
   is	
  
reshaping	
  how	
  managers	
   and	
   citizens	
   come	
   to	
   know	
  and	
   govern	
   cities.	
  We	
   set	
   out	
  how	
  and	
   to	
  
what	
   ends	
   indicator,	
   benchmarking	
   and	
   dashboard	
   initiatives	
   are	
   being	
   employed	
   by	
   cities.	
  We	
  
argue	
   that	
   whilst	
   these	
   initiatives	
   often	
   seek	
   to	
  make	
   urban	
   processes	
   and	
   performance	
  more	
  
transparent	
  and	
  to	
   improve	
  decision	
  making,	
  they	
  are	
  also	
  underpinned	
  by	
  a	
  naive	
   instrumental	
  
rationality,	
  are	
  open	
  to	
  manipulation	
  by	
  vested	
  interests,	
  and	
  suffer	
  from	
  often	
  unacknowledged	
  
methodological	
  and	
  technical	
  issues.	
  Drawing	
  on	
  our	
  own	
  experience	
  of	
  working	
  on	
  indicator	
  and	
  
dashboard	
  projects,	
  we	
  argue	
  for	
  a	
  conceptual	
  re-­‐imaging	
  of	
  such	
  projects	
  as	
  data	
  assemblages	
  –	
  
complex,	
   politically-­‐infused,	
   socio-­‐technical	
   systems	
   that,	
   rather	
   than	
   reflecting	
   cities,	
   actively	
  
frame	
  and	
  produce	
  them.	
  
	
  
Digital	
  Media	
  in	
  the	
  City:	
  Open	
  Data	
  and	
  Smart	
  Citizenship.	
  
Gunes	
  Tavmen	
  (Birkbeck,	
  University	
  of	
  London).	
  
	
  
The	
  discourse	
  around	
  the	
  smart	
  city	
  has	
  recently	
  evolved	
  into	
  a	
  discussion	
  centralising	
  around	
  the	
  
concept	
   of	
   “open	
   data”.	
   As	
   Rob	
   Kitchin	
   has	
   also	
   noted,	
   in	
   opposition	
   to	
   previous	
   technocratic	
  
definitions	
   of	
   smart	
   cities,	
   open	
   data	
   is	
   presented	
   as	
   the	
   new	
   citizen-­‐centric	
   approach.	
   This	
   is	
  
particularly	
   so	
   for	
   the	
   city	
   of	
   London.	
   According	
   to	
   the	
  Greater	
   London	
  Authority	
   (GLA),	
   “Every	
  
activity	
   in	
   London	
  can	
  be	
   captured	
  as	
  data”[1]	
   and	
   in	
  doing	
   so,	
   the	
  GLA	
   is	
   aiming	
   to	
  encourage	
  
citizens	
  and	
  entrepreneurs	
  to	
  be	
  engaged	
   in	
  how	
  the	
  city	
  “performs”.	
   In	
   the	
  Smart	
  London	
  Plan	
  
prepared	
  by	
  the	
  GLA,	
  smart	
  city	
   is	
  given	
  as	
  “a	
  vehicle	
   for	
   inclusion”[2]	
  and	
  the	
  open	
  data	
   is	
   the	
  
next	
  significant	
  tool	
  for	
  this	
  to	
  happen.	
  Even	
  the	
  most	
  critical	
  of	
  the	
  smart	
  city	
  discourse	
  claim	
  that	
  
“smart	
  citizens”	
  making	
  use	
  of	
  open	
  data	
  would	
  have	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  practice	
  their	
  right	
  to	
  the	
  city.	
  
Despite	
  all	
  these	
  “potential”	
  claims	
  and	
  some	
  early	
  demonstrations	
  of	
  open	
  data	
  capabilities	
  such	
  
as	
   London	
   Datastore,	
   it	
   is	
   yet	
   unclear	
   by	
   whom	
   and	
   in	
   which	
   ways	
   open	
   data	
   will	
   be	
   used	
   in	
  
practice	
   by	
   the	
   city	
   dwellers.	
  Moreover,	
   the	
   presumption	
   that	
   better	
   access	
   to	
   urban	
   data	
  will	
  
eventually	
  yield	
  new	
  governance	
  models	
  brings	
  about	
  the	
  question	
  whether	
  it	
  was	
  actually	
  due	
  to	
  
a	
   lack	
   of	
   data	
   and	
   hence	
   impeded	
   citizen	
   participation	
   that	
   inequalities	
   in	
   cities	
   have	
   grown.	
  
Bearing	
  all	
  these	
  points	
  in	
  mind,	
  I	
  aim	
  to	
  question	
  who	
  would	
  the	
  smart	
  citizen	
  be,	
  and	
  whether	
  
open	
  data	
  would	
  in	
  fact	
  contribute	
  to	
  building	
  a	
  more	
  just	
  city,	
  with	
  a	
  special	
  focus	
  on	
  London.	
  
	
  
BOLD	
  Cities:	
  the	
  promise	
  and	
  predicaments	
  of	
  big	
  data	
  for	
  urban	
  governance.	
  
Liesbet	
  van	
  Zoonen	
  and	
  Jan	
  van	
  Dalen	
  (Erasmus	
  University	
  and	
  Loughborough	
  University).	
  
	
  
Across	
  the	
  world,	
  the	
  words	
  'smart	
  city'	
  and	
  'social	
  city'	
  are	
  buzzing	
  among	
  urban	
  stakeholders	
  and	
  
governors.	
  Through	
  Big,	
  Open	
  and	
  Linked	
  Data	
  (BOLD)	
  a	
  host	
  of	
  urban	
  problems	
  supposedly	
  can	
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be	
  analysed	
  and	
  tackled,	
  from	
  streamlining	
  urban	
  transport,	
  to	
  creating	
  healthy	
  spaces,	
  preventing	
  
crime	
  or	
   revive	
  dilapidated	
   neighborhoods.	
   To	
   date,	
   however,	
   there	
   is	
   relatively	
   little	
   hands	
   on	
  
evidence	
  of	
   how	
  particular	
   articulations	
   of	
   data,	
   urban	
   stakeholders	
   and	
   local	
   governance	
  have	
  
lead	
  to	
  improved	
  quality	
  of	
  urban	
  life.	
  In	
  this	
  paper,	
  we	
  analyse	
  the	
  performance	
  of	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  
Dutch	
  cities	
  regarding	
  their	
  usage	
  of	
  big,	
  open	
  and	
  linked	
  data.	
  The	
  paper	
  is	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  newly	
  
established	
  collaboration	
  between	
  the	
  university	
  and	
  the	
  city	
  of	
  Rotterdam,	
   in	
  a	
  data	
   lab	
  where	
  
knowledge,	
  governance	
  and	
  technology	
  stakeholders	
  are	
  brought	
  together	
  to	
  contribute	
  to	
  urban	
  
vitality.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  4c)	
  Personal	
  Data	
  and	
  Data	
  Literacy	
  

	
  
	
  
The	
   Promise	
   of	
   Small	
   Data:	
   Regulating	
   Individual	
   Choice	
   Through	
   Access	
   to	
   Personal	
  
Information.	
  
Nora	
  Draper	
  (University	
  of	
  New	
  Hampshire).	
  
	
  
Amid	
  the	
  big	
  data	
  frenzy,	
  a	
  subset	
  of	
  voices	
  can	
  be	
  heard	
  advocating	
  for	
  “small	
  data.”	
  Where	
  big	
  
data	
  promises	
  to	
  exploit	
  intelligence	
  hidden	
  in	
  troves	
  of	
  anonymous	
  information,	
  small	
  data	
  claims	
  
to	
   reverse	
   the	
  hierarchies	
   inherent	
   in	
   technologies	
   that	
  privilege	
   access	
   to	
  myriad	
  datasets	
   and	
  
powerful	
  algorithms.	
  Small	
  data	
  advocates	
   imagine	
  tools	
  deployed	
  by	
   individuals	
   to	
  help	
  access,	
  
analyze	
  and	
  utilize	
   contextualized,	
  personal	
   information.	
  Both	
   the	
  United	
  States	
  and	
   the	
  United	
  
Kingdom	
   are	
   experimenting	
   with	
   such	
   programs.	
   In	
   the	
   UK,	
   the	
   Midata	
   initiative	
   focuses	
   on	
  
providing	
  individuals	
  with	
  the	
  personal	
  data	
  companies	
  hold	
  about	
  them	
  to	
  encourage	
  consumer-­‐
driven	
  innovation.	
  A	
  parallel	
  project	
  in	
  the	
  U.S.	
  –	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  Obama	
  Administration’s	
  Transparency	
  
and	
   Open	
   Government	
   initiative	
   –	
   is	
   developing	
   an	
   online	
   clearinghouse	
   for	
   machine-­‐readable	
  
government	
  datasets	
  and	
  a	
  corresponding	
  framework	
  to	
  guide	
  consumer-­‐organization	
  interaction.	
  
	
  
While	
   both	
   of	
   these	
   projects	
   draw	
   on	
   the	
   frameworks	
   of	
   big	
   data	
   optimism,	
   they	
   privilege	
   the	
  
perceived	
  benefits	
  of	
  small	
  data.	
  The	
  articulated	
  goal	
  is	
  two-­‐fold:	
  give	
  individuals	
  control	
  over	
  the	
  
collection	
   and	
   use	
   of	
   their	
   information	
   and	
   promote	
   data-­‐informed	
   decision	
   making	
   at	
   the	
  
individual	
  level.	
  These	
  initiatives	
  use	
  the	
  powerful	
  language	
  of	
  user	
  control	
  to	
  respond	
  to	
  anxieties	
  
exacerbated	
   by	
   big	
   data	
   programs;	
   however,	
   they	
   also	
   reflect	
   a	
   neo-­‐liberal	
   approach	
   to	
   the	
  
provision	
   of	
   services	
   in	
   which	
   responsibility	
   for	
   effective	
   decision-­‐making	
   is	
   downloaded	
   to	
  
citizens.	
   In	
   this	
  presentation,	
   I	
  use	
   the	
  UK	
  and	
  US	
   initiatives	
   to	
  explore	
  how	
  small	
  data	
  projects	
  
combine	
   the	
   soft	
   paternalism	
   of	
   normalization	
   architectures	
   with	
   the	
   neoliberal	
   promise	
   of	
   a	
  
responsible	
  citizenry.	
  
	
  
The	
  Calculative	
  Power	
  Over	
  Personal	
  Data.	
  
Tuukka	
  Lehtiniemi	
  (Institute	
  for	
  Information	
  Technology).	
  
	
  
In	
   this	
   paper,	
   the	
   concepts	
   of	
   calculative	
   spaces,	
   calculative	
   equipment	
   and	
   calculative	
   power	
  
(Michel	
   Callon)	
   are	
   employed	
   in	
   the	
   context	
   of	
   personal	
   data.	
   If	
   decisions	
   concerning	
   personal	
  
data	
   are	
   viewed	
   as	
   economic	
   action,	
   they	
   result	
   from	
   a	
   process	
   of	
   calculation	
   where	
   actors	
  
evaluate	
   relative	
   values	
   of	
   end-­‐states.	
   Calculation	
   involves	
   calculative	
   spaces	
   and	
   equipment:	
  
specific	
   technologies	
   and	
   artifacts	
   that	
   actors	
   employ	
   in	
   the	
   process.	
   Differences	
   in	
   calculative	
  
capacities	
   of	
   actors	
   give	
   rise	
   to	
  differences	
   in	
   calculative	
  power.	
   Calculative	
  power	
  may	
   also	
  be	
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purposefully	
  limited	
  and	
  situations	
  of	
  non-­‐calculation	
  constructed	
  to	
  prevent	
  valuation.	
  Currently,	
  
if	
  permitting	
  access	
  to	
  personal	
  data	
  is	
  understood	
  as	
  exchange	
  at	
  all,	
  the	
  norm	
  is	
  barter	
  exchange	
  
of	
  personal	
  data	
  for	
  service	
  access.	
  This	
  exchange	
  is	
  affected	
  by	
  the	
  relative	
  power	
  of	
  the	
  actors	
  
over	
   the	
   terms	
   of	
   exchange.	
   The	
   users	
   are	
   data	
   subjects,	
   arguably	
   having	
   limited	
   capacities	
   of	
  
calculation.	
  A	
  number	
  of	
  citizen	
  and	
  governmental	
  initiatives	
  and	
  even	
  early	
  commercial	
  activities	
  
currently	
   aim	
   at	
   changing	
   this	
   norm,	
   purportedly	
   beneficially	
   to	
   both	
   parties	
   of	
   exchange,	
   by	
  
proposing	
   ways	
   to	
   enable	
   users	
   to	
   make	
   informed	
   decision	
   over	
   their	
   personal	
   data.	
   These	
  
initiatives	
   are	
   viewed	
   here	
   as	
   bringing	
   personal	
   data	
   more	
   visibly	
   into	
   the	
   realm	
   of	
   economic	
  
action.	
  A	
  case	
  study	
  of	
  internet	
  services	
  whose	
  outspoken	
  aim	
  is	
  to	
  provide	
  users	
  with	
  control	
  and	
  
value	
  of	
  personal	
  data,	
   such	
  as	
   The	
  Good	
  Data	
  and	
  Datacoup,	
   is	
   carried	
  out	
   to	
   investigate	
  how	
  
such	
   services	
   can	
   act	
   as	
   calculative	
   equipment,	
   facilitating	
   calculative	
   processes	
   and	
   thereby	
  
affecting	
  relationships	
  of	
  calculative	
  power.	
  
	
  
The	
  Power	
  of	
  Understanding	
  Data.	
  
Zara	
  Rahman	
  (Centre	
  for	
  Internet	
  and	
  Human	
  Rights	
  at	
  European	
  University	
  Viadrina).	
  
	
  
Evidence	
   is	
   power	
   –	
   and	
   one	
   of	
   the	
   best	
   ways	
   of	
   gathering	
   evidence	
   is	
   through	
   gathering,	
  
analysing	
  and	
  working	
  with	
  data.	
  But	
  there	
  is	
  a	
  big	
  difference	
  between	
  raw	
  data,	
  and	
  being	
  able	
  to	
  
draw	
  information,	
  knowledge	
  or	
  wisdom	
  from	
  it1;	
  this	
  requires	
  a	
  certain	
  level	
  of	
  data	
  literacy	
  that	
  
currently	
   relatively	
   few	
   possess.	
   Prerequisites	
   to	
   making	
   sense	
   of	
   data	
   include	
   anything	
   from	
  
access	
   to	
   the	
   data,	
   the	
   ability	
   to	
   verify	
   the	
   data	
   and	
   recognise	
   biases,	
   technical	
   skills	
   to	
   clean,	
  
analyse	
  and	
  present	
  the	
  data,	
  or	
  access	
  to	
  tools	
  to	
  facilitate	
  these	
  processes,	
  to	
  name	
  just	
  a	
  few.2	
  
	
  
Large	
   corporations	
   have	
   the	
   resources	
   to	
   train	
   people	
   and	
   hire	
   people	
  with	
   high	
   levels	
   of	
   data	
  
literacy	
  –	
   civil	
   society,	
  on	
   the	
  other	
  hand,	
  does	
  not.	
   To	
   level	
   the	
  playing	
   field	
  of	
  people	
  able	
   to	
  
make	
   sense	
   of	
   the	
   increasing	
   amounts	
   of	
   data	
   available	
   to	
   us,	
   and	
   empower	
   civil	
   society	
   to	
  
harness	
   the	
   potential	
   of	
   data,	
   the	
   transfer	
   of	
   these	
   skills	
   is	
   ever	
   more	
   vital.	
   In	
   this	
   paper,	
   a	
  
selection	
   of	
   the	
   numerous	
   data	
   literacy	
   initiatives	
   across	
   the	
   world	
   will	
   be	
   reviewed,	
   and	
   the	
  
impact	
  of	
   these	
   initiatives	
  assessed,	
  based	
  upon	
   interviews	
  with	
  data	
   literacy	
   trainers	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  
recipients	
   of	
   trainings	
   and	
   data	
   literacy	
   initiatives.	
   I	
   will	
   highlight	
   common	
   success	
   factors	
  
spanning	
   across	
   the	
   various	
   initiatives,	
   and	
   demonstrate	
   that	
   long	
   term,	
   sustained	
   engagement	
  
with	
  communities,	
   led	
  with	
  local	
  partners,	
   is	
  necessary	
  for	
  the	
  potential	
  of	
  data	
  to	
  be	
  harnessed	
  
and	
  used	
  by	
  groups	
  with	
  limited	
  resources.	
  
	
  
1	
  http://www.mitchschneidersworld.com/wp-­‐content/uploads/2014/06/Knowledge-­‐Doing-­‐
pyramid.jpg	
  
2	
  http://schoolofdata.org/files/2014/11/Data-­‐Pipeline.png	
  
	
  
Users	
   and	
   Inferred	
   Data	
   in	
   Online	
   Social	
   Networks:	
   Countering	
   Power	
   Imbalance	
   by	
  
Revealing	
  Inference	
  Mechanisms.	
  
Laurence	
  Claeys,	
  Tom	
  Seymoens	
  and	
  Jo	
  Pierson	
  (VUB-­‐iMinds-­‐SMIT).	
  	
  
	
  
In	
  the	
  past,	
  much	
  privacy	
  research	
  has	
  focused	
  on	
  how	
  social	
  media	
  use	
  and	
  social	
  relationships	
  
are	
   interrelated.	
   Lately,	
  more	
   attention	
   is	
   given	
   to	
   the	
   access	
   and	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   personal	
   data	
   by	
  
Online	
   Social	
   Network	
   (OSN)	
   providers	
   and	
   other	
   third	
   parties.	
   Here,	
   data	
   mining	
   algorithms,	
  
machine	
  learning	
  techniques	
  or	
  other	
  data	
  extraction	
  techniques	
  play	
  an	
  essential	
  role	
  in	
  creating	
  
meaningful	
   information	
   for	
  understanding	
  and	
  predicting	
  personal	
   information	
  of	
   the	
  user.	
   This	
  
leads	
  to	
  a	
  risk	
  of	
  disempowerment	
  through	
  the	
  loss	
  of	
  user	
  agency.	
  Our	
  research	
  investigates	
  how	
  
we	
  could	
  counter	
  this	
  data	
  power	
  imbalance,	
  by	
  confronting	
  social	
  groups	
  and	
  users	
  with	
  the	
  way	
  
that	
  their	
  data	
  is	
  being	
  collected,	
  processed	
  and	
  inferred.	
  From	
  a	
  theoretical	
  perspective	
  we	
  build	
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on	
   the	
   integration	
   of	
   Science	
   and	
   Technology	
   Studies	
   (STS)	
   with	
   Media	
   and	
   Communication	
  
Studies	
   (MCS)	
   (Gillespie	
   et	
   al.,	
   2014),	
   more	
   in	
   particularly	
   taking	
   a	
   critical	
   stance	
   on	
   the	
   co-­‐
construction	
  of	
  technological	
  systems	
  (van	
  Dijck,	
  2013;	
  Mansell,	
  2012;	
  Feenberg,	
  1999).	
  
	
  
In	
   the	
   paper	
   we	
   present	
   the	
   results	
   of	
   an	
   in-­‐depth	
   user	
   study	
   within	
   the	
   interdisciplinary	
   EU	
  
project	
   USEMP	
   (http://www.usemp-­‐project.eu/).	
   The	
   study	
   took	
   place	
   in	
   Flanders	
   (Belgium),	
   in	
  
November	
   and	
  December	
   2014.	
  Our	
   findings	
   discuss	
   people's	
   awareness	
   and	
   attitudes	
   towards	
  
the	
  way	
  OSN	
  providers	
  and	
  specific	
  third	
  parties	
  can	
  reason	
  on	
  their	
  social	
  media	
  data	
  and	
  related	
  
inferences.	
   Through	
   means	
   of	
   14	
   semi-­‐structured	
   qualitative	
   interviews	
   using	
   a	
   diverse	
   and	
  
innovative	
   set	
   of	
   probes,	
   we	
   captured	
   insights	
   on	
   which	
   personal	
   data	
   people	
   generally	
   find	
  
appropriate	
   to	
   share	
   online	
   and	
   their	
   attitudes	
   towards	
   the	
   different	
   ways	
   of	
   data	
   gathering	
  
(volunteered,	
   observed	
   and	
   inferred).	
   Later	
   on,	
   we	
   confronted	
   our	
   results	
   with	
   the	
   data-­‐
reachability	
   matrix	
   (Creese	
   et	
   al.,	
   2012)	
   wherein	
   the	
   authors	
   define	
   which	
   potential	
   personal	
  
information	
   can	
   be	
   inferred	
   through	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   existing	
   data	
   extraction	
   techniques	
   on	
   (a	
  
combination	
  of)	
  data,	
  typically	
  exposed	
  on	
  OSNs.	
  Starting	
  from	
  these	
  insights	
  we	
  analyze	
  the	
  need	
  
for	
  and	
  the	
  possibility	
  of	
  an	
  end-­‐user	
  visualization	
  of	
  personal	
  data	
  sharing	
  behavior.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  4d)	
  Data,	
  Security,	
  Citizenship,	
  Borders	
  

	
  
	
  
Big	
  Data,	
  Big	
  Borders.	
  
Btihaj	
  Ajana	
  (King's	
  College	
  London).	
  
	
  
The	
   paper	
   is	
   concerned	
   with	
   the	
   ways	
   in	
   which	
   the	
   adoption	
   of	
   big	
   data	
   analytics	
   in	
   border	
  
management	
   is	
   increasingly	
   contributing	
   to	
   the	
   augmentation	
   of	
   the	
   function	
   and	
   intensity	
   of	
  
borders.	
   Recently,	
   there	
   has	
   been	
   a	
   growing	
   interest	
   in	
   Big	
   Data	
   Science	
   and	
   its	
   potential	
   to	
  
enhance	
  the	
  means	
  by	
  which	
  vast	
  data	
  can	
  be	
  collected	
  and	
  analysed	
  to	
  enable	
  more	
  advanced	
  
decision	
   making	
   processes	
   vis-­‐à-­‐vis	
   borders	
   and	
   immigration	
   management.	
   In	
   Australia,	
   for	
  
instance,	
  the	
  Department	
  of	
  Immigration	
  and	
  Citizenship	
  has	
  recently	
  developed	
  the	
  Border	
  Risk	
  
Identification	
  System	
  (BRIS)	
  which	
  relies	
  on	
  big	
  data	
  tools	
  to	
  construct	
  patterns	
  and	
  correlations	
  
for	
   improving	
   border	
   management	
   and	
   targeting	
   so-­‐called	
   ‘risky	
   travellers’	
   (Big	
   Data	
   Strategy,	
  
2013).	
   While	
   in	
   Europe,	
   programmes	
   such	
   as	
   EUROSUR	
   and	
   Frontex	
   are	
   examples	
   of	
   big	
   data	
  
surveillance	
  currently	
  used	
  to	
  predict	
  and	
  monitor	
  movements	
  across	
  EU	
  borders.	
  In	
  this	
  paper,	
  I	
  
argue	
   that	
  with	
   big	
   data	
   come	
   ‘big	
   borders’	
   through	
  which	
   the	
   scope	
  of	
   control	
   and	
  monopoly	
  
over	
   the	
   freedom	
   of	
   movement	
   can	
   be	
   intensified	
   in	
   ways	
   that	
   are	
   bound	
   to	
   reinforce	
   ‘the	
  
advantages	
   of	
   some	
   and	
   the	
   disadvantages	
   of	
   others’	
   (Bigo)	
   and	
   contribute	
   to	
   the	
   enduring	
  
inequality	
  underpinning	
  international	
  circulation.	
  Drawing	
  on	
  specific	
  examples,	
  I	
  explore	
  some	
  of	
  
the	
  ethical	
  issues	
  pertaining	
  to	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  big	
  data	
  for	
  border	
  management.	
  These	
  issues	
  revolve	
  
mainly	
   around	
   three	
   key	
   elements,	
   namely,	
   the	
   problem	
   of	
   categorisation,	
   the	
   projective	
   and	
  
predictive	
  nature	
  of	
  big	
  data	
  techniques	
  and	
  their	
  approach	
  to	
  the	
  future,	
  and	
  the	
  implications	
  of	
  
big	
  data	
  on	
  understandings	
  and	
  practices	
  of	
  identity.	
  
	
  
The	
  datafication	
  of	
  security:	
  Reasoning,	
  politics,	
  critique.	
  
Claudia	
  Aradau	
  and	
  Tobias	
  Blanke	
  (King's	
  College	
  London).	
  
	
  
From	
   ‘connecting	
   the	
   dots’	
   and	
   finding	
   ‘the	
   needle	
   in	
   the	
   haystack’	
   to	
   data	
   mining	
   for	
  



	
  

@DataPowerConf	
  #DataPowerConf	
  

50	
  

counterinsurgency,	
  security	
  professionals	
  have	
  increasingly	
  adopted	
  the	
  language	
  and	
  methods	
  of	
  
computing.	
  Digital	
   technologies	
  appear	
   to	
  offer	
  answers	
   to	
  a	
  wide-­‐ranging	
  array	
  of	
  problems	
  of	
  
(in)security.	
  Why	
  have	
  digital	
  technologies	
  been	
  taken	
  up	
  so	
  quickly	
  by	
  security	
  professionals,	
  why	
  
has	
  digital	
  knowledge	
  circulated	
  so	
  rapidly	
  across	
  sites,	
  scales	
  and	
  spaces?	
  While	
  answers	
  to	
  these	
  
questions	
  have	
  focused	
  on	
  the	
  role	
  that	
  military	
  and	
  security	
  economies	
  have	
  played	
  in	
  fostering	
  
computing	
  devices	
  and	
  data	
   infrastructures,	
   this	
  paper	
  explores	
   the	
  datafication	
  of	
  security	
  as	
  a	
  
‘style	
   of	
   reasoning’	
   (Hacking	
   2002)	
   that	
   appeared	
   to	
   offer	
   answers	
   to	
   problematizations	
   of	
  
(in)security.	
  For	
  Hacking,	
  a	
  style	
  of	
  of	
  reasoning	
  ‘introduces	
  new	
  objects,	
  and	
  new	
  criteria	
  for	
  the	
  
truth	
  of	
  falsehood	
  of	
  statements	
  about	
  those	
  objects’	
  (2012).	
  As	
  the	
  datafication	
  of	
  security	
  relies	
  
on	
  new	
  methods	
  of	
  quantification	
  and	
  data	
  mining	
  different	
  from	
  traditional	
  sampling,	
   it	
   implies	
  
new	
  forms	
  of	
  evidence,	
  enabling	
  technologies	
  and	
  methods	
  of	
  verification.	
  If	
  styles	
  establish	
  their	
  
own	
  criteria	
  of	
   truthfulness,	
   then	
  a	
  critique	
  of	
   the	
  political	
  effects	
  of	
  datafication	
  cannot	
   simply	
  
oppose	
  one	
  style	
  of	
  reasoning	
  to	
  another.	
  Rather,	
  by	
  drawing	
  out	
  the	
  criteria	
  of	
  truthfulness	
  that	
  
datafication	
  establishes,	
  we	
  aim	
   to	
   formulate	
  a	
   critique	
   that	
  addresses	
   the	
  very	
   technologies	
  of	
  
self-­‐authentication,	
   proof	
   and	
   demonstration.	
   To	
   this	
   purpose,	
   the	
   paper	
   draws	
   on	
   declassified	
  
documents	
  and	
   legal	
  cases	
   in	
   the	
  wake	
  of	
  Snowden	
  revelations	
  and	
   juxtaposes	
   them	
  to	
  existing	
  
debates	
  in	
  computer	
  science.	
  
	
  
Jus	
  Algoritmi:	
  How	
  the	
  NSA	
  Remade	
  Citizenship.	
  
John	
  Cheney-­‐Lippold	
  (University	
  of	
  Michigan).	
  
	
  
The	
  classified	
  National	
  Security	
  Agency	
  documents	
  released	
  by	
  Edward	
  Snowden	
  in	
  2013	
  detail	
  a	
  
trove	
   of	
   controversial	
   surveillance	
   practices	
   over	
   both	
   national	
   and	
   foreign	
   populations.	
   These	
  
forms	
   of	
   surveillance,	
   decried	
   by	
   many	
   as	
   illegal	
   under	
   U.S.	
   laws	
   pertaining	
   to	
   privacy	
   and	
  
protections	
   against	
   government	
   intrusion,	
   became	
   the	
   centerpiece	
   of	
   an	
   ongoing,	
   international	
  
debate	
  over	
  the	
  rights	
  of	
  the	
  state	
  versus	
  the	
  rights	
  of	
  the	
  citizen.	
  But	
  what	
  exactly	
  is	
  a	
  citizen	
  in	
  a	
  
digital	
  world?	
  Who	
   exactly	
   can	
   be	
   guaranteed	
   the	
   privileges	
   of	
   citizenship	
  when	
   surveillance	
   is	
  
ubiquitous,	
  transnational,	
  and	
  connected	
  to	
  an	
  IP	
  address	
  rather	
  than	
  an	
  individual	
  person?	
  
	
  
This	
  is	
  the	
  precise	
  problem	
  that	
  the	
  NSA	
  encountered	
  when	
  trying	
  to	
  fit	
  its	
  ubiquitous	
  surveillance	
  
within	
   the	
   legal	
   foundations	
   of	
   the	
   U.S.	
   Constitution.	
   The	
   NSA's	
   response	
   was	
   to	
   create	
   a	
  
citizenship	
  algorithm,	
  using	
  several	
  different	
  variables	
  (or	
  "selectors")	
  to	
  determine	
  if	
  a	
  target	
  was	
  
a	
   "citizen"	
   or	
   a	
   "foreigner".	
   A	
   target	
  with	
   a	
   foreignness	
   value	
   of	
   51%	
  would	
   have	
   a	
   citizenship	
  
value	
  of	
  49%,	
  enabling	
  the	
  state	
  to	
  surveil	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  communications.	
  If,	
  one	
  week	
  later,	
  the	
  same	
  
target	
  had	
  a	
  citizenship	
  level	
  of	
  51%	
  and	
  a	
  foreignness	
  value	
  of	
  49%,	
  he	
  or	
  she	
  would	
  be	
  afforded	
  
the	
  right	
  to	
  privacy.	
  
	
  
My	
  paper	
  will	
  argue	
  that	
  the	
  NSA's	
  interpretation	
  of	
  citizenship	
  as	
  a	
  statistical	
  process	
  is	
  a	
  radical	
  
shift	
   away	
   from	
   the	
   historical	
   dichotomy	
   of	
   citizenship/foreigner.	
   The	
   consequences	
   of	
   an	
  
algorithmic	
  mode	
  of	
  identity	
  production	
  will	
  be	
  expounded	
  on.	
  
	
  
What	
   Do	
   Data	
   Accomplish	
   for	
   Civil	
   Society	
   Organisations?	
   The	
   Case	
   of	
  Migration	
   and	
  
Social	
  Welfare	
  in	
  the	
  UK.	
  
Will	
  Allen	
  (University	
  of	
  Oxford).	
  
	
  
The	
   Increasing	
   availability	
   of	
   datasets	
   to	
  members	
  of	
   the	
  public	
   is	
   opening	
  new	
  possibilities	
   for	
  
civil	
   society	
   operations	
   (Ross	
   2013),	
  where	
   civil	
   society	
   is	
   conceived	
   as	
   lying	
   outside	
   public	
   and	
  
private	
  business	
  sectors	
  (Bastow,	
  Dunleavy,	
  and	
  Tinkler	
  2014).	
  This	
  promises	
  to	
  transform	
  not	
  only	
  
what	
  civil	
  society	
  organisations	
  know	
  about	
  their	
  own	
  issue	
  areas	
  and	
  sectors,	
  but	
  also	
  how	
  they	
  
develop	
   longer-­‐term	
   strategies.	
   Yet	
   in	
   the	
   cases	
   of	
   UK	
   organisations	
  working	
   on	
  migration	
   and	
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social	
  welfare	
  issues—two	
  topics	
  on	
  which	
  a	
  great	
  deal	
  of	
  data	
  is	
  generated	
  and	
  made	
  available—
this	
   process	
   encounters	
   some	
   challenges	
   in	
   its	
   delivery.	
   Ongoing	
   interviews	
   with	
   civil	
   society	
  
organisations	
   working	
   in	
   these	
   fields	
   are	
   revealing	
   that	
   target	
   audiences,	
   available	
   skills,	
   and	
  
demands	
  of	
  external	
  media	
  or	
  funding	
  environments	
  contribute	
  to	
  perceptions	
  and	
  uses	
  of	
  data	
  
which	
  at	
  first	
  glance	
  seem	
  to	
  fall	
  short	
  of	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  transformation	
  promised.	
  But	
  what	
  if	
  this	
  is	
  
not	
  the	
  full	
  picture?	
  Even	
  in	
  organisations’	
  published	
  materials	
  and	
  senior	
  officials’	
  talk,	
  the	
  term	
  
‘data’	
   overlaps	
  with	
   or	
   is	
   less	
   preferred	
   to	
   the	
   terms	
   ‘evidence’	
   and	
   ‘evidence-­‐based	
   research’.	
  
concepts	
  popularised	
  in	
  the	
  UK	
  by	
  New	
  Labour	
  under	
  the	
  auspices	
  of	
  generating	
  policy	
  that	
  was	
  
more	
   ‘scientific’.	
   If	
   ‘data’	
   and	
   ‘evidence’	
   are	
   perceived	
   as	
   roughly	
   interchangeable	
   by	
  
organisations,	
   this	
   opens	
   critical	
   questions	
   about	
   the	
   power	
   of	
   civil	
   society	
   to	
   impact	
   and	
  
depoliticise	
   public	
   debate	
   using	
   (re)presentations	
   of	
   data	
   as	
   ‘neutral’	
   evidence.	
   It	
   also	
  warrants	
  
asking	
  whether	
  the	
  hype,	
  availability,	
  and	
  promise	
  of	
  varied	
  datasets	
  actually	
  meets	
  the	
  objectives	
  
of	
  these	
  civil	
  society	
  organisations.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  5a)	
  Data	
  Subjects	
  

	
  
	
  
Data	
  Literacy,	
  Agency	
  and	
  Power.	
  
Jennifer	
  Pybus	
  (University	
  of	
  the	
  Arts	
  London).	
  
	
  
It	
  is	
  paradoxical	
  that	
  questions	
  of	
  agency	
  arise	
  in	
  relation	
  to	
  big	
  data	
  considering	
  that	
  collectively	
  
we	
   are	
   a	
   core	
   site	
   of	
   its	
   generation.	
   Yet,	
   given	
   the	
   highly	
   proprietary	
   nature	
   of	
   the	
   devices,	
  
platforms	
   and	
   apps	
   through	
   which	
   we	
   generate	
   ‘big	
   social	
   data’,	
   critical	
   questions	
   are	
   raised.	
  
Despite	
  this	
  intensive	
  and	
  extensive	
  recursivity,	
  the	
  public	
  imaginary	
  lacks	
  a	
  clear	
  understanding	
  of	
  
their	
  data	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  platforms	
  and	
  apps	
  in	
  which	
  it	
  is	
  largely	
  generated.	
  
	
  
This	
   paper	
   will	
   therefore	
   consider	
   how	
   users	
   can	
   reclaim	
   agency	
   within	
   a	
   digital	
   landscape	
  
(Couldry	
  &	
  Turow;	
  Andrejevic	
  &	
  Gates).	
  Foucault	
  once	
  invited	
  his	
  interlocutors	
  to	
  ‘know	
  oneself’	
  to	
  
actualize	
  our	
  subjective	
  becoming.	
  And	
  yet,	
  what	
  he	
  envisioned	
  throughout	
  his	
  body	
  of	
  work	
  was	
  
never	
  subjected	
  to	
  the	
  added	
  dimensionality	
  of	
  the	
  digital.	
  This	
  paper	
  will	
  therefore	
  consider	
  this	
  
question	
   of	
   ‘knowing	
   oneself’	
   within	
   our	
   new	
   datascape	
   by	
   sketching	
   out	
   what	
   a	
   preliminary	
  
framework	
  for	
  a	
  more	
  interdisciplinary	
  approach	
  to	
  data	
  literacy	
  might	
  look	
  like.	
  
	
  
Data	
  literacy	
  is	
  an	
  emergent	
  field	
  that	
  is	
  aiming	
  to	
  develop	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  competencies	
  and	
  knowledge	
  
to	
  empower	
  people	
  to	
  critically	
  understand	
  the	
  dynamic	
  flows,	
  processes	
  and	
  economies	
  related	
  
to	
   our	
   steadily	
   growing	
   digital	
   footprint.	
  My	
   discussion	
  will	
   focus	
   on	
   the	
   “Our	
  Data	
  Ourselves”,	
  
AHRC	
  project	
  at	
  King’s	
  College	
  London,	
   to	
  consider	
   the	
  ways	
  our	
  co-­‐researchers	
  have	
  helped	
  us	
  
identify,	
   visualize	
   and	
   more	
   actively	
   engage	
   with	
   the	
   data	
   that	
   they	
   have	
   already	
   collectively	
  
generated	
  about	
  themselves,	
  to	
  consider	
  the	
  agentic	
  possibilities	
  of	
  the	
  data	
  subject.	
  
	
  
The	
  New	
  Data	
  Subject:	
  Between	
  Transparency	
  and	
  Secrecy	
  in	
  the	
  Digital	
  Age.	
  
Clare	
  Birchall	
  (King's	
  College	
  London).	
  
	
  
In	
  the	
  guise	
  of	
  transparency,	
  digital	
  data	
  promises	
  agency.	
  But	
  accompanying	
  access	
  to	
  more	
  data	
  
–	
  our	
  own,	
  other	
  people’s	
  and	
  that	
  of	
  the	
  state	
  –	
  is	
  a	
  demand	
  to	
  act	
  upon	
  it.	
  For	
  example,	
  we	
  are	
  
called	
  upon	
  to	
  engage	
  with	
  open	
  government	
  data	
  as	
  ‘datapreneurs’	
  in	
  ways	
  that	
  will	
  contribute	
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to	
  the	
  data	
  economy,	
  as	
  ‘armchair	
  auditors’	
  to	
  monitor	
  the	
  granular	
  transactions	
  of	
  the	
  state,	
  and	
  
as	
   consumers	
  of	
  apps	
  based	
  on	
  open	
  government	
  data	
   to	
  enable	
  us	
   to	
  make	
   informed	
  choices.	
  
This	
   paper	
   argues	
   that	
   agency	
   is	
   delimited	
   by	
   open	
   government	
   data	
   as	
   much	
   as	
   covert	
  
dataveillance	
  and	
  analyses	
  the	
  ‘data	
  subject’	
  caught	
  between	
  transparency	
  and	
  secrecy.	
  What	
  are	
  
the	
   implications	
  of	
   both	
  open	
  and	
   covert	
   approaches	
   to	
  data	
   for	
   citizenship	
   and	
  politics?	
  What	
  
counts	
  as	
  a	
  political	
  intervention	
  in	
  this	
  construction	
  of	
  data	
  power?	
  
	
  
The	
  Quantified	
  Academic.	
  
Gary	
  Hall	
  (Coventry	
  University).	
  
	
  
The	
  origin	
  of	
  the	
  word	
  data	
  is	
  as	
  the	
  plural	
  of	
  the	
  Latin	
  word	
  for	
  datum,	
  which	
  means	
  a	
  proposition	
  
that	
  is	
  assumed,	
  given	
  or	
  taken	
  for	
  granted,	
  often	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  construct	
  a	
  theoretical	
  framework	
  or	
  
draw	
   conclusions.	
   In	
   engineering	
   the	
   datum	
   point	
   is	
   the	
   place	
   from	
   which	
   measurements	
   are	
  
taken.	
  The	
  datum	
  point	
  itself,	
  however,	
  is	
  not	
  checked	
  or	
  questioned:	
  as	
  the	
  position	
  from	
  which	
  
measurements	
  are	
  made	
   it	
   is	
  precisely	
  a	
  given.	
  This	
  paper	
  addresses	
   some	
  of	
   the	
  datum	
  points	
  
that	
  are	
  assumed	
  and	
  taken	
  for	
  granted	
  when	
  critical	
  questions	
  are	
  raised	
  about	
  data’s	
  power.	
  
	
  
For	
   example,	
   a	
   number	
   of	
   critics	
   have	
   commented	
   recently	
   on	
   the	
  way	
   corporate	
   social	
  media	
  
(Facebook,	
   YouTube,	
   Twitter	
   etc.)	
   are	
   contributing	
   to	
   a	
   process	
   of	
   neoliberal	
   academic	
  
subjectivation.	
  It	
  is	
  a	
  process	
  of	
  self-­‐forming	
  through	
  the	
  adoption	
  of	
  self-­‐presentation	
  techniques	
  
originating	
  in	
  the	
  culture	
  of	
  Silicon	
  Valley,	
  including	
  self-­‐quantification,	
  that	
  can	
  be	
  linked	
  to	
  what	
  
has	
  been	
  termed	
  the	
  ‘“metricisation”	
  of	
  the	
  academy’:	
  the	
  way	
  academics	
  are	
  now	
  exposed	
  to	
  a	
  
swathe	
   of	
   techniques	
   for	
   monitoring,	
   measuring	
   and	
   assessing	
   their	
   teaching	
   loads,	
   journal	
  
citations,	
   grant	
   income,	
   research	
   outputs	
   and	
   impact,	
   many	
   of	
   them	
   enacted	
   automatically	
  
through	
  the	
  algorithmic	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  associated	
  data.	
  The	
  focus	
  in	
  critiques	
  of	
  data	
  power	
  of	
  this	
  
kind,	
  however,	
   is	
  almost	
  invariably	
  on	
  the	
  new,	
  self-­‐governing	
  and	
  self-­‐exploitative	
  data	
  subjects	
  
academics	
   are	
   transitioning	
   into.	
   Rather	
   less	
   concern	
   tends	
   to	
   be	
   given	
   over	
   to	
   the	
   particular	
  
configuration	
   of	
   academic	
   subjectivity	
   they	
   are	
   changing	
   from,	
   which	
   is	
   often	
   at	
   root	
   a	
   liberal	
  
humanist	
   subjectivity.	
   By	
   focusing	
   on	
   the	
   latter	
   datum	
  point,	
   this	
   paper	
  will	
   show	
  how	
  both	
   of	
  
these	
  models	
  of	
  subjectivity	
  –	
  the	
  self-­‐disciplining	
  neoliberal	
  model	
  on	
  which	
  the	
  data	
  works,	
  and	
  
the	
  liberal	
  humanist	
  model	
  (complete	
  with	
  its	
  enactment	
  of	
  taken	
  for	
  granted	
  ideas	
  of	
  authorship,	
  
originality,	
  the	
  book	
  and	
  copyright)	
  which	
  works	
  on	
  the	
  data	
  to	
  construct	
  a	
  theoretical	
  framework	
  
and	
  draw	
  conclusions	
  about	
  its	
  power	
  –	
  are	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  subordination	
  of	
  academic	
  agency	
  and	
  
consciousness	
  to	
  the	
  pre-­‐programmed,	
  controllable	
  patterns	
  of	
  the	
  cultural	
  industries.	
  
	
  
'Please	
   wait	
   a	
   moment	
   while	
   we	
   refresh	
   your	
   assets':	
   The	
   promise	
   of	
   cognitive	
  
computing.	
  
Adrian	
  Mackenzie	
  (Lancaster	
  University).	
  
	
  
This	
   paper	
  will	
   critically	
   analyse	
   a	
   contemporary	
   data	
   assemblage,	
   IBM	
   Corporation's	
   'Watson.'	
  
IBM	
   refers	
   to	
   'Watson'	
   as	
   a	
   'cognitive	
   computing'	
   platform.	
   The	
   platform	
   first	
   became	
   in	
  
prominent	
   in	
   2011	
   as	
   a	
   winning	
   contestant	
   in	
   the	
   US	
   quiz	
   show	
   'Jeopardy.'	
   Since	
   that	
   time,	
  
Watson	
   has	
   grown	
   into	
   a	
   global	
   assemblage,	
   staffed	
   by	
   several	
   thousand	
   people,	
   distributed	
  
across	
  national	
  and	
  global	
  data	
  centres	
  and	
  funded	
  by	
  more	
  than	
  \$1.5	
  billion	
   (USD).	
  The	
  paper	
  
will	
  examine	
  several	
  aspects	
  of	
   this	
  growth.	
  The	
  platform	
  has	
  been	
  aligned	
  and	
   linked	
  with	
  high	
  
profile	
   scientific	
   institutions	
   and	
   grand	
   scientific	
   challenges	
   (cancer,	
   diabetes,	
   etc.).	
   It	
   has	
   been	
  
positioned	
  in	
  popular	
  culture	
  initially	
  through	
  'Jeopardy'	
  and	
  latterly	
  through	
  a	
  Youtube	
  channel,	
  
podcasts,	
   and	
   then	
   in	
  more	
   playful	
   forms	
   such	
   as	
   Chef	
  Watson.	
   At	
   the	
   same	
   time,	
  Watson	
  has	
  
been	
  promoted	
  as	
  a	
  solution	
  to	
  institutional	
  problems	
  of	
  managing	
  large	
  numbers	
  of	
  individuals	
  in	
  
hospitals	
  and	
  universities,	
   insurance	
  and	
  retail.	
  Finally,	
   through	
   its	
   the	
  Watson	
  Developer	
  Cloud,	
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the	
  platform	
  functions	
  as	
  the	
  'cognitive'	
  end	
  of	
  apps	
  in	
  increasing	
  numbers.	
  Across	
  these	
  globally	
  
distributed	
  and	
  diverse	
  settings,	
  Watson	
  claims	
  to	
   'scale	
  and	
  democratise	
  expertise.'	
  Testing	
  this	
  
claim	
  of	
  democratisation,	
  the	
  paper	
  will	
  suggest	
  that	
  Watson	
  could	
  be	
  better	
  seen	
  as	
  a	
  diagram	
  of	
  
contemporary	
  power	
  relations	
  in	
  which	
  key	
  techniques	
  -­‐-­‐	
  machine	
  learning	
  and	
  data	
  visualization	
  -­‐
-­‐	
   are	
  put	
   together	
   in	
  making	
  new	
  models	
  of	
   local	
   truth	
  and	
  establishing	
  new	
   relations	
  between	
  
forces.	
   Making	
   sense	
   of	
   such	
   diagrams	
   could	
   be	
   useful	
   in	
   understanding	
   the	
   many	
   problems	
  
associated	
  with	
  contemporary	
  data	
  economies	
  and	
  cultures.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  5b)	
  Data	
  in	
  Education	
  

	
  
	
  
Data-­‐Driven	
  Decision	
  Making	
  in	
  the	
  Education	
  and	
  the	
  Cultural	
  Sector:	
  A	
  Comparison.	
  
Franziska	
  Florack	
  and	
  Abigail	
  Gilmore	
  (University	
  of	
  Manchester).	
  
	
  
The	
   collection	
   and	
   use	
   of	
   quantitative	
   data	
   rules	
   and	
   guides	
   the	
   educational	
   sector,	
  measuring	
  
anything	
  from	
  expected	
  progress	
  of	
  a	
  pupil	
  to	
  her	
  school’s	
  place	
  in	
  the	
  national	
  and	
  international	
  
league	
   tables.	
   Should	
   either	
   not	
   reach	
   the	
   benchmark,	
   immediate	
  measures	
   are	
   taken	
   to	
   force	
  
rapid	
   improvement.	
  Whilst	
   this	
   allows	
   for	
   a	
   cross-­‐national	
   evaluation,	
  many	
   are	
   lamenting	
   the	
  
‘loss	
   of	
   childhood’	
   and	
   personal	
   expression,	
   highlighting	
   a	
   ‘current	
   crisis	
   of	
   positivist	
   methods’	
  
(Savage,	
  2013,	
  p.3).	
  Alternative	
  metrics	
  systems,	
  such	
  as	
  rewarding	
  effort	
  and	
  commitment	
  rather	
  
than	
  achievement,	
  are	
  rejected	
  due	
  to	
  their	
  subjective	
  assessment.	
  
	
  
The	
  cultural	
  sector,	
  on	
  the	
  other	
  hand,	
   faces	
  the	
  opposite	
  problem.	
  Although	
  some	
  quantitative	
  
data	
   is	
   gathered	
   in	
   order	
   to	
   compare	
   ‘quality’	
   and	
   ‘success’	
   (mostly	
   by	
   its	
   funder,	
   the	
  
government),	
   only	
   recently	
   the	
   attempt	
   has	
  made	
   to	
   create	
   cross-­‐cultural	
  metrics	
   which	
   could	
  
guide	
  policy	
  and	
  financial	
  support.	
  Many	
  members	
  of	
  the	
  cultural	
  community	
  are	
  worried	
  about	
  
losing	
  what	
  they	
  perceive	
  as	
  the	
  core	
  of	
  artistic	
  freedom:	
  Creation	
  freed	
  from	
  conformity.	
  But	
  how	
  
can	
  funding	
  be	
  distributed	
  fairly	
  without	
  a	
  ‘neutral’	
  comparison?	
  
	
  
Our	
  presentation	
  will	
  offer	
  a	
  comparison	
  between	
  the	
  two	
  sectors	
  and	
  outline	
  ways	
  in	
  which	
  data	
  
is	
  used	
  to	
  judge	
  participants	
  and	
  quality.	
  It	
  will	
  also	
  introduce	
  the	
  idea	
  of	
  democratic,	
  collaborative	
  
metrics	
  and	
  suggest	
  ways	
  in	
  which	
  the	
  two	
  areas	
  can	
  learn	
  from	
  each	
  other	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  introduce	
  a	
  
fairer,	
  mixed	
  methods	
  evaluation	
  system.	
  
	
  
Enacting	
  the	
  Child	
  in	
  School	
  Through	
  Data	
  Technologies.	
  
Lyndsay	
  Grant	
  (University	
  of	
  Bristol).	
  
	
  
Data	
   seduces	
   us	
   with	
   a	
   promise	
   of	
   greater	
   knowledge;	
   the	
   increasing	
   volume,	
   depth,	
   scope,	
  
granularity	
   and	
   timeliness	
   of	
   data	
   are	
   heralded	
   as	
   the	
   key	
   to	
   answering	
   many	
   challenging	
  
problems	
  in	
  public	
  and	
  private	
  life.	
  The	
  knowledge	
  that	
  data	
  provides	
  is	
  not	
  just	
  predictive	
  but	
  also	
  
shapes	
  the	
  future;	
  it	
  is	
  not	
  only	
  representative	
  but	
  constitutive	
  (Ruppert	
  2013,	
  Beer	
  2009).	
  What	
  
kinds	
  of	
  data	
  are	
  collected,	
  and	
  how	
  they	
  are	
  analysed,	
  organised	
  and	
  presented,	
  have	
  important	
  
political	
  consequences.	
  
	
  
Childhood	
  has	
  been	
  theorised	
  as	
  constructed	
  through	
  socio-­‐material	
  assemblages	
  (Lee	
  2001),	
  yet	
  
so	
   far	
   the	
   role	
   of	
   data	
   in	
   producing	
   the	
   child	
   in	
   school	
   has	
   not	
   received	
   deep	
   attention,	
  while	
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educational	
   research	
   has	
   focused	
   on	
   learning	
   analytics	
   and	
   questions	
   of	
   governance	
   (Siemens	
  
2012,	
  Ozga	
  2012).	
  This	
  paper's	
   contribution	
  explores	
  how	
  children	
  are	
  constituted	
   through	
  data	
  
practices	
  in	
  a	
  UK	
  secondary	
  school.	
  
	
  
Drawing	
  on	
  a	
  theoretical	
  framework	
  of	
  relational	
  materialism	
  (Barad	
  2007)	
  my	
  research	
  examines	
  
how	
   data	
   works	
   to	
   produce	
   particular	
   materialisations	
   and	
   meanings	
   of	
   the	
   child	
   in	
   school.	
  
Through	
   documenting	
  material	
   and	
   discursive	
   data	
   practices,	
   I	
   unpick	
   what	
   kinds	
   of	
   ‘child’	
   are	
  
produced	
  and	
  how	
  data	
  technologies	
  may	
  work	
  as	
  instruments	
  of	
  power	
  through	
  which	
  particular	
  
meanings,	
   bodies,	
   and	
   boundaries	
   of	
   the	
   child	
   are	
   produced.	
   Crucially,	
   this	
   project	
   seeks	
   to	
  
explore	
  the	
  consequences	
   for	
   the	
  kinds	
  of	
  childhood	
  that	
  are	
  possible	
  and	
  the	
  opportunities	
   for	
  
agency	
  that	
  are	
  available	
  in	
  a	
  school	
  in	
  which	
  data	
  is	
  becoming	
  an	
  increasingly	
  important	
  player	
  in	
  
producing	
  what	
  it	
  means	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  child	
  in	
  school.	
  
	
  
What	
  is	
  a	
  Data	
  Event?	
  The	
  Effects	
  of	
  Large-­‐Scale	
  Assessments	
  in	
  Schooling.	
  
Greg	
  Thompson	
  (Murdoch	
  University)	
  and	
  Sam	
  Sellar	
  (University	
  of	
  Queensland).	
  
	
  
Large-­‐scale	
   assessments	
   are	
   a	
   prominent	
   source	
   of	
   performance	
   data	
   in	
   schooling	
   and	
   make	
  
commensurate	
   the	
   practices	
   of	
   students,	
   teachers	
   and	
   schools	
   across	
   times	
   and	
   spaces.	
   The	
  
efficacy	
  of	
  data	
  generated	
  by	
   these	
  assessments	
  emerges,	
   in	
  part,	
   from	
   relations	
  between	
  data	
  
and	
   affect.	
   Assessments	
  make	
   disparate	
   places,	
   subjectivities	
   and	
   practices	
   commensurate	
   and	
  
produce	
   affects,	
   or	
   are	
   embodied	
   in	
   intensive	
   ways,	
   which	
   create	
   multiple	
   sense-­‐making	
  
possibilities.	
   For	
  example,	
   comparative	
  performance	
  data	
  may	
  be	
   represented	
  using	
   traffic	
   light	
  
systems	
  that	
  provoke	
  visceral	
  reactions	
  which	
  double	
  rational	
  analyses	
  of	
  the	
  numbers	
  and	
  their	
  
implications	
  for	
  teaching	
  practice	
  in	
  particular	
  contexts	
  (Sellar,	
  2014).	
  
This	
   paper	
   will	
   ask:	
  What	
   constitutes	
   a	
   data	
   event?	
   How	
   do	
   data	
   capacitate	
   bodies	
   and	
   focus	
  
attention?	
  How	
  do	
   performance	
   data	
   become	
   ‘eventual’?	
  We	
  draw	
  on	
  Deleuze’s	
   conception	
   of	
  
event	
  as	
  a	
  “quasi-­‐cause”	
  that	
  actualises	
  within	
  bodies,	
  “producing	
  surfaces	
  and	
  linings	
  in	
  which	
  the	
  
event	
  is	
  reflected,	
  finds	
  itself	
  again	
  as	
  incorporeal	
  and	
  manifests	
  in	
  us	
  the	
  neutral	
  splendour	
  which	
  
it	
  possesses	
  in	
  itself”	
  (Deleuze,	
  1990,	
  p.	
  148).	
  Each	
  “present	
  moment	
  of	
  actualisation”	
  where	
  the	
  
event	
  is	
  “embodied	
  in	
  a	
  state	
  of	
  affairs,	
  an	
  individual	
  or	
  a	
  person”	
  is	
  doubled	
  by	
  “the	
  future	
  and	
  
past	
  of	
  the	
  event	
  considered	
  within	
  itself”	
  (Deleuze,	
  1990,	
  p.	
  151).	
  Drawing	
  on	
  empirical	
  examples,	
  
the	
  paper	
  theorises	
  this	
  double-­‐sidedness	
  of	
  data	
  events	
  in	
  schooling.	
  
	
  
Knowing	
  Schools:	
  Data	
  Power	
  in	
  the	
  Governing	
  of	
  Education.	
  
Ben	
  Williamson	
  (University	
  of	
  Sterling).	
  
	
  
Contemporary	
   educational	
   institutions	
   are	
   being	
   targeted	
   for	
   rapid	
   ‘datafication.’	
   Focusing	
   on	
  
emerging	
  data-­‐based	
  ‘policy	
   instruments’	
   (Lascoumes	
  &	
  le	
  Gales	
  2007)	
  this	
  paper	
  examines	
  how	
  
‘big	
  data	
  practices’	
   (Ruppert	
  2013)	
   are	
   interlacing	
  with	
  education	
  governance	
   through	
   two	
  case	
  
studies.	
   The	
   first	
   is	
   the	
   Learning	
   Curve	
  Data	
  Bank,	
   produced	
  by	
   Pearson	
   Education	
   (the	
  world’s	
  
largest	
  commercial	
  education	
  publisher),	
  a	
  massive	
  relational	
  database	
  of	
  over	
  60	
  datasets	
  from	
  
education	
  systems	
  globally.	
  The	
  Learning	
  Curve	
  mobilizes	
  data	
  visualizations,	
  including	
  time	
  series	
  
tools	
  and	
  global	
  heatmaps,	
   to	
  enable	
   the	
  data	
  user	
   to	
  become	
   its	
   co-­‐producer,	
   ‘configuring	
   the	
  
user’	
   (Woolgar	
  1991)	
  as	
  a	
   ‘comparative	
  analyst’	
   incited	
  by	
  the	
  software	
   interface	
  and	
   its	
   in-­‐built	
  
data	
   analysis	
  methods	
   to	
   construct	
   particular	
   educational	
   problematizations	
   and	
   solutions.	
   The	
  
second	
   case	
   study	
   closely	
   examines	
   Pearson’s	
   Center	
   for	
   Digital	
   Data,	
   Analytics	
   &	
   Adaptive	
  
Learning,	
  and	
   its	
  embedding	
  of	
  automated	
  predictive	
  and	
  prescriptive	
  analytics	
   in	
  the	
  pedagogic	
  
apparatus	
  of	
  the	
  ‘cognitive	
  classroom.’	
  The	
  case	
  studies	
  demonstrate	
  how	
  global	
  commercial	
  data	
  
companies	
  seek	
  to	
  utilize	
  data	
  to	
  govern	
  education	
  through	
  combining	
  longitudinal	
  data	
  with	
  real-­‐
time	
   data	
   analytics	
   within	
   the	
   school	
   itself.	
   Analysed	
   as	
   digital	
   policy	
   instruments,	
   these	
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techniques	
  of	
  education	
  governance	
  are	
   intended	
  to	
  measure,	
  make	
  visible,	
  and	
  modify	
  student	
  
subjectivities	
  by	
  recursively	
  prescribing	
  pedagogic	
  interventions	
  to	
  optimize	
  student	
  conduct.	
  The	
  
paper	
  will	
  question	
  the	
  commercial	
  power	
  of	
  Pearson	
  in	
  both	
  knowing	
  schools	
  through	
  data,	
  and	
  
also	
   in	
   configuring	
   ‘knowing	
   schools’	
   as	
   ‘sentient’	
   (Thrift	
   2014)	
   educational	
   institutions	
   enacted	
  
through	
  data-­‐driven	
  governance	
  practices	
  of	
  ‘automated	
  management’	
  (Kitchin	
  &	
  Dodge	
  2011).	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  5c)	
  Algorithmic	
  Power	
  

	
  
	
  
Profiling	
  as	
  Data	
  Power:	
  Addressing	
  Algorithmic	
  Knowledge.	
  
Jake	
  Goldenfein	
  and	
  Andrew	
  Kenyon	
  (University	
  of	
  Melbourne).	
  
	
  
This	
   paper	
   investigates	
   profiling	
   as	
   an	
   exercise	
   of	
   data	
   power.	
   Specifically	
   it	
   explores	
   the	
  
significance	
  of	
  exercising	
  power	
  over	
  individuals	
  based	
  on	
  purely	
  non-­‐representational	
  knowledge	
  
of	
  that	
  person.	
  Profiling	
  ‘knowledges’	
  are	
  produced	
  through	
  minimal	
  direct	
  contact,	
  instead	
  using	
  
aggregation,	
   concatenation,	
   mining	
   and	
   washing	
   of	
   the	
   data	
   generated	
   as	
   a	
   by-­‐product	
   of	
  
individuals’	
   navigation	
   through	
   digital	
   space.	
   The	
   information	
   used	
   to	
   generate	
   profiles	
   is	
   thus	
  
abstracted	
   from	
   the	
   information	
   subject,	
   and	
   can	
   be	
   interpreted	
   only	
   through	
   convention	
  
(algorithms)	
  rather	
  than	
  any	
  natural	
  or	
  objective	
  relation.	
  Are	
  existing	
  or	
  proposed	
  data	
  protection	
  
laws	
  sufficient	
  for	
  controlling	
  this	
  articulation	
  of	
  data	
  power?	
  
	
  
This	
  paper	
  offers	
  a	
  consideration	
  of	
  possible	
   legal	
  regimes	
  that	
  have	
  been	
  suggested	
  to	
  regulate	
  
profiling	
   as	
   an	
   exercise	
   of	
   data	
   power.	
   Is	
   access	
   to	
   information	
   held	
   by	
   data	
   controllers	
   and	
  
processors	
  sufficient?	
  The	
  draft	
  general	
  data	
  protection	
  regulation	
  presently	
  being	
  negotiated	
   in	
  
the	
  European	
  Parliament	
  may	
  suggest	
  certain	
  limitations	
  on	
  the	
  types	
  of	
  information	
  that	
  can	
  be	
  
used	
  in	
  the	
  generation	
  of	
  profiles	
  by	
  commercial	
  and	
  government	
  entities.	
  However,	
  limitations	
  on	
  
profiling	
  that	
  simply	
  exclude	
  certain	
  types	
  of	
  information	
  can	
  be	
  expected	
  to	
  have	
  limited	
  utility.	
  
Regulations	
  need	
  to	
  focus	
  on	
  profiling	
  as	
  a	
  method	
  of	
  knowledge	
  generation	
  (De	
  Hert,	
  Hilderbrant,	
  
Gutwirth),	
   rather	
   than	
   excluding	
   particular	
   types	
   of	
   ‘sensitive’	
   information	
   from	
  profiles	
   (sexual	
  
orientation,	
  religion,	
  politics	
  etc).	
  
	
  
From	
  Words	
  to	
  Numbers:	
  Redefining	
  the	
  Public.	
  
Misha	
  Kavka	
  (University	
  of	
  Auckland).	
  
	
  
Twenty-­‐five	
   years	
   ago,	
   Habermas’s	
   The	
   Structural	
   Transformation	
   of	
   the	
   Public	
   Sphere	
   was	
  
translated	
   into	
  English	
  and	
   the	
  phrase	
   ‘public	
   sphere’	
  entered	
  academic	
  discourse.	
  The	
  defining	
  
image	
  of	
  the	
  public	
  sphere,	
  as	
  imagined	
  by	
  Habermas,	
  was	
  the	
  18th-­‐century	
  coffee	
  house,	
  where	
  
talk	
   was	
   rampant	
   and	
   democracy	
   was	
   based	
   in	
   debate	
   and	
   discursive	
   deliberation.	
   Despite	
  
criticisms	
   about	
   the	
   exclusive	
   nature	
   of	
   Habermas’s	
   normatizing	
   concept,	
   the	
   word-­‐oriented	
  
public	
  sphere	
  has	
  had	
  tremendous	
  impact	
  on	
  the	
  way	
  that	
  we	
  think	
  of	
  sociopolitical	
   interaction,	
  
and	
   it	
   continues	
   to	
  operate	
  as	
  a	
   theoretical	
   touchstone	
   for	
   considerations	
  of	
  online	
  democracy,	
  
social	
  media	
  collectivities,	
  citizen	
  journalism,	
  etc.	
  The	
  problem	
  is,	
  however,	
  that	
  in	
  the	
  era	
  of	
  big	
  
data	
  and	
  quantified	
  subjectivity	
  the	
  site	
  of	
  meaning	
  production	
  is	
  shifting	
  from	
  words	
  to	
  numbers.	
  
This	
  paper	
  will	
  argue	
  that,	
  in	
  the	
  rapid	
  turn	
  to	
  data,	
  the	
  public	
  sphere	
  has	
  undergone	
  a	
  structural	
  
transformation	
  toward	
  the	
  public-­‐as-­‐aggregate.	
  If	
  big	
  data	
  teaches	
  us	
  anything,	
  it	
  is	
  that	
  numbers	
  
are	
   not	
   self-­‐explanatory	
   but	
   rather	
   require	
   interpretation	
   through	
   processes	
   of	
   aggregation.	
  
Populations,	
  activities	
  and	
  even	
  subjects	
  as	
  data-­‐fields	
  are	
  mined	
  for	
  quantitative	
  information	
  that	
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can	
  be	
  redistributed	
  as	
  massive	
  multiplicities	
  of	
  meaning.	
  While	
  the	
  public	
  sphere	
  retains	
  visibility,	
  
the	
  aggregate	
  has	
  become	
  the	
  effective	
  site	
  of	
  knowledge	
  and	
  power	
  production,	
  at	
  the	
  expense	
  
of	
   the	
   individual	
   as	
   a	
   discursive	
   site	
   of	
   agency.	
   This	
   paper	
   will	
   seek	
   to	
   map	
   the	
   new	
   relation	
  
between	
  the	
  public	
  and	
  subjectivity	
  by	
  asking,	
  if	
  words	
  are	
  now	
  passé,	
  then	
  where	
  do	
  we	
  look	
  for	
  
the	
  agential	
  remainder	
  of	
  the	
  subject	
  within	
  the	
  public-­‐as-­‐aggregate?	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Deep	
  Sight:	
  The	
  Rise	
  of	
  Algorithmic	
  Visuality	
  in	
  the	
  Age	
  of	
  Big	
  Data.	
  
Jonathan	
  Roberge	
  (Institut	
  National	
  de	
  la	
  Recherce	
  Scientifique)	
  and	
  Thomas	
  Crosbie	
  (University	
  of	
  
Maryland	
  College	
  Park).	
  
	
  
The	
   rapid	
   advance	
   and	
   broad	
   adoption	
   of	
   computer	
   vision	
   algorithms	
   across	
   new	
   media	
  
technologies	
   has	
   immense	
   consequences	
   for	
   the	
   experience	
   of	
   everyday	
   life.	
   At	
   their	
   simplest,	
  
computer	
  vision	
  algorithms	
  are	
   step-­‐by-­‐step	
  procedures	
   for	
   calculations	
  entrenched	
   in	
   software	
  
codes	
  intended	
  to	
  render	
  data	
  meaningful	
  to	
  a	
  user’s	
  sight	
  (see	
  Urichio,	
  2011).	
  Much	
  of	
  our	
  visual	
  
culture	
  was	
   shaped	
   in	
   the	
   age	
   of	
  monitors	
   rendering	
   data	
   in	
   text	
   blocks	
   on	
   a	
   two-­‐dimensional	
  
surface.	
   Today,	
   however,	
   we	
   have	
   entered	
   a	
   new	
   regime	
   of	
   algorithmic	
   visuality,	
   where	
   the	
  
dissemination	
  and	
  processing	
  of	
  increasingly	
  automated,	
  mobile	
  and	
  accurate	
  images	
  is	
  powerfully	
  
supplemented	
  by	
  artificial	
   intelligence	
  and	
  machine	
   learning	
   capacities.	
   Prominent	
  actors	
   in	
   the	
  
technology	
   sector,	
   including	
   Google,	
   Facebook	
   and	
   Amazon,	
   are	
   now	
   shifting	
   their	
   corporate	
  
strategy	
  to	
  focus	
  on	
  bringing	
  algorithmic	
  visuality	
  into	
  mainstream	
  consumer	
  culture,	
  heralding	
  a	
  
far	
  more	
   immersive	
   and	
  ubiquitous	
   regime	
  of	
   the	
   “internet	
  of	
   things”	
   and	
  wearable	
   computing	
  
(Featherstone,	
   2009;	
   Turck,	
   2014).	
   Technologies	
   such	
   as	
   augmented	
   eye-­‐wear	
   and	
   drones	
  
mounted	
  with	
  (and	
  guided	
  by)	
  360º	
  high-­‐definition	
  cameras	
  are	
  now	
  being	
  placed	
  in	
  dialogue	
  with	
  
one	
  another,	
  creating	
  rich,	
  multi-­‐tiered	
  data	
  streams,	
  deep	
  sight	
  that	
  situates	
  actors	
   in	
  dynamic,	
  
meaning-­‐laden	
  environments.	
  The	
  outcome	
  is	
  enormously	
  powerful	
  data,	
  crucially	
   linking	
  street-­‐
level,	
   virtual	
   and	
   aerial	
   perspectives.	
   Yet,	
   the	
   spread	
   of	
   algorithmic	
   visuality	
   remains	
   an	
  
understudied	
   sociological	
   phenomenon,	
   with	
   industry	
   understanding	
   far	
   outstripping	
   social	
  
scientific	
   inquiry,	
   and	
   with	
   almost	
   no	
   research	
   to	
   date	
   on	
   its	
   cultural,	
   economic	
   and	
   political	
  
consequences.	
  Our	
  presentation	
  introduces	
  the	
  theoretical	
  framework	
  and	
  findings	
  of	
  a	
  research	
  
project	
  focusing	
  on	
  the	
  adoption	
  of	
  algorithmic	
  visuality	
  in	
  Canada.	
  
	
  
Self-­‐quantification	
  and	
  the	
  dividuation	
  of	
  life:	
  A	
  Deleuzian	
  approach.	
  
Vassilis	
  Charitsis	
  (Karlstad	
  University).	
  
	
  
Self-­‐tracking	
   and	
   self-­‐quantification	
   is	
   an	
   emerging	
   popular	
   phenomenon	
   that	
   aims	
   to	
   promote	
  
“self-­‐knowledge	
   through	
   numbers”,	
   or	
   in	
   other	
   words	
   data.	
   Numerous	
   tools	
   and	
   devices	
   have	
  
been	
  developed	
  that	
  allow	
  users	
  to	
  track	
  and	
  quantify	
  every	
  aspect	
  of	
  their	
  lives.	
  By	
  doing	
  so	
  they	
  
generate	
  huge	
  amounts	
  of	
  data	
  that	
  firms	
  can	
  draw	
  upon	
  to	
  develop	
  their	
  market	
  offerings,	
  while	
  
individuals	
   are	
   digitized	
   and	
   transformed	
   into	
  what	
   Deleuze	
   (1992)	
   calls	
   “dividuals”	
  within	
   vast	
  
banks	
   of	
   information	
   systems	
   (Martinez	
   2011).	
   Zwick	
   and	
   Denegri-­‐Knott	
   (2009)	
   assert	
   that	
   the	
  
notion	
  of	
  the	
  dividual	
  is	
  premised	
  on	
  the	
  accumulation	
  of	
  dispersed	
  consumer	
  information	
  and	
  its	
  
conversion	
   and	
   reorganization	
   based	
   on	
   specific	
   codes	
   and	
   through	
   that	
   process,	
   dividuation	
  
becomes	
  an	
  expression	
  of	
  capitalist	
  accumulation	
   that	
  aims	
  at	
  breaking	
  down	
   life	
   into	
  pieces	
  of	
  
information.	
  According	
  to	
  Deleuze,	
  this	
  is	
  achieved	
  not	
  through	
  traditional	
  disciplinary	
  institutions	
  
but	
  through	
  mobile	
  forms	
  of	
  surveillance	
  that	
  have	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  monitor,	
  measure,	
  intervene	
  and	
  
control	
  “dividuals”	
  in	
  real	
  space	
  and	
  time	
  (Gane,	
  2012).	
  The	
  accumulated	
  data	
  from	
  these	
  mobile	
  
forms	
  of	
   surveillance	
   treat	
  human	
  subjects	
  not	
  as	
  agentic	
   individuals	
  within	
  a	
  population	
  but	
  as	
  
samples	
   from	
   which	
   patterns	
   of	
   consumer	
   behaviour	
   can	
   emerge	
   (Palmås,	
   2011)	
   ,	
   i.e.	
   as	
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“dividuals”	
   upon	
   which	
  marketing	
   strategies	
   can	
   be	
   based,	
   but	
   also	
   directed	
   to.	
   In	
   that	
   sense,	
  
what	
   has	
   been	
   described	
   as	
   surveillance	
   economy	
   (Andrejevic,	
   2009)	
   relies	
   heavily	
   on	
   the	
  
dividuation	
  of	
  consumers	
  (Cluley	
  and	
  Brown	
  2014).	
  Following	
  this	
  analysis,	
  this	
  paper	
  argues	
  that	
  
the	
   Deleuzian	
   notion	
   of	
   the	
   dividual	
   has	
   found	
   its	
   ultimate	
   commercial	
   application	
   in	
   the	
   self-­‐	
  
quantified	
  movement	
  that	
  allows	
  and	
  promotes	
  the	
  dividuation	
  of	
  users’	
  entire	
  lives.	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  5d)	
  Politics,	
  Economics,	
  Data	
  

	
  
	
  
Evolution	
  of	
   the	
  Data	
   Economy:	
   Lessons	
   from	
  Early	
  Railroad	
  History	
   Seen	
  Through	
   the	
  
Lenses	
  of	
  General	
  Evolution.	
  
Mika	
  Pantzar	
  (Helsinki	
  University).	
  
	
  
The	
   success	
   of	
   a	
   value	
   network	
   depends	
   on	
   building	
   a	
   rich	
   web	
   of	
   relationships	
   generating	
  
different	
  forms	
  of	
  traffic	
  flows	
  between	
  various	
  actors.	
  Taking	
  this	
  claim	
  and	
  a	
  specific	
  variant	
  of	
  
evolutionary	
  economics,	
  the	
  replicative	
  model	
  of	
  evolution,	
  as	
  starting	
  points,	
  this	
  paper	
  suggests	
  
that	
  developments	
  we	
  are	
  witnessing	
  in	
  the	
  data	
  economy	
  resembles	
  in	
  many	
  ways	
  developments	
  
of	
   US	
   railroads	
   in	
   the	
   19th	
   century.	
   Both	
   cases	
   evidence	
   dramatic	
   economic	
   and	
   cultural	
  
consequences	
   when	
   single	
   (traffic)	
   lines	
   and	
   connections	
   become	
   integrated	
   into	
  
compartmentalized	
   networks.	
   Both	
   cases	
   evidence	
   the	
   huge	
   financial	
   effects	
   of	
   governing	
   and	
  
coordinating	
  (and	
  de-­‐coordinating)	
  traffic	
   flows.	
  The	
  success	
  of	
  emerging	
  network	
  are	
  related	
  to	
  
better	
  connections,	
  huge	
   increase	
   in	
   traffic	
  made	
  possible	
  by	
  standardization	
  and	
  organizational	
  
innovations.	
   In	
   the	
   beginning	
   ecosystems	
   and	
   standards	
   are	
   born	
   around	
   technically	
   oriented	
  
businesses.	
   In	
   time	
   the	
   major	
   business	
   firms	
   are	
   transformed	
   into	
   bureaucratic	
   giants	
   with	
  
multifaceted	
   connections	
   both	
   to	
   other	
   businesses	
   and	
   everyday	
   life.	
   In	
   general,	
   evolutionary	
  
theories	
   offer	
   useful	
   tools	
   when	
   explaining	
   the	
   emergence	
   of	
   extensive	
   cycles	
   of	
   interactions.	
  
These	
  developments	
  are	
  conditioned	
  by	
   the	
   interplay	
  of	
  early	
   radical	
  experimenting	
  phases	
  and	
  
more	
  conservative	
  system	
  preserving	
  phases.	
   It	
   is	
  still	
  open	
  whether	
  the	
  same	
  thing	
  happens	
  as	
  
with	
  the	
  giant	
  railway	
  companies	
  a	
  hundred	
  years	
  ago:	
  The	
  strategic	
  attention	
  of	
  the	
  management	
  
of	
   data	
   giants	
   (google,	
   facebook,	
   amazon)	
   becomes	
   increasingly	
   focused	
   on	
   competition	
   law,	
  
political	
  lobbying	
  and	
  logic	
  of	
  finance.	
  At	
  the	
  same	
  time,	
  the	
  operational	
  logic	
  based	
  on	
  excellence	
  
and	
  experimentation	
  is	
  steamrolled	
  by	
  bureaucratic	
  development	
  and	
  financial	
  consideration.	
  
	
  
Conceiving	
  Empathic	
  Media	
  and	
  Outlining	
  Stakeholder	
   Interests	
   (With	
  Some	
  Surprising	
  
Results).	
  
Andrew	
  McStay	
  (Bangor	
  University).	
  
	
  
This	
   paper	
   outlines	
  what	
   in	
   Privacy	
   and	
  Philosophy:	
  New	
  Media	
   and	
  Affective	
   Protocol	
   (2014)	
   I	
  
account	
   for	
   as	
   “empathic	
   media”,	
   or	
   those	
   technologies	
   sensitive	
   to	
   emotion	
   and	
  
psychophysiological	
   states.	
   In	
  my	
  paper	
   I	
  will	
   outline	
   the	
   theoretical	
   underpinnings	
  of	
   empathic	
  
media	
   along	
   with	
   social	
   consequences,	
   paying	
   particular	
   to	
   European	
   legislation	
   and	
   industry	
  
understanding	
  of	
  empathic	
  data.	
  Legal	
  and	
  commercial	
  insights	
  are	
  framed	
  by	
  ongoing	
  interviews	
  
on	
  the	
  nature	
  and	
  scope	
  of	
  empathic	
  media	
  with	
  stakeholders	
  from	
  the	
  UK,	
  San	
  Francisco/Silicon	
  
Valley	
  region	
  and	
  Tel	
  Aviv.	
  These	
  include	
  data	
  protection	
  regulators,	
  angel	
  investors,	
  health-­‐based	
  
wearables	
   start-­‐ups,	
  marketers	
   and	
   audience	
   researchers,	
   user	
   experience	
   and	
   games	
   agencies,	
  
and	
  voice	
  analytics	
  companies.	
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The	
  Political	
  Economy	
  of	
  Data	
  in	
  Collective	
  Impact	
  Strategies.	
  
Alexander	
  Fink	
  (University	
  of	
  Minnesota).	
  
	
  
Collective	
   impact	
   strategies	
   bring	
   together	
   nonprofit	
   organizations	
   and	
   governments	
   in	
   a	
  
structured	
   way	
   to	
   move	
   the	
   needle	
   on	
   social	
   issues	
   using	
   shared	
   agendas,	
   activities,	
   and	
  
communication	
   strategies.	
   A	
   major	
   emphasis	
   of	
   these	
   efforts	
   is	
   on	
   measuring	
   outcomes	
   and	
  
impacts.	
  Doing	
  so	
  requires	
  gathering	
  data	
  from	
  the	
  sometimes	
  hundreds	
  of	
  organizations	
  involved	
  
and	
   triangulating	
   this	
   data	
   with	
   more	
   specific	
   research	
   studies,	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   neighborhood-­‐	
   and	
  
community-­‐level	
   economic	
   impact	
   assessments.	
   Collective	
   impact	
   efforts	
   are	
   rapidly	
   growing	
   in	
  
popularity,	
  both	
  in	
  the	
  form	
  of	
  grassroots	
  organizing	
  strategies	
  (bottom-­‐up)	
  and	
  policy	
  approaches	
  
(top-­‐down).	
  
	
  
Building	
   off	
   previous	
   research	
   on	
   the	
   political	
   economy	
   of	
   data	
   as	
   it	
   affects	
   Social	
  Work	
   in	
   the	
  
United	
  States,	
   this	
  paper	
  addresses	
   the	
  discourses	
  around	
  data	
   in	
  collective	
   impact	
  movements.	
  
What	
  arguments	
  are	
  being	
  made	
  about	
  data	
  collection	
  and	
  analysis?	
  How	
  are	
  these	
  movements	
  
using	
  data	
  to	
  measure	
  and	
  justify	
  activities?	
  Who	
  manages	
  this	
  data	
  and	
  how	
  do	
  they	
  do	
  it?	
  How	
  
does	
  data	
  collection,	
  analysis,	
  and	
  visualization	
  shape	
  movement	
  efforts	
  and	
  stakeholder	
  opinions	
  
and	
  investments?	
  Perhaps	
  most	
   importantly,	
  this	
  paper	
   inquires	
   into	
  the	
  ways	
  that	
  marginalized	
  
people,	
   and	
   especially	
   young	
   people,	
   are	
   excluded,	
   marginalized,	
   and/or	
   pathologized	
   through	
  
these	
   data	
   collection	
   and	
   use	
   strategies.	
   These	
   questions	
   are	
   addressed	
   through	
   a	
   discursive	
  
analysis	
   of	
   public	
   documents	
   of	
   collective	
   impact	
   efforts,	
   including	
   meeting	
   minutes,	
   official	
  
publications,	
   scholarly	
   analysis,	
   and	
   other	
   documents.	
   Highlighted	
   are	
   potential	
   openings	
   and	
  
counterarguments	
   for	
   those	
   interested	
   in	
   shifting	
   collective	
   impact	
   movements	
   towards	
   more	
  
justice-­‐related	
  data	
  collection	
  and	
  use	
  strategies.	
  	
  
	
  
Brokerage:	
  Mediating	
  Datafication,	
  Citizenship	
  and	
  the	
  City.	
  
Alison	
  Powell	
  (London	
  School	
  of	
  Economics	
  and	
  Political	
  Science).	
  
	
  
Datafication	
  is	
  transforming	
  citizenship	
  in	
  cities	
  around	
  the	
  world	
  by	
  introducing	
  new	
  relationships	
  
between	
  citizens	
  and	
  governments.	
  This	
  paper	
  examines	
  how	
  the	
  emergence	
  of	
  various	
  forms	
  of	
  
data	
   brokerage	
   by	
   companies	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   civic	
   entities	
   recasts	
   notions	
   of	
   citizenship	
   and	
  
institutional	
  responsibility.	
  For	
  local	
  government,	
  pressure	
  to	
  roll	
  back	
  the	
  state	
  sets	
  up	
  a	
  new	
  kind	
  
of	
  perspective	
  on	
  citizenship	
  that	
  shifts	
  from	
  seeing	
  citizens	
  as	
  those	
  with	
  civic	
  responsibilities	
  and	
  
engagements,	
   to	
   classifying	
   them	
   as	
   consumers.	
   Datafication	
   often	
   appears	
   to	
   promise	
   greater	
  
efficiency	
  in	
  the	
  delivery	
  of	
  services,	
  since	
  information	
  can	
  be	
  obtained	
  at	
  the	
  point	
  where	
  these	
  
services	
  are	
  delivered:	
  for	
  example,	
  a	
  sensor	
  on	
  a	
  rubbish	
  bin	
  ensures	
  it	
  is	
  emptied	
  only	
  when	
  full,	
  
which	
  might	
  facilitate	
  more	
  efficient	
  refuse	
  collection.	
  
	
  
A	
   consumer	
   perspective	
   on	
   citizenship	
   transforms	
   the	
   relationship	
   between	
   government,	
  
individuals	
   and	
   corporate	
   entities.	
   In	
   a	
   data	
   city,	
   this	
   transformed	
   relationship	
   is	
   evidenced	
   by	
  
production,	
  exchange,	
  and	
  brokerage	
  of	
  data.	
  Citizens	
  can	
  become	
  consumer-­‐producers	
  of	
  data,	
  
creating	
   value	
   for	
   governments	
   and	
   for	
   the	
   companies	
   that	
   provide	
   brokerage	
   of	
   that	
   data.	
  
Governments	
  too	
  become	
  consumers,	
  of	
  analytics	
  that	
  help	
  them	
  to	
  rationally	
  manage	
  resources	
  
that	
  are	
  deemed	
  scarce.	
  This	
   situation	
   invites	
  participation	
   from	
  brokers	
  who	
  can	
  negotiate	
   the	
  
relationships	
   between	
   these	
   two	
  entities,	
   positioning	
   them	
  both	
   as	
   consumers,	
   but	
   of	
   different	
  
packages	
  of	
  analytic	
  data.	
  This	
  paper	
  compares	
  and	
  contrasts	
  different	
  forms	
  of	
  commercial	
  and	
  
“civic”	
   data	
   brokers,	
   identifying	
   how	
   each	
   kind	
   of	
   brokerage	
   leverages	
   analytic	
   resources	
   and	
  
contributes	
  to	
  the	
  construction,	
  imagination,	
  and	
  valuation	
  of	
  data	
  in	
  the	
  city.	
  
	
  
	
  



	
  

@DataPowerConf	
  #DataPowerConf	
  

59	
  

	
  
	
  

	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  6a)	
  Data	
  Mining/Extraction	
  

	
  
	
  
Platform	
  Specificity	
  and	
  the	
  Politics	
  of	
  Location	
  Data	
  Extraction.	
  
Carlos	
  Barreneche	
  (Universidad	
  Javeriana).	
  
	
  
The	
  rise	
  of	
  smart	
  phone	
  use,	
  and	
   its	
  convergence	
  with	
  mapping	
   infrastructures	
  and	
   large	
  search	
  
and	
   social	
   media	
   corporations,	
   has	
   led	
   to	
   a	
   commensurate	
   rise	
   in	
   the	
   importance	
   of	
   location.	
  
While	
   locations	
   are	
   still	
   defined	
   by	
   fixed	
   long/lat	
   coordinates,	
   they	
   now	
   increasingly	
   ‘acquire	
  
dynamic	
  meaning	
  as	
  a	
  consequence	
  of	
  the	
  constantly	
  changing	
  location-­‐based	
  information	
  that	
  is	
  
attached	
  to	
  tem’	
  (de	
  Souza	
  e	
  Silva	
  and	
  Frith,	
  2012:	
  9)	
  becoming	
  ‘a	
  near	
  universal	
  search	
  string	
  for	
  
the	
   world’s	
   data’	
   (Gordon	
   and	
   de	
   Souza	
   e	
   Silva,	
   2011).	
   As	
   the	
   richness	
   of	
   this	
   geocoded	
  
information	
  increases,	
  so	
  the	
  commercial	
  value	
  of	
  this	
  location	
  information	
  also	
  increases.	
  
	
  
This	
   article	
   examines	
   the	
   growing	
   commercial	
   significance	
   of	
   location	
   data.	
   Informed	
   by	
   recent	
  
calls	
  for	
  ‘medium-­‐specific	
  analysis’,	
  we	
  build	
  on	
  earlier	
  work	
  (Barreneche,	
  2012a;	
  Wilken,	
  2013)	
  to	
  
argue	
   that	
   each	
   major	
   social	
   media	
   corporation	
   (Twitter,	
   Facebook,	
   Google,	
   and	
   Foursquare)	
  
actively	
   extracts	
   location	
   data	
   for	
   commercial	
   advantage	
   in	
   specific	
   ways	
   that	
   are	
   subtly	
   yet	
  
significantly	
  different	
  from	
  each	
  other	
  and	
  that	
  these	
  differences	
  warrant	
  close	
  attention.	
  By	
  not	
  
paying	
  due	
  and	
  careful	
  attention	
  to	
  the	
  specifics	
  of	
  data	
  extraction	
  strategies,	
  political	
  and	
  cultural	
  
economic	
   analyses	
   of	
   new	
   media	
   services	
   risk	
   eliding	
   key	
   differences	
   between	
   new	
   media	
  
platforms,	
   and	
   their	
   respective	
   software	
   systems,	
   patterns	
   of	
   consumer	
   use,	
   and	
   individual	
  
revenue	
  models.	
  
	
  
In	
  response,	
  we	
  develop	
  a	
  comparative	
  analysis	
  of	
  two	
  platforms	
  –	
  Google	
  and	
  Foursquare	
  –	
  and	
  
examine	
  how	
  each	
  extracts	
  and	
  uses	
  geocoded	
  user	
  data.	
   In	
  building	
   this	
  analysis,	
  our	
  aim	
   is	
   to	
  
construct,	
   in	
   Gerlitz	
   and	
   Helmond’s	
   (2013:	
   2)	
   words,	
   ‘a	
   platform	
   critique	
   that	
   is	
   sensitive	
   to	
  
[Google’s	
   and	
   Foursquare’s]	
   technical	
   infrastructure	
   whilst	
   giving	
   attention	
   to	
   the	
   social	
   and	
  
economic	
  implications’	
  of	
  both	
  platforms.	
  We	
  are	
  also	
  aware	
  that	
  any	
  examination	
  of	
  the	
  location	
  
data	
  extraction	
  strategies	
  of	
  these	
  two	
  companies	
  must	
  also	
  pay	
  attention	
  to	
  the	
  ‘specificity	
  and	
  
performative	
   efficacy	
   of	
   different	
   relations	
   and	
   different	
   relational	
   configurations’	
   (Anderson	
  &	
  
Harrison,	
   2010:	
   16),	
   including	
   the	
   cross-­‐platform	
   partnerships	
   between	
   them	
   and	
   other	
  
corporations	
   (such	
  as	
  between	
  Google	
  and	
  Yelp,	
   for	
  example,	
  and	
  between	
  Foursquare	
  and	
   the	
  
Facebook-­‐owned	
  Instagram	
  and	
  the	
  Google-­‐owned	
  Vine	
  and	
  Waze).	
  
	
  
From	
  this	
  comparative	
  exploration	
  of	
  platform	
  specificity,	
  we	
  aim	
  to	
  draw	
  conclusions	
  concerning	
  
marketing	
  (economic)	
  surveillance.	
  
	
  
Incompatible	
  Perceptions	
  of	
  Privacy:	
  Implications	
  for	
  Data	
  Protection	
  Regulation.	
  
Jockum	
  Hilden	
  (University	
  of	
  Helsinki).	
  
	
  
New	
   technologies	
   have	
   always	
   challenged	
   not	
   only	
   existing	
   regulation	
   but	
   also	
   existing	
   social	
  
norms	
  of	
  privacy,	
  on	
  which	
  future	
  laws	
  are	
  based	
  (Tene	
  &	
  Polonetsky,	
  2013).	
  Data	
  that	
  used	
  to	
  be	
  
known	
   only	
   to	
   data	
   subjects	
   are	
   now	
   stored	
   in	
   the	
   databases	
   of	
   private	
   companies	
   and	
   public	
  
authorities.	
  This	
  raises	
  several	
  legal,	
  political	
  and	
  ethical	
  questions:	
  Is	
  the	
  computerised	
  mining	
  of	
  
keywords	
   on	
   an	
   instant	
   messaging	
   app	
   comparable	
   to	
   an	
   actual	
   person	
   reading	
   a	
   private	
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conversation?	
  What	
  is	
  consent	
  online?	
  What	
  data	
  may	
  be	
  sold	
  to	
  third	
  parties?	
  The	
  questions	
  are	
  
hard	
   to	
   answer	
   since	
   social	
   networks,	
   fitness	
   apps	
   and	
   smart	
   smoke	
   alarms	
   lack	
   historical	
  
equivalents,	
   as	
   the	
   data	
   they	
   provide	
   are	
   significantly	
   richer	
   than	
   what	
   has	
   previously	
   been	
  
available	
  (Ohm,	
  2010:	
  1725).	
  
	
  
The	
  European	
  Union	
   is	
  presently	
  trying	
  to	
  address	
  online	
  privacy	
  challenges	
  with	
  a	
  new	
  General	
  
Data	
   Protection	
   Regulation	
   (EC,	
   2012),	
   which	
   is	
   yet	
   to	
   enter	
   into	
   force.	
   The	
   Regulation	
   is	
  
undoubtedly	
  a	
  compromise	
  of	
  several	
  conflicting	
  privacy	
  views,	
  but	
  it	
  is	
  still	
  unclear	
  to	
  what	
  extent	
  
different	
  perceptions	
  of	
  privacy	
  have	
  influenced	
  the	
  Commission’s	
  proposal.	
  
	
  
This	
   paper	
   will	
   explore	
   how	
   different	
   interest	
   groups	
   reacted	
   to	
   the	
   European	
   Commission’s	
  
communication	
  on	
  data	
  protection	
  (EC,	
  2010),	
  which	
  provided	
  the	
  roadmap	
  for	
  the	
  proposal	
  for	
  a	
  
General	
   Data	
   Protection	
   Regulation.	
   The	
   empirical	
   data	
   is	
   composed	
   of	
   288	
   submissions	
   to	
   the	
  
Commission’s	
   public	
   consultation	
   on	
   the	
   topic	
   (EC,	
   2011).	
   A	
   sample	
   of	
   submissions	
   that	
   are	
  
representative	
  of	
  the	
  interest	
  groups	
  will	
  be	
  chosen	
  for	
  closer	
  analysis.	
  The	
  results	
  will	
  provide	
  a	
  
clearer	
  picture	
  of	
   the	
  privacy	
  perceptions	
  of	
  different	
   interest	
  groups	
  and	
  their	
   influence	
  on	
  the	
  
final	
  proposal	
  for	
  a	
  regulation,	
  which	
  is	
  an	
  aspect	
  often	
  ignored	
  in	
  politics	
  research	
  (Klüver,	
  2013:	
  
203).	
  
	
  
Data-­‐Mining	
  Research	
  and	
  the	
  Accelerated	
  Disintegration	
  of	
  Dutch	
  Society.	
  
Ingrid	
  Hoofd	
  (Utrecht	
  University).	
  
	
  
The	
   use	
   of	
   data-­‐mining	
   by	
   social	
   researchers,	
   in	
   which	
   computers	
   are	
   called	
   upon	
   to	
   handle	
  
exceptionally	
  large	
  data	
  sets,	
  has	
  become	
  widespread.	
  Big	
  data	
  in	
  particular,	
  with	
  its	
  promise	
  of	
  in-­‐
depth	
  ways	
  of	
  comprehension,	
  appears	
   to	
  be	
   the	
  new	
  motto	
   in	
  cutting-­‐edge	
  social	
   research.	
  As	
  
also	
   this	
   conference’s	
   call	
   for	
   papers	
   attests,	
   claims	
   abound	
   that	
   big	
   data	
   allows	
   us	
   to	
   access	
  
opinions,	
  feelings,	
  and	
  behaviours	
  of	
  people	
  with	
  ever	
  more	
  speed,	
  accuracy,	
  and	
  efficacy.	
  While	
  
such	
   optimism	
   is	
   to	
   some	
   extent	
   productive,	
   this	
   paper	
   suggests	
   we	
   should	
   be	
   exceedingly	
  
apprehensive	
   of	
   these	
   discourses	
   around	
   digital	
   tools.	
   This	
   is	
   not	
   simply	
   because	
   these	
   tools	
  
obviously	
  play	
  an	
   important	
   role	
   in	
  managing	
  and	
  sorting	
  populations	
  –	
  a	
  goal	
   that	
  many	
  social	
  
scientists	
   unwittingly	
   serve	
   –	
   but	
   especially	
   because	
   the	
   ‘knowledge’	
   gained	
   from	
   data-­‐mining	
  
coincides	
   with	
   a	
   near-­‐perfect	
   obscuring	
   of	
   the	
   central	
   oppressive	
   politics	
   of	
   technocratic	
  
capitalism,	
  which	
  the	
  paper	
  calls	
  ‘speed-­‐elitism.’	
  Speed-­‐elitism	
  is	
  the	
  sublimation	
  of	
  ideals	
  of	
  social	
  
progress	
  –	
  to	
  which	
  governments	
  and	
  the	
  social	
  sciences	
  subscribe	
  –	
  into	
  the	
  contemporary	
  tools	
  
of	
   acceleration.	
   By	
   analyzing	
   the	
   data-­‐claims	
  made	
   by	
   social	
   scientists	
   around	
   the	
   2012	
   Haren	
  
Riots	
   in	
   the	
   Netherlands,	
   the	
   paper	
   claims	
   that	
   proper	
   social	
   representation	
   has	
   given	
   way	
   to	
  
algorithmic	
  functionality.	
  It	
  argues	
  that	
  this	
  slippage	
  is	
  possible	
  because	
  acceleration	
  and	
  the	
  hope	
  
for	
  a	
  better	
  society	
  have	
  always	
  been	
  conjoined	
  twins	
  in	
  the	
  Western	
  philosophical	
  tradition.	
  This	
  
means	
  that	
  the	
  Haren	
  Riots	
  researchers,	
  despite	
  –	
  or	
  rather	
  because	
  of	
  –	
  their	
  data-­‐mining	
  efforts	
  
dissimulated	
  the	
  foundational	
  violence	
  of	
  technocratic	
  capitalism	
  in	
  Dutch	
  society.	
  
	
  
Erasing	
  Discrimination	
  in	
  Data	
  Mining,	
  Who	
  Would	
  Object?	
  -­‐	
  Is	
  a	
  Paradigmatic	
  Shift	
  from	
  
Data	
  Protection	
  Principles	
  Necessary	
  to	
  Tackle	
  Discrimination	
  in	
  Data	
  Mining?	
  
Laurens	
  Naudts	
  and	
  Jef	
  Ausloos	
  (University	
  of	
  Leuven	
  (ICRI/CIR	
  -­‐	
  iMinds)).	
  	
  
	
  
Data	
  mining	
  –	
  a	
  crucial	
  step	
  in	
  knowledge	
  discovery	
  in	
  databases	
  –	
  is	
  gradually	
  becoming	
  a	
  critical	
  
element	
   in	
   decision-­‐making	
   processes.	
   Though	
   presenting	
  many	
   benefits	
   to	
   capitalise	
   on	
   ever-­‐
growing	
   data	
   sets,	
   data	
   mining	
   may	
   also	
   result	
   in	
   discrimination.	
   Up	
   until	
   now	
   however,	
   the	
  
regulation	
  of	
  data	
  mining	
  has	
  primarily	
  been	
  approached	
  from	
  a	
   ‘data	
  protection’	
  point	
  of	
  view,	
  
without	
   considering	
   anti-­‐discrimination	
   rules.	
   Although	
   the	
   raison	
   d’être	
   of	
   these	
   regulatory	
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regimes	
   fundamentally	
  differs,	
   the	
  protection	
  offered	
  by	
   these	
   rule	
   sets	
   could	
  be	
   considered	
  as	
  
complementary.	
  
	
  
This	
   article	
   will	
   determine	
   whether,	
   from	
   a	
   legal	
   perspective,	
   data	
   protection	
   principles	
   can	
  
counteract	
   the	
  potential	
  discriminatory	
  effects	
  of	
  data	
  mining.	
   In	
  order	
   to	
  do	
   so,	
   it	
  will	
   start	
  by	
  
articulating	
  the	
  normative	
  goals	
  underlying	
  anti-­‐discrimination	
  rules	
  and	
  the	
  challenges	
  presented	
  
to	
   it	
  by	
  data	
  mining.	
  This	
  also	
   includes	
   identifying	
   the	
  underlying	
  normative/legal	
  basis	
   for	
  data	
  
mining’s	
   benefits.	
   As	
   a	
   result,	
   a	
   balancing	
   exercise	
   can	
   be	
   drawn	
   between	
   the	
   different	
  
fundamental	
   rights/interests	
   at	
   stake.	
   Subsequently,	
   the	
   article	
   will	
   investigate	
   how	
   data	
  
protection	
   law	
  can	
  be	
  used	
   in	
   this	
  balancing	
  exercise.	
  More	
  specifically,	
   it	
  will	
  evaluate	
  how	
  the	
  
rights	
   to	
   erasure	
   and	
   to	
   object	
   might	
   counter	
   discrimination,	
   while	
   –	
   at	
   the	
   same	
   time	
   –	
   not	
  
(disproportionately)	
  thwart	
  the	
  potential	
  benefits	
  of	
  data	
  mining.	
  
	
  
In	
  conclusion,	
  the	
  article	
  essentially	
  looks	
  at	
  the	
  legal	
  challenges	
  data	
  mining	
  poses	
  from	
  an	
  anti-­‐
discrimination	
  perspective.	
  It	
  does	
  recognise,	
  however,	
  the	
  accessory	
  role	
  data	
  protection	
  law	
  can	
  
play	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  neutralise	
  these	
  challenges.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  6b)	
  Data	
  and	
  Popular	
  Culture	
  

	
  
	
  
When	
  artistry	
  is	
  turned	
  into	
  data.	
  
Maria	
  Eriksson	
  (Umea	
  University).	
  
	
  
The	
  generation	
  and	
  archival	
  of	
  metadata	
  regarding	
  music	
  and	
  artistry	
  not	
  only	
  occurs	
  on	
  a	
  daily	
  
basis,	
   but	
   is	
   also	
   the	
   foodstuff	
   of	
   recommendation	
   algorithms	
   that	
   power	
   today’s	
   digital	
  music	
  
streams.	
   This	
   paper	
   aims	
   at	
   investigating	
   one	
   particular	
   company	
   that	
   deals	
   with	
   such	
   data	
  
production:	
  The	
  Echo	
  Nest,	
  a	
  business	
  that	
  premiers	
   itself	
  as	
  being	
  “the	
  industry’s	
   leading	
  music	
  
intelligence	
  company”.	
  By	
  allegedly	
  scraping	
  the	
  Internet	
  for	
  everything	
  and	
  anything	
  that	
  is	
  said	
  
about	
   music,	
   The	
   Echo	
   Nest	
   claims	
   to	
   generate	
   “musical	
   understanding”	
   through	
   synthesizing	
  
billions	
   of	
   data	
   points	
   regarding	
   artists	
   and	
   music	
   in	
   real-­‐time.	
   But	
   what	
   kinds	
   of	
   ‘knowing’	
   is	
  
actually	
  created	
  by	
  such	
  surveillance	
  measures?	
  
	
  
Presenting	
   initial	
   results	
   from	
   a	
   longitudinal	
   API	
   study	
   where	
   The	
   Echo	
   Nest’s	
   collection	
   of	
  
metadata	
   regarding	
   artists	
   was	
   monitored	
   and	
   analyzed,	
   I	
   argue	
   that	
   the	
   generation	
   of	
   Big	
  
(Meta)Data	
   regarding	
  music	
   and	
   artistry	
   is	
   not	
   only	
   a	
   tool	
   for	
  managing	
  musicians	
   and	
  musical	
  
artifacts,	
   but	
   also	
   a	
   form	
   of	
  musical	
   paratext	
   that	
   serves	
   to	
   contextualize	
   and	
  make	
  music	
   and	
  
artistry	
  intelligible.	
  By	
  conducting	
  a	
  close	
  reading	
  of	
  the	
  company’s	
  artist	
  metadata,	
  I	
  hope	
  to	
  shed	
  
light	
  on	
  how	
  data	
  management	
  has	
   the	
  power	
   to	
   reconfigure	
   ideas	
   regarding	
  musical	
   fame	
  and	
  
success.	
   I	
   also	
   aim	
   to	
   reveal	
   how	
   metadata	
   needs	
   to	
   be	
   understood	
   as	
   a	
   key	
   element	
   in	
   the	
  
performance	
   of	
   streaming	
   music	
   today.	
   The	
   case	
   study	
   exposes	
   how	
   Big	
   Data	
   is	
   not	
   simply	
  
informative,	
  but	
  a	
  critical	
  agent	
  that	
  affects	
  how	
  music	
  moves	
  and	
  is	
  displayed.	
  
	
  
Forced	
  ‘Gifts’	
  and	
  Mandatory	
  Permissions:	
  Digital	
  Property,	
  Data	
  Capture,	
  and	
  the	
  New	
  
Music	
  Industry.	
  
Leslie	
  M.	
  Meier	
  (University	
  of	
  Leeds)	
  and	
  Vincent	
  R.	
  Manzerolle	
  (University	
  of	
  Windsor,	
  Canada).	
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Amid	
  declining	
  revenues	
  for	
  music	
  recordings	
  and	
  heightened	
  competition	
  for	
  audience	
  attention,	
  
music	
   companies	
   and	
   recording	
   artists	
   have	
   experimented	
   with	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   approaches	
   to	
  
distributing,	
   marketing,	
   and	
   generating	
   buzz	
   for	
   popular	
   music.	
   Technology	
   giants,	
   meanwhile,	
  
have	
  partnered	
  with	
  top	
  stars	
  in	
  attempts	
  to	
  forge	
  potent	
  ties	
  with	
  popular	
  culture	
  and	
  to	
  amass	
  
consumer	
   data.	
   Drawing	
   on	
   two	
   case	
   studies,	
   this	
   paper	
   examines	
   the	
   emerging	
   nexus	
   of	
   the	
  
music	
   and	
   technology	
   industries,	
   and	
   issues	
   posed	
   by	
   cultural	
   industry	
   business	
   models	
  
underpinned	
  by	
  data	
  capture	
  -­‐-­‐	
  the	
  motor	
  driving	
  power	
  and	
  profits	
  inside	
  digital	
  capitalism.	
  
	
  
The	
  first	
  involves	
  the	
  partnership	
  between	
  Samsung	
  and	
  Jay-­‐Z	
  that	
  launched	
  the	
  release	
  of	
  Magna	
  
Carta…	
   Holy	
   Grail	
   (2013),	
   an	
   album	
   initially	
   made	
   available	
   for	
   ‘free’	
   only	
   to	
   Samsung	
   Galaxy	
  
smartphone	
   users.	
   The	
   price	
   was	
   personal	
   data.	
   The	
   invasiveness	
   and	
   sheer	
   number	
   of	
  
permissions	
   demanded	
   by	
   Samsung	
   and	
   the	
   “album	
   app”	
   provoked	
   a	
   backlash	
   by	
   users	
   and	
  
privacy	
  experts	
  alike,	
  and	
  spurred	
  the	
  Electronic	
  Privacy	
  Information	
  Center	
  (EPIC)	
  to	
  call	
  for	
  a	
  U.S.	
  
Federal	
  Trade	
  Commission	
  investigation.	
  The	
  second	
  centres	
  on	
  Apple	
  and	
  U2,	
  and	
  the	
  free,	
  push-­‐
based	
   distribution	
   of	
   Songs	
   of	
   Innocence	
   (2014)	
   to	
   all	
   iTunes	
   users.	
   The	
   aggressiveness	
   (and	
  
hubris)	
  of	
   this	
   ‘forced’	
  distribution	
  was	
  widely	
  denounced,	
  prompting	
  an	
  apology	
  from	
  the	
  band	
  
and	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  a	
  costly	
  removal	
  tool.	
  Through	
  analysis	
  of	
  terms	
  and	
  permissions,	
  media	
  
coverage,	
   and	
   privacy	
   advocacy	
   reports,	
   we	
   demonstrate	
   how	
   distinct	
   promotional	
   logics	
  
converge	
  with	
   the	
   drive	
   to	
   acquire	
   and	
  monetize	
   ever	
  more	
   user	
   data.	
  Music	
   functions	
   as	
   one	
  
means	
   to	
   this	
   end.	
   Today,	
   cultural	
   production	
   and	
   the	
   search	
   for	
   data	
   power	
   are	
   inseparably	
  
linked.	
  
	
  
Musica	
  Analytica:	
  Music	
  Streaming	
  Services	
  and	
  Big	
  Data.	
  
Robert	
  Prey	
  (Simon	
  Fraser	
  University).	
  
	
  
As	
   listeners	
   increasingly	
   stream	
   music	
   from	
   the	
   cloud,	
   all	
   listening	
   time	
   has	
   become	
   data-­‐
generating	
   time.	
  On	
  music	
  streaming	
  services	
   (Spotify,	
  Pandora,	
  SoundCloud,	
  Rdio,	
  Deezer,	
  etc.)	
  
every	
  song	
  we	
  listen	
  to,	
  every	
  song	
  we	
  skip,	
  every	
  thumb	
  up	
  or	
  thumb	
  down,	
  is	
  tracked	
  and	
  fed	
  
into	
  an	
  algorithm.	
  
	
  
In	
   this	
   paper,	
   I	
   examine	
  exactly	
   how	
   listener	
   actions	
   and	
   affects	
   are	
  measured,	
  monetized,	
   and	
  
categorized	
   by	
   focusing	
   on	
   the	
   music	
   data	
   analytics	
   company	
   ‘The	
   Echo	
   Nest’.	
   The	
   Echo	
   Nest	
  
utilizes	
   predictive	
   modeling	
   to	
   analyze	
   listening	
   behavior	
   in	
   order	
   to	
   identify	
  
psychographic/affinity	
  characteristics	
  of	
  listeners.	
  This	
  detailed	
  knowledge	
  helps	
  music	
  streaming	
  
services	
  not	
  only	
  offer	
  more	
  targeted	
  song	
  recommendations	
  but	
  also	
  to	
  more	
  precisely	
  segment	
  
their	
   listeners	
  by	
   ‘lifestyle	
  category’	
  and	
  perceived	
   ‘worth’,	
  allowing	
  advertisers	
   in	
  turn	
  to	
  target	
  
their	
  messages	
  to	
  distinct	
  listener	
  profiles.	
  
	
  
Recent	
   media	
   attention	
   has	
   focused	
   on	
   disputes	
   over	
   royalty	
   payments	
   between	
   streaming	
  
services	
   and	
   artists	
   such	
   as	
   Taylor	
   Swift.	
   While	
   this	
   is	
   a	
   critically	
   important	
   issue,	
   much	
   less	
  
attention	
  has	
  been	
  paid	
  to	
  the	
  wider	
  social	
  implications	
  and	
  tensions	
  that	
  accompany	
  the	
  shift	
  to	
  
data-­‐driven	
  music	
   consumption.	
  With	
  music	
   streaming	
   services,	
   our	
   detailed	
   listening	
   practices	
  
are	
  now	
  collected	
  and	
  correlated	
  with	
  other	
  sources	
  of	
  personal	
  data,	
  without	
  our	
  knowledge	
  of	
  
how	
   these	
   processes	
   take	
   place.	
  We	
   urgently	
   need	
   to	
   understand	
   how	
   this	
   occurs,	
   what	
   is	
   at	
  
stake,	
  and	
  the	
  wider	
  social	
  implications.	
  
	
  
User	
  acquisition:	
  The	
  Rise	
  of	
  the	
  Data	
  Commodity.	
  
David	
  Nieborg	
  (University	
  of	
  Amsterdam	
  and	
  Massachusetts	
  Institute	
  of	
  Technology).	
  
	
  
The	
  majority	
  of	
   the	
   revenue	
  associated	
  with	
   app-­‐based	
  mobile	
   games	
   is	
   generated	
   via	
  optional	
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virtual	
   consumption.	
  Only	
  a	
   small	
  number	
  of	
  users	
   consider	
   these	
   so	
   called	
   "in	
  app	
  purchases".	
  
This	
   low	
   conversion	
   rate	
   of	
   players	
   into	
   payers	
   favors	
   economies	
   of	
   scale	
   and	
   resulted	
   in	
  
significant	
   investments	
   in	
   tools	
   and	
   techniques	
   for	
   player	
   aggregation.	
   This	
   paper	
   surveys	
   the	
  
political	
   economic	
   implications	
   of	
   the	
   so-­‐called	
   “free-­‐to-­‐play”	
   business	
   model	
   by	
   analyzing	
   the	
  
marketing	
   practices	
   associated	
   with	
   game	
   apps.	
   Drawing	
   on	
   in-­‐depth	
   interviews	
   with	
   industry	
  
practitioners	
   it	
  becomes	
  clear	
  that	
  game	
  studios	
   increasingly	
   invest	
   in	
  a	
  data-­‐driven	
  approach	
  to	
  
game	
  production	
  and	
  circulation.	
  
	
  
The	
  first	
  part	
  of	
  this	
  paper	
  will	
  follow	
  both	
  the	
  money	
  and	
  the	
  data	
  to	
  deconstruct	
  app	
  marketing.	
  
Game	
   studios	
   have	
   built	
   a	
   business	
  model	
   that	
   combines	
   the	
   commodification	
   of	
   virtual	
   items,	
  
connectivity,	
   user	
   attention,	
   user	
   data,	
   and	
   play.	
   Political	
   economist	
   Smythe’s	
   concept	
   of	
   the	
  
"audience	
   commodity"	
   will	
   be	
   used	
   to	
   contend	
   that	
   players	
   have	
   become	
   a	
   data	
   commodity.	
  
Second,	
  it	
  is	
  argued	
  that	
  the	
  free-­‐to-­‐play	
  business	
  model	
  is	
  intertwined	
  with	
  the	
  business	
  models	
  
of	
   social	
   media	
   platforms	
   (i.e.	
   Facebook,	
   Google,	
   Amazon	
   and	
   Apple).	
   The	
   emerging	
   industry	
  
practice	
  of	
  "user	
  acquisition"	
  is	
  afforded	
  by,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  conducted	
  within	
  the	
  boundaries	
  of	
  these	
  
connective	
  platforms,	
  which	
  offer	
  the	
  means	
  (i.e.	
  the	
  technological	
  infrastructure,	
  tools	
  and	
  third-­‐
party	
   services)	
   to	
   facilitate	
   and	
  optimize	
   an	
   opaque,	
   capital-­‐intensive,	
   and	
  data-­‐driven	
  mode	
  of	
  
advertising.	
   The	
   paper	
   concludes	
   by	
   surveying	
   the	
   long-­‐term	
   implications	
   of	
   the	
   free-­‐to-­‐play	
  
business	
  model	
  and	
  the	
  rise	
  of	
  players	
  as	
  a	
  data	
  commodity.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Panel	
  Session	
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Training	
  to	
  Self-­‐Care:	
  The	
  Power	
  and	
  Knowledge	
  of	
  Fitness	
  Data.	
  
Aristea	
  Fotopoulou	
  (Lancaster	
  University).	
  
	
  
In	
  recent	
  years,	
  tracking	
  devices	
  and	
  wearable	
  sensors	
  occupy	
  a	
  key	
  locus	
  in	
  the	
  mediation	
  of	
  the	
  
healthy	
   and	
   responsible	
   citizen.	
   Cloud-­‐based	
   fitness-­‐tracking	
   devices	
   such	
   as	
   Fitbit	
   are	
   often	
  
framed	
   in	
   policy	
   and	
   in	
   the	
  media	
   to	
   enable	
   significant	
   life-­‐quality	
   changes.	
   Critical	
   discussions	
  
around	
  this	
  widely	
  circulating	
  notion	
  of	
  the	
  health-­‐data	
  tracking	
  citizen	
  have	
  heavily	
  drawn	
  from	
  
Michel	
   Foucault’s	
   later	
   conceptualisation	
  of	
   'care	
   for	
   the	
   self'	
   (Rose	
  and	
  Novas,	
   2005;	
  Rabinow,	
  
1992).	
  Here	
  the	
  emphasis	
  has	
  been	
  on	
  how	
  technologies	
  of	
  the	
  body	
  have	
  historically	
  served	
  to	
  
discipline	
  bodies	
  and	
  to	
  construct	
  notions	
  of	
  the	
  healthy	
  body;	
  however,	
  in	
  the	
  case	
  of	
  Fitbit	
  and	
  
other	
   similar	
   wearable	
   technologies	
   in	
   the	
   leisure/health	
   consumer	
   market,	
   questions	
   beyond	
  
autonomy,	
   freedom	
   and	
   choice	
   open	
   up	
   to	
   critical	
   inquiry.	
   The	
   accumulation	
   of	
   statistical	
   data	
  
indicates	
   a	
   shift	
   of	
   legitimacy	
   and	
   power	
   from	
   the	
   medical	
   expert	
   to	
   the	
   individual.	
   In	
   the	
  
promotional	
   material	
   of	
   various	
   gadgets,	
   this	
   shift	
   of	
   authority	
   is	
   often	
   accentuated	
   and	
  
articulated	
  as	
  a	
  form	
  of	
  democratisation	
  and	
  individual	
  empowerment	
  afforded	
  by	
  the	
  technology.	
  
This	
  paper	
  focuses	
  on	
  data	
  power	
  in	
  relation	
  to	
  new	
  forms	
  of	
  self-­‐training	
  and	
  new	
  subjectivities	
  
as	
   they	
   link	
   to	
   pedagogies	
   of	
   self-­‐care	
   or	
   'biopedagogies'.	
   Through	
   a	
   media	
   analysis	
   of	
   the	
  
innovation	
  imaginaries	
  circulating	
  in	
  the	
  media;	
  and	
  an	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  Fitbit	
  interface,	
  we	
  discuss	
  
data	
  power	
  in	
  the	
  wider	
  context	
  of	
  digital	
  health	
  promotion,	
  imaginaries	
  of	
  technoscience,	
  and	
  the	
  
shift	
  from	
  health	
  care	
  to	
  health	
  consumption.	
  Our	
  critical	
  attention	
  is	
  with	
  the	
  tensions	
  between	
  
media	
  representations,	
  user	
  experience,	
  and	
  knowledge-­‐making	
  about	
  data	
  and	
  health	
  promotion	
  
wearables,	
   against	
   the	
   backdrop	
   of	
   economic	
   cuts	
   and	
   the	
   reshaping	
   of	
   the	
   health	
   sector	
  
throughout	
  Europe.	
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(My)	
  Data	
  (My)	
  Double:	
  On	
  the	
  Need	
  for	
  a	
  Positive	
  Biopolitical	
  Understanding	
  of	
  Data.	
  
Spencer	
  Revoy	
  (Queen's	
  University,	
  Canada).	
  
	
  
This	
   paper	
   explores	
   the	
   implications	
   for	
   Big	
  Data	
   practices	
  when	
   considering	
   data	
   as	
   a	
   virtually	
  
embodied	
  extension	
  of	
   the	
  subject	
  who	
  generates	
   it.	
  First,	
   the	
  paper	
   follows	
  Sarah	
  Kember	
  and	
  
Joanna	
  Zylinska’s	
  argument	
  that	
  new	
  media	
  practices,	
  entrenched	
  and	
  multivalent	
  as	
  they	
  are	
  for	
  
so	
  many,	
  should	
  be	
  considered	
  vital	
  processes	
  of	
  everyday	
  life	
  and	
  extends	
  it	
  by	
  arguing	
  that	
  the	
  
data	
  of	
  these	
  processes	
  should	
  be	
  considered	
  as	
  embodied.	
  This	
  connection	
  to	
  the	
  body	
  is	
  posited	
  
through	
  Arthur	
  Kroker’s	
  conception	
  of	
  the	
  posthuman,	
  especially	
  the	
  concept	
  of	
  body	
  drift—that	
  
contemporary	
   subjects	
   constantly	
   drift	
   between	
   bodies	
   of	
   various	
   constructions,	
   including	
  
technologically	
  mediated	
  ones	
  composed	
  of	
  data.	
  In	
  the	
  second	
  part,	
  the	
  paper	
  argues	
  that,	
  within	
  
this	
   positive	
   biopolitics	
   of	
   data,	
   current	
   Big	
   Data	
   practices	
   such	
   as	
   sovereign	
   ownership,	
  
anonymous	
  mass	
  collection/sortation	
  and	
  remediation	
  alienate	
  subjects	
  from	
  their	
  data	
  doubles.	
  
The	
  paper	
  argues	
  that	
  this	
  alienation	
  is	
  not	
  an	
  intrinsic	
  quality	
  of	
  current	
  Big	
  Data	
  practices	
  but	
  a	
  
byproduct	
   of	
   the	
   form	
   through	
   which	
   the	
   practices	
   occur,	
   i.e.	
   the	
   interface.	
   Through	
   a	
   critical	
  
evaluation	
   of	
   ‘user-­‐friendliness’	
   as	
   the	
   predominant	
   philosophy	
   of	
   interface	
   design,	
   the	
   paper	
  
concludes	
  that	
  data	
  alienation	
   is	
  not	
  a	
  new	
  phenomenon	
  in	
  human-­‐computer	
   interface,	
  but	
  one	
  
that	
  is	
  problematized	
  by	
  the	
  increasing	
  vitality	
  of	
  the	
  data	
  double	
  as	
  an	
  intimate	
  reflection	
  of	
  the	
  
generating	
   subject;	
   further,	
   that	
   the	
   capacities	
   of	
   Big	
   Data	
   technologies	
   to	
   control	
   this	
   data	
  
exacerbates	
  the	
  problem	
  and	
  necessitates	
  a	
  biopolitical	
  intervention	
  into	
  Big	
  Data	
  studies	
  and,	
  in	
  
consideration	
  of	
  Big	
  Data's	
  form,	
  an	
  interdisciplinary	
  linking	
  to	
  the	
  field	
  of	
  interface	
  criticism.	
  
	
  
The	
  Domestication	
  of	
  Self-­‐Monitoring	
  Devices:	
  Beyond	
  Data	
  Practices?	
  
Kate	
   Weiner	
   (University	
   of	
   Sheffield);	
   Catherine	
   Will	
   (University	
   of	
   Sussex),	
   and	
   Flis	
   Henwood	
  
(University	
  of	
  Brighton).	
  
	
  
The	
  emergence	
  of	
  a	
  lay	
  consumer	
  market	
  for	
  health	
  monitoring	
  devices	
  means	
  that	
  people	
  may	
  be	
  
recording	
  and	
  tracking	
  ever	
  more	
  aspects	
  of	
  their	
  bodily	
  status.	
  One	
  strand	
  of	
  scholarship	
  has	
  seen	
  
this	
  through	
  a	
  Foucauldian	
  lens,	
  suggesting	
  that	
  self-­‐tracking	
  requires	
  and	
  produces	
  certain	
  types	
  
of	
   self-­‐regulating	
   and	
   responsible	
   subjects,	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   expressing	
   concerns	
   about	
   flows	
   of	
   data	
  
away	
   from	
   these	
   subjects	
   to	
   governments	
   and	
   corporations.	
   Another	
   strand	
   has	
   seen	
   these	
  
developments	
  through	
  the	
  lens	
  of	
  expertise	
  and	
  implied	
  a	
  more	
  creative	
  potential	
  for	
  tracking	
  to	
  
engender	
   new	
   forms	
   of	
   patienthood,	
   and	
   celebrating	
   data	
   flows	
   to	
   new	
   knowledge-­‐producing	
  
collectives	
  that	
  may	
  challenge	
  biomedical	
  knowledge.	
  
	
  
In	
  both	
  perspectives,	
  knowledge	
  creation	
  is	
  a	
  key	
  outcome	
  of	
  self-­‐monitoring.	
  We	
  start	
  from	
  some	
  
doubts	
  about	
  whether	
  this	
  fully	
  explains	
  people’s	
  self-­‐monitoring	
  practices.	
  We	
  question	
  whether	
  
such	
  monitoring	
  necessarily	
  leads	
  to	
  data,	
  let	
  alone	
  to	
  knowledge.	
  Drawing	
  on	
  our	
  research	
  on	
  the	
  
domestication	
  of	
  consumer	
  health	
  technologies,	
  we	
  would	
  like	
  to	
  supplement	
  current	
  perspective	
  
through	
   exploring	
   how	
   self-­‐monitoring	
   contributes	
   on	
   a	
   very	
   local	
   and	
   domestic	
   level	
   to	
  
negotiations	
   about	
   care,	
   and	
   consider	
   possibilities	
   for	
   monitoring	
   to	
   feature	
   in	
   what	
   we	
  
understand	
  as	
  mundane	
  or	
  quiet	
  forms	
  of	
  resistance	
  to	
  contemporary	
  health	
  surveillance.	
  
	
  
The	
  dataist	
  self	
  -­‐	
  epistemological	
  foundations	
  and	
  social	
  positionings.	
  
Minna	
  Ruckenstein	
  and	
  Mika	
  Pantzar	
  (University	
  of	
  Helsinki).	
  
	
  
This	
  paper	
  offers	
  an	
  investigation	
  of	
  the	
  Quantified	
  Self	
  (QS)	
  phenomenon,	
  as	
  it	
  is	
  presented	
  in	
  the	
  
magazine,	
  Wired	
  (2008-­‐2012).	
  Based	
  on	
  an	
  exploration	
  of	
  the	
  epistemological	
  foundations	
  of	
  the	
  
Quantified	
  Self	
  discourse,	
   four	
   interrelated	
   themes	
  –	
   transparency,	
  optimization,	
   feedback	
   loop,	
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and	
  biohacking	
  –	
  are	
  identified	
  as	
  formative,	
  suggesting	
  that	
  the	
  notion	
  of	
  the	
  Quantified	
  Self	
  is	
  a	
  
curious	
  mix	
   of	
   theories	
   of	
   knowledge	
   promoting	
   ‘dataism’.	
  Wired	
   takes	
   advantage	
   of	
   language,	
  
including	
  metaphors	
  and	
  key	
  concepts,	
  and	
  combines	
  them	
  in	
  a	
  manner	
  that	
  proposes	
  a	
  new	
  kind	
  
of	
  self,	
   ‘a	
  dataistic	
  self’.	
  The	
  Quantified	
  Self	
   -­‐discourse	
  argues	
  that	
  dataism,	
  enabled	
  by	
  personal	
  
data	
  flows	
  and	
  feedback	
  mechanisms,	
  is	
  a	
  empowering	
  reflexive	
  possibility	
  for	
  those	
  who	
  use	
  self-­‐
tracking	
   technologies	
   for	
   fulfilling	
   their	
   goals.	
   Yet	
   without	
   appropriate	
   resources,	
   technological	
  
newness	
   can	
   incapacitate	
   and	
   disable,	
   with	
   the	
   end	
   result	
   being	
   that	
   we	
   can	
   no	
   longer	
   know	
  
ourselves	
  and	
  other	
  people.	
  The	
  dataistic	
  worldview	
  privileges	
  access	
  to	
  data	
  generating	
  devices	
  
and	
   data	
   analysis	
   techniques	
   in	
   a	
   manner	
   that	
   can	
   undermine	
   the	
   enabling	
   promises	
   of	
  
digitalization;	
  instead	
  of	
  openness	
  and	
  transparency,	
  people	
  rely	
  on	
  closed	
  computational	
  systems	
  
as	
  knowledge	
  formation	
  becomes	
  more	
  intimately	
  tied	
  to	
  technological	
  advances	
  and	
  analytics	
  in	
  
the	
  form	
  of	
  algorithms,	
  for	
  instance.	
  Thus	
  the	
  seductive	
  and	
  adaptive	
  nature	
  of	
  the	
  Quantified	
  Self	
  
suggests	
   that	
   the	
   social	
   and	
   economic	
   aims	
   and	
   research	
   efforts	
   being	
   channeled	
   through	
   the	
  
promotion	
  of	
  data-­‐driven	
  selves,	
   lives,	
  and	
  economies	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  persistently	
  evaluated	
  and	
  re-­‐
politicized	
  and	
  the	
  paper	
  suggests	
  some	
  moves	
  towards	
  that	
  end.	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Panel	
  Session	
  6d)	
  Civic	
  Hacking	
  and	
  Riotous	
  Media	
  

	
  
	
  
Civic	
  hacking:	
  Re-­‐imagining	
  civic	
  engagement	
  in	
  datafied	
  publics.	
  
Stefan	
  Baack	
  and	
  Tamara	
  Witschge	
  (University	
  of	
  Groningen).	
  
	
  
In	
   this	
   paper	
  we	
   explore	
   the	
   case	
   of	
   civic	
   hacking	
   to	
   reflect	
   on	
   issues	
   surrounding	
   data	
   power.	
  
Aiming	
  at	
  re-­‐imagining	
  civic	
  engagement	
  and	
  creating	
  new	
  civic	
  spaces,	
  civic	
  hacking	
  can	
  be	
  seen	
  
as	
  an	
  attempt	
  to	
  reassert	
  agency	
  in	
  an	
  environment	
  increasingly	
  governed	
  by	
  the	
  logic	
  of	
  big	
  data	
  
technologies.	
  The	
   trend	
  of	
  datafication	
  of	
  more	
  and	
  more	
  domains	
  of	
   social	
   life	
  has	
  meant	
   that	
  
surveillance	
  and	
  personalized	
  advertisement	
  has	
  become	
  rife,	
  also	
   in	
  public	
  spaces	
   (Couldry	
  and	
  
Powell,	
   2014;	
   Couldry	
   and	
   Turow,	
   2014).	
   Countering	
   this	
   trend,	
   civic	
   hacking,	
   however,	
   equally	
  
relies	
   on	
   datafication,	
   whether	
   it	
   entails	
   employing	
   government	
   data,	
   generating	
   new	
   data	
   via	
  
crowdsourcing,	
  digitalization	
  of	
  printed	
  documents,	
  or	
  making	
  otherwise	
  unavailable	
  information	
  
accessible	
   online	
   (“scraping”).	
   In	
   this	
   paper	
   we	
   explore	
   the	
   possible	
   tension	
   involved	
   in	
   civic	
  
hacking’s	
  relation	
  to	
  data.	
  
	
  
With	
  the	
  growing	
  prominence	
  of	
  civic	
  hacking,	
  we	
  want	
  to	
  contribute	
  to	
  our	
  understanding	
  of	
  this	
  
phenomenon	
  and	
  enable	
  evaluation	
  of	
   the	
   scope	
  and	
   impact	
  of	
   civic	
  hacking	
  practices.	
  We	
  will	
  
present	
   empirical	
   findings	
   of	
   a	
   case	
   study	
  of	
   the	
  British	
  NGO	
  mySociety[1],	
  which	
   is	
   one	
  of	
   the	
  
leading	
   organizations	
   in	
   the	
   field	
   that	
   pioneered	
   many	
   civic	
   tech	
   applications	
   that	
   are	
   now	
  
considered	
   standard	
   (e.g.	
   WhatDoTheyKnow.com).	
   Through	
   interviews	
   and	
   analysis	
   of	
   policy	
  
documents	
   we	
   examine	
   how	
   civic	
   hackers	
   utilize	
   data	
   to	
   empower	
   citizens	
   and	
   reclaim	
   public	
  
spaces.	
  Ultimately,	
  we	
  aim	
   to	
   reflect	
  on	
   the	
   conditions	
  and	
   structures	
  under	
  which	
  datafication	
  
can	
   serve	
   democratic	
   values	
   and	
   the	
   extent	
   to	
  which	
   these	
   practices	
   allow	
   for	
   the	
   assertion	
   of	
  
agency.	
  
	
  
Open	
  government	
  data	
  practices:	
  The	
  example	
  of	
  civic	
  hacking.	
  
Juliane	
  Jarke	
  (University	
  of	
  Bremen).	
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Governments	
  throughout	
  Europe	
  (and	
   indeed	
  all	
  over	
  the	
  world)	
  have	
  begun	
  to	
  open	
  their	
  data	
  
repositories	
   to	
   the	
   public.	
   Such	
   initiatives	
   are	
   based	
   on	
   legislation	
   such	
   as	
   the	
   Freedom	
   of	
  
Information	
   Act	
   (FoIA)	
   or	
   Transparency	
   Act	
   (TA)	
   but	
   also	
   on	
   the	
   assumption	
   that	
   opening	
  
government	
  data	
  is	
  of	
  ‘important	
  and	
  growing	
  economic	
  significance’	
  (Neelie	
  Kroes)[1].	
  
	
  
This	
  paper	
  looks	
  at	
  ‘civic	
  hacking’	
  as	
  a	
  way	
  of	
  practicing	
  open	
  government	
  data.	
  Civic	
  hackers	
  are	
  
anybody	
   ‘who	
   is	
   willing	
   to	
   collaborate	
   with	
   others	
   to	
   create,	
   build,	
   and	
   invent	
   open	
   source	
  
solutions	
  using	
  publicly-­‐released	
  data,	
  code	
  and	
  technology	
  to	
  solve	
  challenges‘	
  relevant	
  to	
  their	
  
neighbourhoods,	
  cities	
  or	
  states.[2]	
  Civic	
  hacking	
  initiatives	
  such	
  as	
  CodeForAmerica[3]	
  have	
  been	
  
replicated	
  in	
  many	
  countries	
  or	
  cities	
  and	
  bring	
  together	
  software	
  developers,	
  designers,	
  political	
  
activists,	
  journalists,	
  data	
  analysts	
  or	
  social	
  entrepreneurs	
  to	
  work	
  on	
  joint	
  data	
  projects	
  either	
  on	
  
a	
  regular	
  basis	
  or	
  in	
  one-­‐off	
  events,	
  called	
  hackathons.	
  While	
  civic	
  hacking	
  is	
  becoming	
  increasingly	
  
popular,	
   research	
   on	
   the	
   ways	
   in	
   which	
   it	
   performs	
   and	
   produces	
   ‘open	
   publics’,	
   its	
   links	
   to	
  
administrations	
   and	
   decision-­‐makers	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   its	
   potential	
   to	
   a	
   more	
   transparent	
   and	
  
participatory	
  government	
  is	
  sparse	
  to	
  non-­‐existent.	
  The	
  paper	
  addresses	
  this	
  gap	
  and	
  develops	
  an	
  
understanding	
  of	
  civic	
  hacking	
  as	
  situated	
  co-­‐design	
  practice	
  which	
  creates	
  new	
  public	
  spaces.	
  
	
  
The	
  paper	
  is	
  based	
  on	
  an	
  ongoing	
  ethnographic	
  study	
  aiming	
  to	
  trace	
  civic	
  engagement	
  (Couldry	
  
2014)	
  through	
  participation	
   in	
  regular	
  civic	
  hacking	
  activities	
  complemented	
  with	
   interviews	
  and	
  
focus	
  groups.	
  
	
  
Data-­‐basing:	
  Earthing,	
  Storing	
  and	
  Exploring	
  Riotous	
  Media.	
  
Stevie	
  Docherty	
  (University	
  of	
  Glasgow).	
  	
  
	
  
“The	
  database	
  is	
  now	
  such	
  an	
  integral	
  part	
  of	
  our	
  day-­‐to-­‐day	
  life	
  that	
  we	
  are	
  often	
  not	
  aware	
  that	
  
we	
  are	
  using	
  one”	
  (Connolly	
  and	
  Begg	
  2013).	
  The	
  database	
  has	
  arguably	
  ascended	
  to	
  the	
  primacy	
  
once	
  enjoyed	
  by	
  narrative	
  as	
  a	
  form	
  of	
  cultural	
  expression	
  and	
  as	
  a	
  way	
  of	
  organising	
  the	
  world	
  
(Manovich	
  1999).	
  Data-­‐basing,	
  from	
  this	
  perspective,	
  emerges	
  as	
  a	
  key	
  area	
  of	
  praxis	
  for	
  scholars	
  
working	
  ‘with’	
  or	
  ‘in’	
  data	
  today.	
  Data-­‐basing	
  means	
  more	
  than	
  ‘using	
  databases’	
  –	
  in	
  the	
  form	
  of	
  
pre-­‐fabricated	
  suites,	
  programmes	
  and	
  packages	
  like	
  Excel	
  or	
  NVivo,	
  which	
  continue	
  to	
  exert	
  their	
  
own	
  forms	
  of	
  instrumental	
  hegemony	
  over	
  researchers	
  like	
  myself.	
  
	
  
This	
   paper’s	
   contribution	
   lies	
   in	
   combining	
   a	
   reflexive	
   methodological	
   discussion	
   with	
   critical	
  
questions	
   around	
   (linked,	
   inseparable)	
   ecologies	
   of	
   media/data.	
   Data-­‐basing	
   is	
   defined	
   here	
   as	
  
participation	
   in	
   the	
   design,	
   creation,	
  maintenance	
   and	
   using	
   of	
   environments	
   for	
   the	
   earthing,	
  
storage	
   and	
   exploration	
   of	
   data.	
   This	
   paper	
   discusses	
   a	
   unique	
   data-­‐base	
   project:	
   an	
  
interdisciplinary	
  attempt	
   to	
  build	
  a	
  bespoke	
  environment	
   for	
  a	
  corpus	
  of	
  media	
  data	
   relating	
   to	
  
the	
  2011	
  English	
  riots	
  –	
  both	
  digital/material	
  and	
  mainstream/emergent	
  media.	
  
	
  
The	
   riots	
   themselves,	
   the	
   worst	
   outbreak	
   of	
   public	
   disorder	
   in	
   21st	
   century	
   Britain,	
   were	
   a	
  
disruptive	
  media	
  event.	
  They	
  took	
  place	
  in	
  and	
  through	
  media,	
  and	
  they	
  generated	
  vast	
  amounts	
  
of	
  media	
  content.	
  What	
  implications	
  does	
  the	
  data-­‐basing	
  of	
  a	
  riots	
  media	
  corpus	
  have	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  
the	
  imposition	
  of	
  order	
  and	
  structure	
  on	
  diffuse	
  ecological	
  terrain?	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  



	
  

@DataPowerConf	
  #DataPowerConf	
  

67	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  

Conference	
  Hosts	
  
	
  
The	
  Data	
  Power	
  Conference	
  is	
  hosted	
  by:	
  
	
  

• The	
  Department	
  of	
  Sociological	
  Studies	
  
• The	
  Digital	
  Society	
  Network	
  

	
  
Both	
  of	
  these	
  are	
  in	
  The	
  Faculty	
  of	
  Social	
  Sciences	
  at	
  The	
  University	
  of	
  Sheffield.	
  
The	
   Department	
   of	
   Sociological	
   Studies	
  has	
   an	
   international	
   reputation	
   for	
   world-­‐leading	
  
interdisciplinary	
  research	
  in	
  relation	
  to	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  social	
  issues,	
  including	
  Science,	
  Technology	
  and	
  
Society	
  and	
  Digital	
  Worlds.	
  Our	
  research	
  has	
  a	
  direct	
   impact	
  on	
  people,	
  organisations	
  and	
  policy	
  
making.	
   The	
   Department	
   has	
   been	
   awarded	
   the	
   highest	
   ranking	
   ('excellent')	
   in	
   all	
   of	
   its	
   main	
  
disciplines	
   in	
   the	
   latest	
   HEFCE	
   Teaching	
   Quality	
   Assessments.	
   As	
   part	
   of	
   the	
   2014	
   Research	
  
Excellence	
   Framework,	
   79%	
   of	
   the	
   Department's	
   research	
   was	
   judged	
   to	
   be	
   'world-­‐leading'	
   or	
  
'internationally	
  excellent'.	
  This	
  ranks	
  the	
  Department	
  in	
  the	
  top	
  10	
  amongst	
  the	
  Russell	
  Group	
  for	
  
research	
   output,	
   and	
   the	
   top	
   15	
   in	
   the	
   discipline	
   for	
   world-­‐leading/internationally	
   excellent	
  
research.	
  We	
  are	
  committed	
   to	
   the	
  view	
   that	
  excellent	
   research	
  and	
  excellent	
   teaching	
  support	
  
one	
  another.	
  This	
  means	
  that	
  our	
  teaching	
  staff	
  are	
  all	
  actively	
  engaged	
  in	
  research	
  and	
  that	
  our	
  
teaching	
  is	
  informed	
  by	
  the	
  latest	
  developments	
  and	
  debates	
  in	
  social	
  research.	
  
	
  
The	
   Digital	
   Society	
   Network	
   (DSN)	
  draws	
   together	
   an	
   interdisciplinary	
   team	
   of	
   researchers	
  
engaged	
  with	
   research	
   at	
   the	
   cutting-­‐edge	
  of	
   society-­‐technology	
   interactions.	
  Underpinning	
   the	
  
network	
   is	
   a	
   concern	
   with	
   how	
   societies	
   and	
   individuals	
   use	
   digital	
   technologies	
   and	
   with	
   the	
  
social	
   implications	
   and	
   outcomes	
   of	
   an	
   increasingly	
   digitised	
  world	
   on	
   numerous	
   scales.	
   In	
   this	
  
way,	
  digital	
   society	
   is	
  understood	
  as	
  being	
   the	
   social	
   aspect	
  of	
   the	
  digital	
   -­‐	
   a	
   concern	
  with	
  who	
  
does	
  and	
  does	
  not	
  use	
  digital	
  technology,	
  for	
  what	
  purposes	
  digital	
  technologies	
  are	
  being	
  used,	
  
how	
   effective	
   technologies	
   and	
   platforms	
   are,	
   and	
   the	
   implications	
   and	
   outcomes	
   of	
   these	
  
practices.	
   The	
   DSN	
   addresses	
   a	
   number	
   of	
   core	
   research	
   themes	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   pursuing	
   the	
  
development	
   of	
   new	
   methodologies	
   that	
   intersect	
   the	
   social	
   and	
   computer	
   sciences.	
   Work	
  
engages	
   with	
   digital	
   society	
   across	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   scales:	
   from	
   global	
   debates	
   and	
   trends	
   through	
  
national	
   contexts	
   and	
   priorities	
   to	
   local	
   practices	
   and	
   engagements.	
   Research	
   addresses	
   digital	
  
society	
   concerns	
   not	
   only	
   in	
   countries	
   with	
   well-­‐developed	
   technological	
   infrastructures	
   and	
  
engagement	
  but	
  also	
  in	
  those	
  with	
  nascent	
  digital	
  penetration	
  and	
  uptake.	
  
	
  
The	
   Faculty	
   of	
   Social	
   Sciences	
  is	
   the	
   home	
   of	
   thirteen	
   varied,	
   interdisciplinary	
   and	
   ambitious	
  
departments.	
   It	
   is	
   defined	
   by	
   innovation,	
   diversity	
   and	
   uniqueness,	
   whether	
   it	
   be	
   in	
   research,	
  
disciplines	
   studied	
   or	
   graduates.	
  World-­‐leading	
   in	
   research	
   and	
   teaching,	
   the	
   Faculty	
   strives	
   to	
  
make	
  an	
  impact	
  in	
  all	
  that	
  it	
  does,	
  to	
  further	
  and	
  discover	
  knowledge,	
  and	
  to	
  develop	
  research	
  and	
  
graduates	
  to	
  be	
  proud	
  of.	
  
	
  
The	
  Data	
  Power	
  conference	
   is	
  held	
   in	
  association	
  with	
  Professor	
  Kennedy's	
  Arts	
  and	
  Humanities	
  
Research	
   Council	
   (AHRC)	
   Leadership	
   Fellowship	
   which	
   explores	
   ordinary	
   forms	
   of	
   social	
   media	
  
data	
  mining.	
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Conference	
  Organisers	
  
	
  
Professor	
  Helen	
  Kennedy	
  
Professor	
  of	
  Digital	
  Society,	
  Department	
  of	
  Sociological	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  Sheffield	
  
	
  

Helen	
   Kennedy	
   joined	
   the	
   University	
   of	
   Sheffield	
   in	
  
November	
   2014	
   as	
   Professor	
   of	
   Digital	
   Society.	
   She	
   is	
  
interested	
  in	
  critical	
  approaches	
  to	
  data	
  mining,	
  especially	
  of	
  
social	
  media	
  data,	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  visualisations	
  in	
  data	
  societies,	
  
and	
  how	
  to	
  make	
  data	
  more	
  accessible	
  to	
  ordinary	
  citizens,	
  
or	
  how	
  to	
  make	
  the	
  social	
  life	
  of	
  data	
  more	
  public.	
  The	
  Data	
  
Power	
  conference	
  is	
  being	
  held	
  in	
  association	
  with	
  her	
  Arts	
  
and	
   Humanities	
   Research	
   Council	
   	
   	
   (AHRC)	
  Leadership	
  

Fellowship	
  called	
  Understanding	
  Social	
  Media	
  Data	
  Mining.	
  
	
  
Dr	
  Jo	
  Bates	
  
Lecturer	
  in	
  Information	
  Politics	
  and	
  Policy,	
  Information	
  School,	
  University	
  of	
  Sheffield	
  

	
  
Jo	
  Bates	
  is	
  Lecturer	
  in	
  the	
  Information	
  School	
  at	
  the	
  University	
  of	
  Sheffield.	
  
Jo's	
   research	
   focuses	
  on	
   two	
   related	
  areas:	
   the	
   socio-­‐cultural	
   and	
  political	
  
economic	
   influences	
   on	
   the	
   production,	
   sharing	
   and	
   re-­‐use	
   of	
   data,	
   and	
  
public	
  policy	
  on	
  data	
  access	
  and	
  re-­‐use.	
  She	
  has	
  conducted	
  research	
  on	
  the	
  
development	
   of	
   Open	
  Government	
   Data	
   policy	
   in	
   the	
   UK	
   and	
   is	
   currently	
  
researching	
  the	
  socio-­‐cultural	
  life	
  of	
  weather	
  data.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Ysabel	
  Gerrard	
  
Research	
  Assistant/PhD	
  Student,	
  School	
  of	
  Media	
  and	
  Communication,	
  University	
  of	
  Leeds 
 

Ysabel	
   Gerrard	
   is	
   a	
   PhD	
   candidate	
   in	
   the	
   School	
   of	
  Media	
  
and	
   Communication	
   at	
   the	
   University	
   of	
   Leeds.	
   She	
   is	
  
studying	
   cultures	
   of	
   derision	
   in	
   social	
   media	
   fandom.	
   The	
  
provisional	
  title	
  of	
  her	
  PhD	
  thesis	
  is:	
  ‘Inequalities	
  in	
  women’s	
  
popular	
   culture	
   fandom:	
   Online	
   participation	
   and	
   teen	
  
television’.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
The	
  conference	
  is	
  organised	
  with	
  the	
  invaluable	
  support	
  of:	
  
	
  
• Wasim	
  Ahmed,	
  PhD	
  student	
  in	
  the	
  iSchool,	
  Social	
  Media	
  Manager.	
  
• Frances	
  Humphreys,	
  Finance	
  Officer,	
  Sociological	
  Studies.	
  
• Alistair	
  McCloskey,	
  Digital	
  Content	
  Co-­‐ordinator,	
  Faculty	
  of	
  Social	
  Sciences.	
  
• Jennifer	
  Smith,	
  Marketing	
  Officer,	
  Sociological	
  Studies.	
  
• Daniel	
  Villalba	
  Algas,	
  IT	
  Manager,	
  Sociological	
  Studies.	
  
• Janine	
  Wilson,	
  Departmental	
  Secretary,	
  Sociological	
  Studies.	
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Places	
  to	
  Stay,	
  Eat,	
  and	
  Drink	
  in	
  Sheffield	
  
	
  
Below	
  is	
  a	
  list	
  of	
  local	
  hotels	
  used	
  by	
  the	
  University	
  of	
  Sheffield	
  for	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  events:	
  
	
  
Places	
  to	
  Stay:	
  
	
  

	
  
Hotel	
  

	
  

	
  
Contacts	
  Details	
  

	
  
Rates	
  per	
  room	
  per	
  night*	
  

Halifax	
  Hall	
  Hotel	
  
Endcliffe	
  Vale	
  Road	
  	
  
Sheffield	
  
S10	
  3ER	
  

T:	
  0114	
  2228810	
  (ext	
  28810)	
  
W:	
  Halifax	
  Hall	
  

For	
  information	
  on	
  Inox	
  Dine	
  
restaurant-­‐	
  

T:	
  0114	
  2226043	
  (ext	
  26043)	
  
W:	
  Inox	
  Dine	
  

	
  

Single	
  en-­‐suite:	
  £65.00	
  per	
  
room	
  
Double	
  en-­‐suite:	
  £75.00	
  per	
  
room	
  

Both	
  include	
  a	
  continental	
  or	
  
full	
  cooked	
  to	
  order	
  breakfast	
  

All	
  staff	
  bookings	
  must	
  be	
  
confirmed	
  through	
  a	
  University	
  
email	
  or	
  by	
  quoting	
  the	
  
bookers	
  Ucard	
  number.	
  

Hilton	
  Hotel	
  Sheffield	
  
Victoria	
  Quays	
  
Furnival	
  Road	
  
Sheffield	
  
S4	
  7YA	
  

Client	
  Name:	
  UNIVERSITY	
  OF	
  
SHEFFIELD	
  
Client	
  ID:	
  D228147328	
  

T:	
  0114	
  2525500	
  
F:	
  0114	
  2525511	
  
W:	
  Hilton	
  website	
  

	
  

Single:	
  £93	
  inc	
  breakfast	
  

Double:	
  £93	
  inc	
  breakfast	
  

On	
  the	
  website	
  
www.hilton.com	
  when	
  
searching	
  by	
  hotel	
  there	
  is	
  a	
  
link	
  which	
  says	
  "Add	
  Special	
  
Codes"	
  click	
  on	
  this	
  and	
  enter	
  
D228147328	
  into	
  the	
  
Corporate	
  account	
  box.	
  Your	
  
corporate	
  rate	
  will	
  then	
  appear	
  
in	
  the	
  search	
  results.	
  If	
  you	
  call	
  
to	
  book,	
  you	
  can	
  still	
  quote	
  the	
  
corporate	
  account	
  number	
  or	
  
just	
  quote	
  University	
  of	
  
Sheffield,	
  either	
  way	
  you	
  will	
  
be	
  able	
  to	
  access	
  the	
  rates.	
  

Holiday	
  Inn	
  Express	
  
Blonk	
  Street	
  
Sheffield	
  	
  
S1	
  2AB	
  

T:	
  0114	
  2526533	
  
W:	
  Holiday	
  Inn	
  Express	
  website	
  

£62.00	
  inc	
  express	
  breakfast	
  

Holiday	
  Inn	
  -­‐	
  Royal	
  
Victoria	
  
Victoria	
  Station	
  Road	
  
Sheffield	
  
S4	
  7YE	
  

T:	
  0114	
  2526504	
  or	
  0114	
  2526511	
  
F:	
  0114	
  2724519	
  
E:	
  stay@holidayinnsheffield.co.uk	
  	
  
W:	
  www.holidayinnsheffield.co.uk	
  	
  

£80.00	
  inc	
  breakfast	
  

The	
  rates	
  are	
  per	
  room	
  for	
  
either	
  a	
  Twin,	
  Double	
  or	
  Single	
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IBIS	
  Hotel	
  (City	
  Centre)	
  
Shude	
  Hill	
  
Sheffield	
  
S1	
  2AR	
  

T:	
  0114	
  2619400	
  
F:	
  0114	
  2419610	
  
E:	
  h2891@accor.com	
  
W:	
  Ibis	
  website	
  

Single:	
  £45.00	
  *	
  

*	
  This	
  is	
  a	
  room	
  only	
  rate:	
  
breakfast	
  is	
  £7.95	
  per	
  person	
  

Jurys	
  Inn	
  
119	
  Eyre	
  Street	
  
Sheffield	
  
S1	
  4QW	
  

T:	
  0114	
  2912222	
  
F:	
  0114	
  2912211	
  
W:	
  Jurys	
  Inn	
  website	
  

Single:	
  £65.00	
  inc	
  breakfast	
  

Double:	
  £75.00	
  inc	
  breakfast	
  

Kenwood	
  Hall	
  Hotel	
  
Kenwood	
  Road	
  
Sheffield	
  
S7	
  1NQ	
  

T:	
  0114	
  2583811	
  
F:	
  0114	
  2505677	
  
E:	
  julie.conway@principal-­‐
hayley.com	
  
W:	
  Kenwood	
  Hall	
  website	
  

Single:	
  £79.00	
  inc	
  breakfast	
  

Double:	
  £99.00	
  inc	
  breakfast	
  

Leopold	
  Hotel	
  
2	
  Leopold	
  Street	
  
Sheffield	
  
S1	
  2GZ	
  

Please	
  quote	
  reference	
  71140066	
  
when	
  booking	
  

T:	
  0114	
  2524000	
  
F:	
  0114	
  2524001	
  
E:res.sheffield@leopoldhotels.com	
  

All	
  bookings	
  should	
  now	
  be	
  made	
  
by	
  visiting	
  the	
  hotels	
  own	
  website	
  

W:	
  Leopold	
  website	
  and	
  utilising	
  
your	
  ID	
  Codes.	
  

Double	
  rooms:	
  £75.00*	
  

Deluxe	
  King	
  rooms:	
  £90.00*	
  

Mezzanine	
  suite:	
  £95.00*	
  

*Available	
  only	
  on	
  a	
  Monday-­‐	
  
Thursday,	
  inclusive	
  of	
  full	
  
English	
  breakfast,	
  WiFi	
  (up	
  to	
  
256KB)	
  and	
  VAT.	
  Based	
  on	
  solo	
  
occupancy	
  

Friday-­‐Sunday,	
  Best	
  Available	
  
Rates	
  (BAR)	
  plus	
  a	
  5%	
  discount	
  
on	
  a	
  room	
  only	
  basis	
  
Quote	
  reference	
  SAVE5	
  when	
  
booking	
  

Should	
  you	
  wish	
  to	
  book	
  
accommodation	
  through	
  
graduation	
  please	
  quote	
  
GRAD15	
  to	
  gain	
  5%	
  discount	
  
from	
  the	
  best	
  available	
  rates.	
  

Mercure	
  St	
  Paul's	
  Hotel	
  
119	
  Norfolk	
  Street	
  
Sheffield	
  
S1	
  2JE	
  

T:	
  0114	
  2782068	
  
F:	
  0114	
  2782013	
  
E:	
  H6628-­‐re@accor.com	
  
W:	
  Mercure	
  website	
  

From	
  £114.00	
  inc	
  breakfast	
  

Novotel	
  Sheffield	
  
Centre	
  
50	
  Arundel	
  Gate	
  
Sheffield	
  
S1	
  2PR	
  

Please	
  quote	
  reference	
  100008	
  
when	
  booking	
  

T:	
  0114	
  2781781	
  
F:	
  0114	
  2787744	
  
E:	
  h1348-­‐re@accor.com	
  
W:	
  Novotel	
  website	
  

From	
  £99.00	
  inc	
  breakfast	
  

Premier	
  Inn	
  (City	
  
Centre)	
  
Angel	
  Street	
  

T:	
  0870	
  2383324	
  
F:	
  0114	
  2502802	
  
W:	
  Premier	
  Inn	
  website	
  

Rooms	
  start	
  from	
  £29.00	
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Sheffield	
  
S3	
  8LN	
  
Rutland	
  Hotel	
  
452	
  Glossop	
  Road	
  
Sheffield	
  
S10	
  2PY	
  

T:	
  0114	
  266411	
  
F:	
  0114	
  2670348	
  
E:	
  reservations@rutlandhotel-­‐
sheffield.com	
  
W:	
  Rutland	
  Hotel	
  website	
  

Single	
  room	
  only:	
  £50.00*	
  

Double	
  room,	
  single	
  
occupancy:	
  £60.00*	
  

Double	
  room,	
  twin	
  occupancy:	
  
£70.00*	
  

Executive	
  room:	
  £100.00*	
  

*Breakfast	
  can	
  be	
  added	
  for	
  
£10.00	
  per	
  person	
  per	
  night.	
  

When	
  booking	
  quote	
  "Sheffield	
  
University".	
  

Sheffield	
  Metropolitan	
  
Hotel	
  	
  
Blonk	
  Street	
  	
  
Sheffield	
  	
  
S1	
  2AU	
  

T:	
  0843	
  1787101	
  
W:	
  Sheffield	
  Metropolitan	
  Hotel	
  

Single:	
  £55	
  inc	
  breakfast	
  

Double:	
  £63	
  inc	
  breakfast	
  

	
  
	
  
Places	
  to	
  Eat:	
  
	
  
Around	
  the	
  Peace	
  Gardens	
  and	
  Leopold	
  Square	
  in	
  the	
  city	
  centre,	
  you	
  will	
  find	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  chain	
  
or	
  chain-­‐like	
  restaurants.	
  
	
  
In	
  Leopold	
  Square,	
  there	
  is:	
  
	
  
Aagrah	
  Indian	
  Restaurant	
   www.aagrah.com/restaurants/sheffield/	
  
Cubana	
  Tapas	
  Bar	
   www.cubanatapasbar.co.uk/	
  
Strada	
  Italian	
  Restaurant	
   www.strada.co.uk/italian-­‐restaurant/sheffield	
  
Zizzi	
  Italian	
  Restaurant	
   www.zizzi.co.uk/	
  
Tropeiro	
  Brazilian	
  Restaurant	
   www.tropeiro.co.uk/	
  
Wagamama	
  Japanese	
  
Restaurant	
  

www.wagamama.com/restaurants/sheffield-­‐city-­‐centre	
  

In	
  and	
  around	
  the	
  Peace	
  Gardens,	
  there	
  is:	
  

Browns	
  Bar	
  and	
  Brasserie	
   www.browns-­‐restaurants.co.uk/locations/sheffield/	
  
Smoke	
  Barbecue	
   smokebbq.co.uk/	
  
Cosmo,	
  Pan-­‐Asian/Global	
  Restaurant	
   www.cosmo-­‐restaurants.co.uk/	
  
Piccolino	
  Italian	
  Restaurant	
   www.individualrestaurants.com/piccolino/sheffield/	
  
Ego	
  Mediterranean	
  Restaurant	
   egorestaurants.co.uk/index.php	
  
Café	
  Rouge	
  French	
  Restaurant	
   www.caferouge.com/french-­‐restaurant/sheffield-­‐st-­‐pauls	
  
	
  
Around	
  Arundel	
  Street	
  (near	
  the	
  train	
  station),	
  there	
  is:	
  
	
  
Silversmith's	
  Restaurant	
   www.silversmiths-­‐restaurant.com/	
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Street	
  Food	
  Chef	
  Mexican	
  Cantina	
   www.streetfoodchef.co.uk/	
  
The	
  Rutland	
  Arms	
   rutlandarmspeople.co.uk/w/doku.php	
  
	
  
Along	
  Division	
  Street/Devonshire	
  Street,	
  there	
  is:	
  
	
  
The	
  Old	
  House	
   www.theoldhousesheffield.com/	
  
Bungalows	
  and	
  Bears	
   www.bungalowsandbears.com/	
  
The	
  Anchorage	
   www.anchoragebar.co.uk/	
  
	
  
Outside	
  of	
  the	
  city	
  centre,	
  there	
  are	
  more	
  independent	
  restaurants,	
  for	
  example:	
  
	
  
In	
  Kelham	
  Island:	
  
	
  
The	
  Milestone	
   www.the-­‐milestone.co.uk/	
  
Craft	
  and	
  Dough	
   www.craftanddough.co.uk/	
  
	
  
Along	
  Ecclesall	
  Road	
  /	
  in	
  the	
  Hunters	
  Bar	
  area:	
  
	
  
Maranello’s	
  Italian	
  Restaurant	
   www.maranellos.com/	
  
Prithi	
  Raj	
  Indian	
  Restaurant	
   www.prithirajrestaurant.co.uk/	
  
Mud	
  Crab	
  Diner	
   www.mudcrabindustries.co.uk/sheffield	
  
Graze	
  Inn	
   www.grazeinn.co.uk	
  
Mediterranean	
   www.mediterraneansheffield.co.uk/	
  
	
  
In	
  Broomhill	
  and	
  around	
  the	
  University:	
  
	
  
Thyme	
  Café	
  	
   www.thymecafe.co.uk/	
  
La	
  Vaca	
  South	
  American	
  Steakhouse	
   www.lavaca-­‐restaurant.co.uk/	
  
Efes	
  Turkish	
  Restaurant	
   efesbargrill.co.uk/	
  
Lokanta	
  Turkish	
  Restaurant	
   www.lokanta.co.uk/	
  
Butlers	
  Balti	
  House	
   www.butlersbalti.com/	
  
	
  
Places	
  to	
  Drink	
  Coffee:	
  
	
  
Tamper	
  (Westfield	
  Terrace,	
  S1	
  4GH	
  and	
  149	
  
Arundel	
  Street,	
  S1	
  2NU)	
  

tampercoffee.co.uk/	
  

Steam	
  Yard	
  (Aberdeen	
  Court,	
  95-­‐97	
  Division	
  
Street,	
  S1	
  4GE	
  

www.facebook.com/SteamYard	
  

Ink	
  &	
  Water	
  (The	
  Plaza,	
  8	
  Fitzwilliam	
  Street,	
  S1	
  
4JB)	
  

inkandwater.co.uk/	
  

Coffee	
  Moco	
  (202-­‐204	
  West	
  Street,	
  S1	
  4EU)	
   www.facebook.com/pages/Coffee-­‐Moco-­‐Toast-­‐
sandwich-­‐deli/238639472914998	
  

Upshot	
  Espresso	
  (355	
  Glossop	
  Road,	
  S10	
  2HP)	
   www.upshotespresso.co.uk/	
  
Bragazzis	
  (224-­‐226	
  Abbeydale	
  Road,	
  S7	
  1FL	
  (out	
  
of	
  town))	
  

www.bragazzis.co.uk/	
  

	
  
Pubs:	
  
	
  
The	
  Rutland	
  Arms	
  (86	
  Brown	
  Street,	
  Sheffield	
   rutlandarmspeople.co.uk/w/doku.php	
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S1	
  2BS)	
  
Wig	
  and	
  Pen	
  by	
  The	
  Milestone	
  (44	
  Campo	
  
Lane,	
  S1	
  2EG)	
  

www.the-­‐wigandpen.co.uk/	
  

The	
  Sheffield	
  Tap	
  (Sheffield	
  Train	
  Station,	
  S1	
  
2BP)	
  

www.sheffieldtap.com/	
  

The	
  Harley	
  Hotel	
  (334	
  Glossop	
  Road,	
  S10	
  2DW)	
   www.theharley.co.uk/	
  
The	
  Red	
  Deer	
  (18	
  Pitt	
  Street,	
  S1	
  4DD)	
   www.red-­‐deer-­‐sheffield.co.uk/	
  
Kelham	
  Island	
  Tavern	
  (62	
  Russell	
  Street,	
  S3	
  
8RW)	
  

www.kelhamtavern.co.uk/	
  

The	
  Fat	
  Cat	
  (23	
  Alma	
  Street,	
  S3	
  8SA)	
   www.thefatcat.co.uk/	
  
The	
  Riverside	
  (1	
  Mowbray	
  Street,	
  S3	
  8EN)	
   www.riversidesheffield.co.uk/	
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