£} Routledge
Le arning, -1 Taylor &Francis Group

Media and : .
Technology Learning, Media and Technology

4
;fa’
""/ ISSN: (Print) (Online) Journal homepage: https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/cjem20

One thing can be more than one thing:
a comparative study of the teacher
professionalization app ‘TeacherTapp’

Jo B. Helgetun & Mathias Decuypere

To cite this article: Jo B. Helgetun & Mathias Decuypere (2023): One thing can be more than
one thing: a comparative study of the teacher professionalization app ‘TeacherTapp’, Learning,
Media and Technology, DOI: 10.1080/17439884.2023.2226876

To link to this article: https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2023.2226876

% Published online: 24 Jun 2023.

\]
C;/ Submit your article to this journal

A
& View related articles &'

@ View Crossmark data (&

CrossMark

Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journallnformation?journalCode=cjem20


https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=cjem20
https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/cjem20
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/17439884.2023.2226876
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2023.2226876
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=cjem20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=cjem20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/17439884.2023.2226876
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/17439884.2023.2226876
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/17439884.2023.2226876&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-06-24
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/17439884.2023.2226876&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-06-24

Routledge

Taylor & Francis Group

‘ W) Check for updates

One thing can be more than one thing: a comparative study of the
teacher professionalization app ‘TeacherTapp’

LEARNING, MEDIA AND TECHNOLOGY
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2023.2226876

39031LN0Y

Jo B. Helgetun © 2P and Mathias Decuypere ©°

GIRSEF, Institute for the Analysis of Change in Contemporary and Historic Societies, University of Louvain,
Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium; bMethodology of Educational Sciences Research Group, KU Leuven, Leuven, Belgium

ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY

This article analyses the smartphone application TeacherTapp that is used Received 15 June 2022

to collect and disseminate information on teachers’ views on education Accepted 13 June 2023

and their classroom practices. The research takes as its object of

analysis the use of TeacherTapp in England and Flanders. We analyze . -
. . . . R ed-tech apps; locality;

what TeacherTapp is, how it relates to a given localized community in comparison; teacher

its form and function, as well as how it impacts education by re-shaping professionalization;

discourse on teaching. We find that this technology is a ‘multiple participatory datafication

enactment’ that is articulated, used, and viewed differently between

England and Flanders as well as in different contexts of use. We

furthermore find that this multiple enactment centers on the

complexities of the participatory data streams’ flowing from, and

generated by, the app. We conclude that TeacherTapp enables new

forms of participatory datafication in education that constitutes new

modes of enacting teachers’ professional voice as a teacher

professionalization app.

KEYWORDS

Introduction

Technology of some kind has always been central to society, be it in terms of capital and growth
(Piketty 2014), global and local policymaking (Helgetun 2023, Slota & Bowker 2017), culture and
sense-making (Luhmann 1997), self-identity (Lupton 2014), or past and modern learning (Decuy-
pere 2019; Fenwick and Edwards 2010). Meanwhile, education has been transformed by new tech-
nologies enabling new forms of teaching/learning (Trilling and Hood 1999; Bulman and Fairlie
2016), as well as novel forms of insight into the education processes (Akiba 2017) and control
over the teaching profession through the advent of technology enabled large-scale data collection
(Ozga 2009). What is interesting in this regard, is how technology is employed in novel ways caus-
ing new practices in education to appear. These new modes of education and learning include the
ability to be educated (almost) anywhere with one’s phone using videos, video conferences, e-books,
and interactive applications, which differ from historic reliance on (more cumbersome) printed
books and classrooms. Indeed, it is observed that education and learning is increasingly pushed
towards multifarious digital platforms and digital devices such as smartphones, tablets, and com-
puters in teaching (e.g., Mifsud, Merch, and Lieberg 2013, Decuypere et al. 2021). Meanwhile, tea-
chers and learners are increasingly measured through the capturing and ongoing logging of data in
a form of ‘datafication’ of education (Knox, Williamson, and Bayne 2019). Datafication refers to the
increasing use and reliance on quantifiable (big) data, quantitative analysis, learning analytics, and
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algorithm-based learning and decision-making made possible by digital technology (Hartong and
Forschler 2019).

In this paper, we analyze the multiple enactments (Mol 2002) of one such digital artefact in edu-
cation, the teacher professionalization app ‘TeacherTapp’ (sometimes spelled Teacher Tapp), a
newly emerging yet important application in the increasingly digital lives of teachers. The app’s pur-
pose is to collect and disseminate data and advice on ‘what works’ or is going on in education
directly to teachers. TeacherTapp is interesting to analyze, as it constitutes at once a new way of
both engaging with teachers through ‘daily reads’ in the form of blog posts marketed by them as
‘bullet-CPD (Continued Professional Development), as well as a way to collect information from
them with the self-declared aim to provide a voice to teachers and ‘[paint] a true picture of edu-
cation one tap at a time’, as can be seen on the app’s store page (both Android and Apple stores).
Our focus in this paper is on the similarities and differences in the enactment (i.e., how it is brought
into being) of the app in England, where it originated in 2017, and Flanders, where the app was
introduced in 2020." We argue that the kind of analysis undertaken here is particularly relevant
at present given the ever accelerating foci on a range of digital technologies often related to large
scale data that enable knowledge production and dissemination of discourse on ‘what works in edu-
cation’ for policymaking, governing, and practices (Decuypere, Ceulemans, and Simons 2014; Hel-
getun and Menter 2022; Serensen and Robertson 2020). Additionally, it is also relevant because it is
revealing of how societies think about teaching and technology in education due to the multiple
links between technology, education, and society (Godin 2006; Resnik 2006). For example, what
education is in an ontological sense, depends on its differentiated enactment in a given locality
or context (Crossley 2010). Therefore, the form of enactment an education artefact (such as Tea-
cherTapp) has, is also context dependent, implying that it is likely to be differentially enacted in
different localities.

The comparative and conceptual aspects of the analysis enabled us to see how different
contexts create identifiable groups of actors and how these groups in turn use and shape tech-
nology in different and divergent ways. This matters because much research by now recognizes
that technologies can be variously adopted and are in that sense ‘multiple’ (Lupton 2014).
Drawing on the foundational work of Mol (2002) on multiple enactments, it is possible to
see the enactment of objects such as technological artefacts as enacted realities that are
more than one, yet at the same time less than many, as they are manifested in situ. However,
what is currently still lacking are empirical analyses of how educational technology is, in and
by itself, by definition multiple, as it engages with differentiated communities of users whose
practices are not uniform and as such construct differentiated space-times (Van de Oudewee-
tering and Decuypere 2021, Piattoeva & Saari 2022). A context-sensitive comparative analysis
centered on the concept of enactment as done here, provides empirical support to this point
by contrasting the similarities and differences inherent in different spatial-temporal localities
in relation to education.

The disposition of activity-based differentiation rests on how an artefact such as TeacherTapp, as
any artefact, is a socio-political construction, and its enactment is a socio-political process (Vertesi
et al. 2017). As a socio-political construct and process, we argue that the artefact is constantly
(re)shaped by the institutionalized environment it is enacted in by its communities of users.
These institutionalized environments, such as the education or research environments in England
or Flanders, are constituted by the evolving formal and informal rules, values, norms, and beliefs,
held by actors unified through a perception of a shared context (Scott et al. 2000), that often relate to
a specific discourse (Helgetun 2021). ‘Discourse’, here, is taken to mean the socio-political practices
of knowledge construction and legitimization that construct the ‘truth® of the object of which it
speaks through the form it is spoken in and to whom it is addressed (Foucault 2002). Moreover,
discourse in today’s ‘evidence era’, where arguments must lay claim to a form of evidence for
their legitimacy (Helgetun and Menter 2022) relates to what Miller (2001) denotes as calculative
(accounting) practices. That is, we argue, drawing on these works, that numbers - and data
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more broadly — when generated and disseminated, construct their own discourse, whilst at the same
time lending legitimacy to the discourse of those who enact the numbers.

The analysis presented here, through its diverse conceptual lenses, arguably enables a thorough
comprehension of a technological artefact that is constantly (re)produced in a temporal sense, while
it enacts different discourses in different localities, and constitutes a multiple sociomaterial artefact.

In sum, in this paper we aim to show how TeacherTapp takes different forms in England and
Flanders, but also is something different dependent on the activity it is used for. That is, we will
show that one thing (i.e., TeacherTapp) is variously enacted as more than one thing, and therefore
is more than the sum of its technological parts, whilst still constituting a single identifiable artefact
(Shankar et al. 2017).

Methodology and method

The first step of our data collection, aimed at establishing the functions and functionality embedded
in the app’s Graphical User Interface (GUI), consisted of an initial daily use of the English version of
the app for 4 weeks in October 2021. This took the form of a walkthrough method (Light, Burgess,
and Duguay 2016; Decuypere 2019), where all functions of the app were used by one researcher who
documented what the app did, or claimed to do, at the GUI level. The purpose of this initial prob-
ing” of the app’s GUI was to refine the analytical and conceptual approach of the research prior to
more in-depth data collection and analysis across both England and Flanders. The initial probing
led us to conduct a multi-entry data collection. This necessity flows from the multi-faced charac-
teristics of the app as is presented throughout this paper. We found that to understand Teacher-
Tapp, we did not only need to focus on the GUI of the app itself, but equally had to focus on
the wider ecosystem and environment behind the artefact (see also Fenwick and Edwards 2010;
Decuypere 2021). To do so, the data collection went beyond ‘the app itself to include social
media and websites connected to the app (Decuypere 2019, 2021). As we shall see, in this case,
the infrastructure is comprised of interactive device (smartphone GUI), communication forms
(operating organizations, websites, blogs, and social media), and statistical (large-scale) data collec-
tion and analysis.

In our main data collection and analysis, we first continued the walkthrough method by system-
atically examining the app itself by using the English and Flemish versions of the app daily for 4
weeks in February 2022 on two separate phones, with the dual purpose of understanding the func-
tionalities of the architecture of the GUI, and how the app constructs its audience. All features on
the app GUI were screenshotted daily to record the content. As such, we ‘walked through’ the app,
and this was done daily, as the app changes what it does (changing its questions and disseminated
data, but not its layout) every day.

Second, the lead researcher conducted thematic open-ended interviews with three senior man-
agers at Education Intelligence who own and operate the app in England, and three senior research-
ers working on the app at Arteveldehogeschool in Flanders under license from Education
Intelligence.” The interviews took a thematic approach to explore the origin of TeacherTapp, the
goals of the organizations behind it, the spread from England to Flanders, local opposition and/
or support to the app’s entry into the education environment, and future plans for the app. The
interviews were then synthesized in relation to these themes to enable the researchers to fully
understand what TeacherTapp is, and how it moves between localities. To ensure the anonymity
of the interviewees, direct quotes are not used, and the interviews were only sparingly referenced
in this text.

Third, we analyzed discursively (elaborated below) the websites of Education Intelligence* and
Arteveldehogeschool5 and their social media accounts (Twitter, Facebook, Instagram, Reddit), to
understand the wider organizations and technologies associated with the app, as well as the com-
munities of users and how they express themselves publicly on social media in relation to the app.
The social media observations were conducted roughly once a week between February and May
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2022, as the relative low volume of entries precluded the need for daily observations. These analyses
were distinct in so far as analyzing social media differs from the analysis of more general websites,
but the intent of observing the range of actors and potential actors and their engagement with the
app were similar. The website analysis was exhaustive in so far as every page and sub-page was fully
recorded and analyzed regarding its content (i.e., what did each page do and what did it tell the
reader). The analysis here enabled us to understand what services, in relation to the app, were pro-
vided by the owners, such as the buying of questions and analysis, or what partners they officially
worked with, as is detailed in the subsequent sections.

Fourth, as the app is presented as a voice for teachers in policy debates, we traced the presence of
the app’s data in key policy documents published since the operationalization of TeacherTapp in
England in 2017 and Flanders in 2020 (we found one white paper in England using TeacherTapp
data: ‘Opportunity for all Strong schools with great teachers for your child', but none in Flanders) to
flesh out TeacherTapp’s data streams and further our analysis of TeacherTapp’s discourse. This was
done by searching the white paper for references to TeacherTapp, noting what data was presented
and how, tracing the source of this data (‘following’ the references), and then comparing the data as
presented in the white paper to how it was presented in its source. This was then compared to how
the same TeacherTapp generated data is presented within the app itself, on social media, and in
blogs, to provide contrasting views of the data streams (see below).

The collected data from these different sources was sorted in relation to type and then cross-read
for similarities/differences (Figure 1) following the circular method of the research process (Flick
2009; Helgetun 2021).

The contrasting comparison between data sources relied on what we came to call ‘visual com-
parison’. This is a derivate of discourse analysis (Fairclough and Fairclough 2012; Helgetun
2021), where the form something is stated in, is compared across data sources. That is, how some-
thing is said, in terms of both words used and visual presentation (e.g., use of graphs/tables, colors,
highlights, design) is compared to see what is similar and what is different. This enabled us to ‘see’
how the data generated by the app was enacted differently across contexts as represented by data
sources (e.g., how a tweet in England is different from a tweet in Flanders, or how the same data
is represented differently in a blog or a policy document). In the empirical observations section,
to which we now turn, we have attempted to visually show parts of what we saw using our visual
comparison technique.

Empirical observations and analysis
Origins and self-reported purpose of the app

TeacherTapp originated as a research project by Oxford University Professor Becky Allen with
funding from the Gatsby foundation and Nesta, before evolving into a commercial application
with the help of journalist and current CEO Laura Mclnerney, as well as teacher and programmer

Cross-reading and
theorization

App interface

England <-> Flanders

Policy document

Conceptual
land analytical| —>
framework

Future research

{ Synthesis ‘A)

Interviews

Figure 1. Circular method of the research process for analyzing TeacherTapp.
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Alex Weatherall. The private company they created, named Education Intelligence, was incorpor-
ated by Allen and McInerny on the 19th of June 2017, and the website and app launched around the
same time.® The original intent of the app, our interviews indicate, was to collect data on what tea-
chers actually think about policies and daily life in schools, and as such provide them with a voice
through the use of statistical data obtained by surveying teachers daily. This intent is currently
equally seen in the Android and Apple app-store presentation of the app, where its description
states: “Teaching is often talked about, but teachers often don’t get a say. So, TeacherTapp was created
to give teachers a voice.” At first sight, the precise form of this voice appears to be using statistical
data. This emphasis on statistics to influence policy can, for example, be seen in the Twitter-bio for
TeacherTapp, which states: 7000 teachers each day on mission to paint an accurate picture of what’s
going on in schools so policymakers can’t ignore you.” Meanwhile, the heading of TeacherTapp’s
associated website states: ‘painting a true picture of education one tap at a time’.” The aspect of pro-
viding a voice to teachers through statistical data, is especially interesting in the English context due
to the historic emphasis on data in education discourse there (see Ozga 2009; Helgetun and Menter
2022). Through its discursive form, then, TeacherTapp did arguably constitute a new form of ‘voice’
for teachers in England at its inception, at a time when teachers had been struggling with being
heard by policymakers (see Helgetun and Dumay 2021). In this regard, the potential novelty of
the app as providing teachers with a ‘voice’, rests in the format and approach to give teachers a
voice centered on large scale data collection. As such, the app furthers the datafication of education
by enacting a form of discourse (a claim of what is really going on) rooted in data obtained through
the smart-phone app.

Two additional purposes of the app at the time of its launch were to enable practitioner partici-
pation in research and helping teachers learn. This can be seen on the TeacherTapp Twitter page,
through the, at the time of analysis (24.04.2022), pinned tweet® (Figure 2):

The app subsequently migrated to the Netherlands (it also operated for a short while in Ghana)
before it came to the attention of Pedro De Bruyckere and Geert De Meyer, who work as researchers
and teacher educators at the Flemish Arteveldehogeschool (Artevelde University of Applied
Sciences) in Belgium, in 2020. The existence of TeacherTapp came to Artevelde’s attention through
shared academic networks with education researchers in the Netherlands. The researchers at Arte-
velde were, according to our interviews, already interested in technical solutions to both survey tea-
chers and for building communities that were, according to them, lacking for teachers in Flanders.
The goal of adopting TeacherTapp was to give teachers a shared platform to interact on, which
could also help them gain a voice outside of more formal associations like teacher unions. So
how does TeacherTapp attempt to achieve these goals today?

Technical functions and content of the app

In terms of technical function at the time of observation in February 2022, the app still set out to be
a voice for teachers by collecting data from them and provide what they call ‘bullet Continued Pro-
fessional Development (CPD)’ to them to enhance their teaching abilities. The data collection is

Teacher Tapp
It’s the quickest way of taking part in education

research. We make it simple, easy, fun, and you
LEARN stuff. Plus it only takes 52 seconds a day to do
(on average, no really).

Download here >

Figure 2. Photo of pinned tweet marketing TeacherTapp.
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done through 3-5 daily multiple-choice questions as is illustrated in Figure 3. The results of these
questions are displayed the next day, as seen in Figure 4.

The bullet CPD is generally a written text, usually in the form of a short blog post, which can be
accessed through an embedded link, and is called the daily read. As seen in Figure 5, the infor-
mation about the daily read within the app is very short. In the illustrative photo, we see a short
presentation of the read in the English version followed by an estimation of how long it is to

Today's Questions.

Today's Questions Extra Questions

Have you been asked 1o observe a lesson to
judge its relevance to the ‘curriculum intent'?

Have you had a lesson observation where
feedback refers to ‘curriculum intent'?

f you could wave a magic wand, (and be
given all necessary resources in an instance),
woulkd you change the curriculum that you

Think back to the start of your teaching
career. Which of these do you think is the
hardest aspect of early career development?

O Yes O Yes currently teach?
O Securing your first teaching job
O Mo OMo O Yes. substantiolly
O Knowing where to look for jobs
O Not relevant { cannot answee © Not relevant | cannot answer O Yes. about hall of it
O Knowing which schools you'd ke to work at
O Yes, but only a few changes
O Preparing for and completing interviews
O Notdkespitasitis
© Knowing iffwhen to move cnto 3 new role
QO Not relevant | cannot answer

© Knawing which job 1o take next
O Finding a career mantor

O Understanding which qualiicatons t tako
10 progress

O Finding peophe 10 talk 10 about next step

Q Not relevant | cannot answer

Figure 3. lllustrative photos of daily data collection through TeacherTapp 27.02.2022 (3 questions and a bonus question).

- 20%

Yesterday's Results 'The GCSEs that currently comprise the Disagree
- . EBacc represent the right suite of subjects [ ] 2a%
How satisfied are you with the advanced and should not be changed' Strongly disagree
information released for your subject's [ 1%
GCSEs today? ilrongly agree 3% Not relevant / cannot answer
) . [ ] 16%
Very satisfied Agree
® % o 19% Responses: 4,737 M
Satisfied Neither agree nor disagree
18%
= Lo L] 29% 'For some students, subjects outside the
Neutral Disagree EB i i
acc are more likely to engage them with
- 20% o
. — 2% their GCSE studies'
Dissatisfied i Strongly disagree
== 2% - 1% Strongly agree
Very dissatisfied Not relevant / cannot answer D 6%
) 10% ) 16% Agree
' - C———) 40%
gm 't teach GCSEs - Rosponses: 4,737 M - i >
o Neither agree nor disagree
I haven't seenit yet! (=] 10%
a=s 19% 'For some students, subjects outside the Disagree
Not relevant / cannot answer EBacc are more likely to engage them with 2%
9% their GCSE studies' Strongly disagree
Responses: 4,767 ) Sirons) %
NS v.agree & Not relevant / cannot answer
[=====xu} 35% 13%
'The GCSEs that currently comprise the Agree 2
EBacc represent the right suite of subjects 40% Responess:4,721 U
and should not be changed' Neither agree nor disagree
[ommn) 10%

= hikg

Results

= w7

Results

o
A
)
N

Figure 4. App interface 28.02.2022 - results from the questions the day before (bonus question result was not included).
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DAILY READ

TIP VAN DE DAG

Do primary teachers really want to scrap the

phonics check? And which subjects won at the Zelfevaluatie als motor van schoolontwikkeling.
advanced information exams game? Here's what

you told us this week... E =
Succesfactoren en valkuilen bij het vormgeven aan [gz

Click here (4-min read) (3 M zelfevaluaties.

SPONSORED TIP

The BETT Show 2022 is returning in-person on
23-25 March at Excel and you won't want to miss
out. Bursting with solutions and CPD, it's the best
way to catch up on new education innovations. Free
to register, what do you have to lose?!

Register here. (4

Figure 5. lllustrative photos of daily read: 15.02.2022 England and Flanders.

read. Below that, we see a sponsored tip that someone has paid for to have it included. In the Flem-
ish version, the information about the daily read is even shorter, since there is no sponsored tip in
this version of the app.

The app also contains gamification elements, such as streaks and data on how many questions
the user has answered in total. In technical terms, the app is rather simplistic to use; a singular
application is downloaded from the app store at which point the language and locality is selected,
but the features remain the same in the different localities and the app’s technical and graphical
interface is identical. That is to say: the user answers 3-5 multiple choice (usually 3-10 choices -
there are no free form questions and present, but the interviews indicate this may change) ques-
tions before being presented with access to the daily read (page 1), yesterday’s results (page 2) and
the overview over collected badges and streaks (page 3). The app is also the same across i0OS/
Apple and Android platforms. The app itself is free to use. It is open to anyone (no need to be
a teacher) and has no limitations or tiers. Importantly, however, the questions themselves can
be conceptualized as an entry fee; the app requires the user to provide answers before they are
allowed to access the ‘bullet-CPD’ of the daily read and the data from yesterday. That is, the
user pays by providing data for the app, thereby becoming a form of ‘prosumers’ of educational
data (see Beer 2013; Williamson 2016). The answering of questions to access other information is
a hard condition in England, where the questions and answers are only immediately accessible on
the app. In short, on the surface of its GUI, TeacherTapp appears to be a similar app across both
England and Flanders, albeit with minor local differences. This constitutes the common ‘core’” of
the app.

Beneath the GUI, however, the differences within the functioning of the app itself are plentiful.
In terms of content, the sources for the ‘daily read’ in England are somewhat similar, in so far that
they mainly use blog posts by practitioners in England, often published on WordPress, and one
weekly blog written by the TeacherTapp staff. An exception to this general pattern, are some news-
paper articles (2 in October 2021, 1 in February 2022). In Flanders, by contrast, the sources range
from blogs to podcasts, and equally include government publications in some instances. The Flem-
ish sources are also often more Dutch than Flemish, which according to our interviews related to
the availability of blogs and the small size of Flanders - interviewees indicate that principally, the
preference was directed at Flemish sources, but they found it impossible to find a new Flemish blog
on a daily basis. This may relate to population sizes rather than a lack of prolific blog writers in
Flanders (i.e., there are more teachers in England alone than in the Netherlands and Flanders com-
bined, while there are more teachers in the Netherlands than in Flanders). This illustrates how the
local enactment of the app is technically restricted by a wider ecology such as the availability of
blogs - and the language blogs are written in.
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Multiplicity of actors and the use of TeacherTapp in political discourse

The range of actors the app interacts with, is distinctly different between England and Flanders,
which impacts the diversity of the communities of users that enact it. As noted above, the app is
run by Arteveldehogeschool in Flanders, without partners. By contrast, Education Intelligence in
England works with a range of partners. In October 2021, these were according to their website
the British phonographic industry, Big change, Driver youth trust, Boclips, Pearson, MyTutor,
and the Anna Freud national center for children and families - this then constitutes a much
more encompassing environment than that in Flanders, accommodating a wider range of diverse
organizations within the eco-system of the app. Indeed, much goes on behind the app itself to
enable its multiplicity, and once we expand the concepts of ‘use’ and ‘user’, a more complex picture
is revealed. Users are not only the teachers who answer questions and read the daily read. According
to our analysis, other actors equally use the data from TeacherTapp in discourses in social media, in
newspaper articles and blogs, as well as in research as we unpack in this section.

A second official target group of the app, after teachers, are people who employ the data collected
by the application for analysis to inform education policy and practices, such as researchers of
different kinds, journalists and other public commentators, and policymakers (such as politicians
or civil servants) themselves. In relation to this second kind of user, the differences between Eng-
land and Flanders are enhanced, as people/organizations can buy questions and analyses in Eng-
land, as illustrated in the screenshot below (Figure 6), but not in Flanders, where it is run by a
higher education institution.

The ability to purchase questions and analyses also grant a new form of potential use for those
interested in data from teachers in England, as they can target their own questions in a way that is
not possible in Flanders, where questions are only formulated by Arteveldehogeschool. This, in
turn, gives Artevelde a form of monopoly on parts of the data collection and enabling of teachers’
voice. The potential of the app rests in the formulation of the questions and the multiple-choice
answers, as well as the selection of the daily read.

As noted in interviews and seen across our observations, Arteveldehogeschool is careful to
ensure the app and its questions remain ‘business-free’, and that they respect the norms of the edu-
cation and research environment they are a part of. The ‘business-free’ approach at Arteveldehoge-
school, according to our interviews, leads to some frustration for their English counterparts, whose

o Q

Commissioned Surveys Back Catalogue Data & Sponsored Content
& Questions Education insights reports to teachers

t let us know what yc € king to  Businesses ¢ wurchase tl ilts of We have PP X v for an PP
I e seen click rates of up
e the a elevant an

ter hich is much higher

comprehensive education insight that click-throughs are likely to be

report warm lea W naximum costs fo

Figure 6. Screenshot of how services can be purchased.
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main focus is on growing the app and enabling monetization to ensure the viability of their business
model. The view at Artevelde, according to our interviews, is that any monetization or business-like
foray would undermine the legitimacy of the app in the eyes of Flemish teachers. In the UK, con-
versely, this view is contested by Education Intelligence, who do not believe there is evidence to
support such a claim. Furthermore, one limiting factor of the lack of monetization in Flanders
was that the team of analysts there is unable to grow at present. By contrast, in England monetiza-
tion has enabled an expansion of the analyst team and an expansion of the services (i.e., types of
analysis) Education Intelligence is able to provide. It is important to note that, before the creation
of Education Intelligence, TeacherTapp began as an academia-led project in England. In Flanders,
the app (so far) remains anchored within academia - this academic anchoring is considered by the
team behind it to be one of its key sources of legitimacy there. That is, the belief is that TeacherTapp
could not exist in Flanders if it was not tied to an established non-market organization. This appears
to reflect an English view on money as central to making the world go around (even for altruistic
goals) and a Flemish view that education is not a business, but rather a public good. This in turn
leads to a further differentiation in perceived possible enactments of TeacherTapp - in one locality,
it can be enacted as a business tool and an integral part of a knowledge economy; in another, it can-
not readily be enacted the same way as it must remain free of business concerns.

Thus, as form of giving teachers a voice, the app inherently relates itself to the political sphere
and a range of education stakeholders such as teacher unions, professional teachers’ associations, or
education lobbyists such as Pearson or McKinsey. However, how it does so is location specific, and
the interactions of the app with a political sphere is localized and dependent on what actors are pre-
sent locally to construct different communities of users.

Enactment and datafication beyond the app’s GUI

As we now explore, the role of TeacherTapp data in localized political spheres are also multiple and
goes beyond any collection and dissemination of data contained within the app’s GUI. Actors, such
as Education Intelligence, Arteveldehogeschool, or others such as private enterprises, researchers
and/or unions, can re-formulate the data from the app (e.g., in blogs or on Twitter) as they
enact their own discourse. Such a discourse is both related to, and distinct from, the discourse dis-
seminated in the GUI of the app. That is, it is appropriated, repackaged, and reused by a new set of
actors. The former, the discourse disseminated by the app, is a form of sociomaterial product
enacted by the interaction between the organizations behind the app (who formulates the ques-
tions), the technological artefact (TeacherTapp), and the respondents (who answer the questions);
only the combined work of these three actors enacts the discourse displayed in the app’s GUI we
saw above in Figure 4. It is only in a second instance (a different act to the former) that this is repro-
duced as a political discourse where data is actively used and interpreted to construct a discursive
narrative outside of the confines of the app (e.g., on Twitter) by new actors. This can be done by for
example: teachers, policymakers, union representatives, or Education Intelligence themselves on a
blog or in a Twitter post, as can be seen in the tweet by Education Intelligence Chief Executive
Officer (CEO) Laura McInerney in Figure 7.

Within the app, we see a series of data provided by an entwined sociomaterial interaction dis-
played within an artefact (a discourse of thousands of data points). On Twitter, by contrast, we
see the active construction of a discourse centered on select data from one of three questions,
with a text commentary, and a call for future action that is not present in the app’s GUIL Hence,
we see a dual enactment of discourse, one located within the app’s GUI, the other on social
media. This differentiated enactment is multiple in more ways than one. Indeed, the multiplicity
of enactment of the data collected by TeacherTapp in education discourse in England can also
be clearly seen in relation to a teacher-provided question on 11.02.2022 that asked, ‘what makes
planning difficult for you?’. Parts of this data were used in the 2022 Department for Education
(DfE) white paper ‘Opportunity for all: Strong schools with great teachers for your child’, which
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Laura Mcinerney &
N Be interesting to

boards too
|EACHEH @ IAPP

How satisfied are you with the advanced
information released for your subject's
GCSEs today?

Very satisfied
Satisfied
Neutral

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

| don't teach GCSEs
| rEvcn'( seen it yet!

Not relevant / cannot answer

Figure 7. Tweet by TeacherTapp CEO.

was the first white paper in education since 2016. In the policy document, the TeacherTapp data was
appropriated and used to critique current practices: ‘Curriculum design is an expert skill, yet too
many teachers reinvent the wheel and design new lessons, with recent TeacherTapp data showing
46% of primary teachers are planning their lessons from scratch.” (P.26). This is a form of enactment
of TeacherTapp data that differs from the analysis of the same data presented by Education Intelli-
gence in their blog post titled ‘Should we keep the phonics check? And which subjects won at
advanced info?!”,” which focused briefly on planning by denoting what users had responded, whilst
the enactment of the data the blog differed from the data as presented in the app’s GUI, because it
was weighted and differentiated between primary and secondary teachers. Meanwhile, we can again
see yet another differential enactment of the same data, in a Twitter exchange showed in Figure 8.

One argument in this Twitter exchange relates to the teachers’ happiness and autonomy;
another centers instead on efficiency and time-consumption. These differences between enact-
ments of the same data in turn appear to relate to the distinct communities of users and their
view on what the data actually ‘says,” and how it ought to be used in education discourse. As
such, we see how data is enacted as information (data flow) and discourse in (at least) a dual pro-
cess of first being between user and app, then secondarily it can be re-enacted in a multiple of
ways in public, such as on Twitter or in policy documents. Each such enactment constitutes a
transformation of the data flow, and the form the data is communicated in. Hence, the notion
of TeacherTapp ‘data’ and ‘user’ are both multiple, as communities of users engage with the
same artefact but in different ways, and for different purposes that may or may not overlap.
These communities then, through their practices, again enact the data from the app differently
and eventually turn it into different forms of education discourse. Thus, the app, as a socioma-
terial device, is not singular in its function, and the practices it enables do not end with the
app’s GUL Rather, TeacherTapp should be considered as a ‘living’, constantly growing, assem-
blage that has a presence not only within the confines of the GUI of the app, but equally within
blogs, social media, and even within governmental long-term strategy documents.
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11 Teacher Tapp Retweeted
-Feb 15
Replying to @miss_mcinerney and @TeacherTapp
The difference between going from scratch and tweaking an authoritative
source is the difference between a miserable teacher and a happy teacher

LAk ac a

Q 1 (R Q7 dy

11 Teacher Tapp Retweeted
Feb 15
Replying to @miss_mcinerney and @TeacherTapp
I would rather spend half an hour adapting a plan (creating some
communicate in print word mats or a writing scaffold, thinking of some pre-
assessment and hinge questions) than 2 hours creating it from scratch. Let
that be the question.

Q 2 (! Q a7 &

Figure 8. Twitter discourse illustration.

To conclude this section, we find that TeacherTapp relates to a wider conception of digital govern-
ance (see e.g., Decuypere, Ceulemans, and Simons 2014; Williamson 2015) as including non-state actors
who have a bearing on practices in education across a large ensemble of schools by shifting policy and
education discourse through the expanding use of technology and data. What then of the future?

Digital artefacts as ‘living things’.

Digital artefacts may not only evolve themselves; they can (and often do) also lead to ‘spin-oft’ pro-
ducts. For example, after the launch of TeacherTapp and its initial success in Flanders, Artevelde-
hogeschool launched a second app with the help of the Flemish ‘De Ambrassade Office for youths™'’
targeted at collecting data on youth behavior called ‘Waddist’. This app was not developed by Edu-
cation Intelligence, but was a proprietary solution made for Artevelde with many of the same func-
tionalities as TeacherTapp (such as the three daily questions, the daily read, and the showing of
yesterday’s results). Arteveldehogeschool, according to our interviews, expanded on this function-
ality by adding the possibility of winning ‘skins’ through streaks, in an effort to attract youths. We
find there to be a striking similarity in the GUI of Waddist (see Figure 9) to the GUI of TeacherTapp
shown above in Figures 3-5. This seems to denote that there is a form of technological path depen-
dence at play (Mifsud, Merch, and Lieberg 2013). That is, the sequence of events matter, and what
came before (here TeacherTapp) structures what comes after (here Waddist).

Meanwhile, the Flemish education inspectorate have launched their own closed-entry app for
teachers called ‘VOLCE"."" In England, it does not appear as if TeacherTapp has had the same inno-
vative impact, as the only similar app was the short-lived Education Intelligence made app ‘Parent
ping’, that surveyed parents at the start of the Covid-19 pandemic.'"> However, our observations
indicate that the app is becoming increasingly influential in discussions on teaching and teachers
work on Twitter, a central medium within the wider education discourse in England (Helgetun
and Menter 2022; Watson 2020). This has, by contrast, not been the case in Flanders, where teachers
and teaching discourse has a more limited presence on social media. Thus, one could say that the
app has had two different forms of impact in the two distinct localities. In England, it is a tool that
enhances debates on social media, and as such constructs a new discourse rooted in the daily survey
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Waddist wil een stem

Q : Krijg elke dag 3 vragen Ontdek (anoniem)
geven aan jongeren en 3 resultaten wat andere jongeren
denken

A Jij krijgt het woord.
Wat vind jij?

WADDIST ’

Gestemde Vraag: heb je moe
om je te :onc.nlnmn‘:oor ke 1
school of werk?

Tip van de
dag

ﬁm; | S

Figure 9. Screen shots of Waddist from the ‘app-store’ showing its features of daily questions, tip of the day, and the result of
yesterday’s questions.

of teachers, while also building a community of different actors from multiple communities of users
who engage with TeacherTapp. In Flanders, conversely, it is seen as a new technological solution
where actors are keen to expand its use both to other domains and to operate their own version
of it within the domain of data collection and dissemination from and to teachers. However, in
the Flemish case, it does not seem to gradually bring different communities of users into the
same fold as it does in England, nor is the communal aspect of social media as present in the
eco-system of the app. Hence, the multiplicity of the app is not limited to the artefact itself, but
also has wider ramifications as sociomaterial interactions continuously unfold and strive to expand
their reach. The spread of ‘spin-off’ apps in Flanders helps illustrating this point. However, the sep-
aration between TeacherTapp and the inspectorate’s app VOI.CE in Flanders, whilst the DfE
employs TeacherTapp data in its white paper, also shows a difference in approach: in England,
data collection and analysis is often outsourced by the Department for Education, whereas in Flan-
ders, there is a desire to keep things more ‘in-house’ (cf. Helgetun 2021).

Discussion, reflections, and concluding remarks.

In this paper, we have argued there is a multiplicity in the functioning of TeacherTapp as a socio-
technical artefact. This is arguably a process where the human user and the technological artefact
continuously interact to co-produce and co-transmit different forms of knowledge. That is, the app
illustrates how technology is multiply enacted in different localities, despite having similar functions
(e.g., gathering teacher data through three central questions) at its core, ensuring it is more than
one, but less than many (cf. Mol 2002). The multiplicity of the enactment is first seen through
the in-app presentation of the data (i.e., the collection and dissemination done in the app’s
GUI), and a second enactment of the data as it flows between different mediums (from app to
blog to social media to policy document). Indeed, the data produced by the app is, in turn, enacted
differently in education discourse by different communities of users. Thus, the app has a multi-
plicity in what Bowe and Ball (1992) talk of as the ‘context of policy influence in education’.
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Moreover, we have found TeacherTapp to be at once a potential voice for teachers and a con-
straint on their practices, as it attempts to (re)define professional norms regarding what is con-
sidered as ‘normal’ in the education discourse, as well as defining what is ‘really going on in
education‘ as quoted above, making it a teacher professionalization tool. Its enactments as a pro-
fessionalization tool are not only guided by the developers of the app, but equally by and through
the app itself, as an actor who acts on its users both in intended and unintended ways, as the ‘pro-
sumer-users’ modify the app’s output (Williamson 2016). With this, we first mean that the
designers of the app choose the questions and guide the potential response - as such, they greatly
structure the potential data production by selecting what questions to ask and how to ask them (see
also Bowker and Star 1998 on the power of technicians and their language to guide data pro-
duction). At the same time, however, they do not determine the answers of the users — which is
what forms the backbone of the app’s discourse. Hence, even though the datafication enacted by
the app is guided by the owners/operators of the app in Education Intelligence and Arteveldehoge-
school, it retains participatory elements, as any user has some contribution to the discourse (Har-
tong and Forschler 2019).

Based on the observations presented in this paper, we would go further than Ideland’s (2021)
insightful observations on the digitalization of education by ed-tech businesses that seek to redefine
the role of the teacher. To us, apps such as TeacherTapp also inherently seek to create, sustain,
facilitate and at once need evolving communities of teachers due to their participatory forms of
data creation. As argued by Decuypere and Landri (2021), such participatory forms of datafication
both enable and interactively govern new modes of (giving) teachers voice. Indeed, this article has
shown the complex interplays that arise when teachers are allowed to participate and partake in
creating data and ‘facts’, yet at the same time are being governed by various commercial and policy
actors that appropriate the generated data (and hence, teachers’ voices) as a resource to further draw
on. Thus, such new forms of ‘voice’ (Helgetun and Dumay 2021) are stringently limited by their
enacted sociomateriality through the app’s GUI and user architecture. In that respect, we follow
Hartong and Forschler (2019) in arguing that there is a need to closely disentangling how (partici-
patory) datafication is being done in practice, and to expand the scope of such analysis to include not
only policy analysis and discourse, but equally how sociomaterial interfaces are constituted of, as
well as constituted by, processes of datafication that are enacted in specific contexts. Hence, com-
parative analyses are to be desired, as we try to further figure out how ed-tech driven (participatory)
datafication takes place in concrete practices and localities (Hartong and Decuypere 2023).

Finally, this article contributes to our understanding of how new and participatory forms of evi-
dence construction continue governing the educational field in general and the (professionality of)
teachers in particular. In that regard, much research has stressed that evidence-based discourse runs
the risk of reducing the place of the art of teaching in favor of technical solutions rooted in confor-
mity to norms in the form of classifications and perceived standards that spring from the datafica-
tion of education through nudging (Bowker and Star 1998; Knox, Williamson, and Bayne 2019).
This potential conformity, rooted in the datafication of the profession and data-based interpretation
of what a teacher thinks and does, or should think and do, may move the profession from one cen-
tered on teaching as situational (Alexander 2001) to one that is not sensitive to context. Apps like
TeacherTapp can then worryingly become a tool that reduces the scope of in situ context adoption,
as users are pushed to conform their practices to what is pushed by the app. Such a shift at a global
scale, we hypothesize, is increasingly justified by its promoters through claims of procuring ‘evi-
dence’ and a view on the teacher as someone constantly plugged into the latest data regarding
‘what works best in education’ (¢f. Helgetun and Menter 2022; Miller 2001). However, such digital
artefacts may equally positively become sociomaterial devices for a new form of democratic partici-
pation in education discourse through direct daily human-data interactions (Hartong and Forschler
2019; Decuypere and Landri 2021). Thus, future research ought to consider both what is and what is
(potentially) becoming in equal measure. The main concern remains however, who asks the ques-
tions and who answers them?
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Notes

1. As education is a devolved matter within the United Kingdom (UK) and federated within Belgium, our analy-
sis does not extend to the UK and Belgium as a whole.
2. The probing approach is based on what George and Bennett (2005) call ‘soaking and poking’, where initial
exploration helps refine the research design for a more in-depth qualitative case study. This approach enables
a more empirically grounded understanding of the research object(s).
3. Desired interviews with more coders and analysis working at Education Intelligence was denied due to
business concerns.
4. The website for Education Intelligence can be found at: www.teachertapp.co.uk
5. The website dedicated to Teacher Tapp at Arteveldehogeschool can be found at: https://sites.arteveldehogeschool.
be/deleraandenkt/
6. For an overview of the company see https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/
10825354/filing-history?page=2 (accessed 25.04.2022)
7. Source: www.teachertapp.co.uk last accessed (15.12.2022)
8. During the revision stage of this paper and after our main analysis were done, the pinned tweet changed on
14.11.2022 to one centered on the policy impact of Teacher Tapp as a voice for more than 7500 teachers.
9. Source: https://teachertapp.co.uk/should-we-keep-the-phonics-check-and-which-subjects-won-at-advanced-
info/ (accessed 10.06.2022). The blog was cited in the white paper.
10. See https://ambrassade.be/nl/nieuws/de-eerste-waddist-cijfers
11. Source: https://www.onderwijsinspectie.be/nl/voice (accessed 10.06.2022)
12. See https://parentping.co.uk/
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