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Introduction

Learning analytics (LA) - “the measurement, collection, analysis and reporting of data
about learners and their contexts, for purposes of understanding and optimizing learning and
the environments in which it occurs” (Long & Siemens, 2011, p. 34) — has the potential to
impact student learning, at scale (Knight, Gibson, & Shibani, 2020) by offering critical insights
into the processes of online and face-to-face learning, as well as supporting learning activities
via analytics tools (Ochoa, Knight, & Wise, 2020). However, the potential is far from realized
due to several interrelated issues, including “lack of uptake and adoption, generalizability, and
the relevance of some of our [researchers’] work to actual practice and the power dynamics of
data-informed approaches” (Ochoa et al., 2020, p. 2).-Moreover, scholars highlight that to be
able to improve the quality of teaching and learning at scale, we also need to consider
stakeholders’ data literacy — i.e., the ability to understand, find, collect, interpret, visualize, and
support arguments using quantitative and qualitative data (Deahl, 2014) — and leadership
(Schildkamp, 2019; Henderson & Corry, 2020).

There is still very little existing empirical evidence of LA research having improved
learning, learner support and teaching at scale. Viberg et al. (2018), for example, in their
systematic literature review of LA found that only nine percent of 252 reviewed studies,
conducted in higher education, showed that LA improved students’ learning outcomes. Also,
despite the increasing availability of student data in K-12 settings worldwide — accelerated by
the forced move to online education during the pandemics — the majority of LA analyses have
hitherto been conducted in the context of higher education, often at a small scale within a
context of one course, or in the setting of massive online open courses (MOOCs; e.g., Yu,

2021).



There are many reasons behind the slow adoption of LA and data-driven decision
making processes in educational settings, especially in K-12 education, including challenges
related to data interoperability (Dodero et al., 2017; Samuelsen, Chen, & Wasson, 2019), ethics
and privacy concerns (Beerwinkle, 2020; Livingstone, 2020; Viberg, Andersson et al., 2021),
development of stakeholders’ data literacy (Ifenthaler et al., 2020) as well as feedback literacy
skills (Jivet, 2021), and a general lack of participatory approaches that take into account the
needs and preferences of the students and teachers — even less actually engage them directly —
in the LA design process (Buckingham Shum, Ferguson, & Martinez-Maldonado, 2019; Jivet,
2021). We should not forget that LA is about supporting learning, not just reporting it (Gasevic,
Dawson, & Simiens, 2015). Yet, the majority of LA analyses have so far been driven by the
availability of learner data, often in the context of MOOCs — rather than by specific needs of
teachers and students.

In this chapter, we argue that in order to make LA attractive to educational professionals
and students there is a need to further develop a human-centered learning analytics approach.
This approach posits that the design process of effective LA must extend beyond sound
technical and pedagogical principles; it needs to carefully consider a range of contextual and
human factors, including why and how they will be used (Buckingham Shum et al., 2020), as
well as by whom and in what context. Moreover, it must be designed for the benefit of the users
rather than imposed upon them by designers or researchers. In particular, we focus our
discussion on the need to understand, engage and support teachers — the key stakeholders who
guide and facilitate learning activities in everyday education practices and who are are
responsible for the design and real-time management of students’ learning processes (van
Leeuwen et al., 2017) — as enablers and co-designers of LA. This is important, since if LA is
to be able to help them through the provision of improved teacher support, we need to: 1)

carefully analyse teachers’ needs before implementing LA, 2) understand what data are needed



and to meet those needs, 3) investigate what type of LA support mechanisms they would like
to be assisted by, 4) understand how teachers would like such LA tools (e.g., teacher-facing
learning dashboards) to be designed and used. Also, there is a need to understand what
knowledge and skills (e.g., data and feedback literacy) they may need to develop so as to be
able to enable everyday LA practices and use the designed tools effectively. These steps need
to be taken in order to move towards the ultimate goal of achieving the intended changes in

students’ learning behaviors that would lead to improved learning outcomes.

Critical aspects of LA in a human-centered perspective

In this section we review the literature organized by aspects that are critical in a human-
centered responsible perspective of LA. The aspects include:

e Focus on teachers’ needs and goals. This should be the starting point for LA
development as this i1s where tools are to be applied. Unless teachers can make sense of
data and take action on it, it is not meaningful.

o Teachers’ data literacy skills. Data presentation and analysis can reveal new patterns
and-inspire teaching and support learning in new ways.

e Data. Data sources and-data analysis need to become more diverse and develop beyond
summative analysis of performance towards formative guidance. In doing so also

students and learning contexts must be represented.

Focus on teachers’ needs and goals

In order to take advantage of the affordances of LA to assist teachers and make a
difference in their everyday teaching practice, we need to enable them to conduct meaningful

—i.e., such that can make a positive difference — LA activities in their everyday practices.



There is also an aspect of responsibility involved; protection of students’ privacy, is seen as
both a moral and legal obligation. To achieve this, there is a need to increase our understanding
of what problems they encounter in their daily teaching practice and how LA can provide
assistance in addressing those problems. One of the key issues in this regard relates to the fact
that data use is mainly used for accountability purposes, i.e., data collection and use focuses
on achievement and not learning (Mandinach & Schildkamp, in press). For example, test
results are most often used summatively to measure performance but in order to improve
learning it is more productive to use them formatively to guide teaching in a way that
continuously improves conditions for student learning. Understanding w/y students have not
learned something is then more interesting than the performance measure itself, but also more
challenging to derive from data. In daily practice, teachers regularly assess students’ work
formatively — both through informal everyday observations and through continuous assessment
of different individual and collaborative learning activities —in order to help them focus their
thinking or improve their work processes. In formal systems, to the contrary, test results are
registered for the purpose of evaluation and comparison — often of both students and teachers.
While measuring student performance is necessary, it may take up too much attention at the
detriment of learning. If there “is too much accountability pressure, this often leads to misuse
of data, and even to abuse” (Mandinach & Schildkamp, in press, p. 4). It may also lead to
mistrust among teachers towards LA systems as they are seen as tools for control rather than
for assistance.

To provide assistance that would improve students’ learning by offering adequate
teacher support mechanisms, some LA researchers argue for the need of a ’subversive” LA
that aims to grapple with the ramifications of LA research efforts, and critically engage with
the ways in which power, race, gender and class influence and are influenced by LA work

(Wise, Sarmiento, & Boothe, 2021). This becomes especially critical in the context of the



recent turn to online learning worldwide, which has contributed to the considerably increased
quantity and also kinds of data being generated about students and by students, at different
levels of education. This in turn, requires LA researchers and practitioners to address questions
about bias, equity, surveillance, ownership (of data), control and agency in LA use (Wise et
al., 2021).

When developing LA tools, designers need to take a critical view by integrating ways
to look at the shortcomings of data in their thinking and by incorporating stakeholder privacy
protection mechanisms in the tools (Klein, 2021). Such experiences and knowledge can be
adapted from relevant efforts in other research areas. This includes human-computer
interaction, which focuses on the user- and human-centered design processes aiming to
effectively meet user/stakeholder needs, and‘information systems research, in which LA
scholars can draw on the affordances of relevant theoretical contributions which may help
underpin the conceptual groundings of LA technological artifacts.

For example, when developing LA tools — aiming to assist teachers in their work — an
ensemble view of technology (Orlikowski & Iacono, 2001) can be adapted. This perspective
focuses on the transformational nature of technology: Technology brings changes not only in
terms of sow we do things but also in terms of what is doable and desirable in teaching and
learning practice; that is, in teachers’ perceptions. This view undertakes the idea of
sociotechnical construction, suggesting that new data-driven, in the context of this chapter,
teaching practices and methods are co-constructed in a sociotechnical system rather than purely
engineered by developers. Technology develops during use, and based on how it is used. This
implies that there is a need to pay attention to the contexts of teaching and learning and to
student behavior, preferences and individual characteristics. These are complex phenomena
which are difficult to derive from data. Teachers regularly interpret both students and

situations, but they do that not just based on structured data but also on understanding, which



comes from their teaching experience, informal observations, and familiarity with students and
learning situations. A teacher knows what a student is, the computer knows only (partially)
what s/he says and does.

Data existing in digital format are typically quite simple while teachers’ interpretations
are based on both quantitative and qualitative data. While LA data typically informs about
student scores on a test, teachers can understand why a student scored good or poor. Of course,
LA systems could add more data. Student behavior data could be expanded to include, e.g.,
interaction tracing by combining data originated from different online learning platforms and
also qualitative data, e.g., about students’ level of motivation. But more data alone does not
create understanding. There also needs to be a way to interpret data and what it tells us about
student learning; that is to translate awareness into action.. Artificial intelligence (Al) can help
understanding student development in for example, mathematics and literacy, but the reasons
for this development, or lack thereof cannoet be understood.

A major threshold in Al development today is precisely that; it can create texts that
look like human-written' text but as long as it lacks the understanding of what the text means
there is a limit to-its further development (Hao, 2020). In learning, teachers interacting with
students are the only ones who can develop understanding and hence understand how to use
data and automated analysis of data for improved learning.

Hence, a coherent understanding requires careful analysis of learning contexts and
actors so as to be ‘able to address critical questions about (algorithmic) bias, equity,
surveillance, ownership (of data), control and agency in LA design and use (Wise et al., 2021).
Contextual understanding may also require taking into account qualitative data, yet largely
unexplored by the LA community, for example cultural differences (e.g., in terms of power
distance) that may influence the adoption and the effectiveness of LA interventions (see e.g.,

Davis et al., 2017; Kizilcec & Cohen, 2017).



To sum up, it is critical that data use or LA activities start with a certain improvement
goal and not a sole emphasis on accountability or on the available data. Taking the teacher
perspective, in today’s society such goals should focus not only on the improvement of
students’ subject knowledge, but also on development of their critical 21st century skills,
including collaborative and self-regulated learning skills that are directly associated with
academic performance, especially in online learning settings (e.g., Viberg, Khalil, & Baars,
2020). Moreover, such goals may be directed towards the development and improvements of
students’ data-, feedback- and digital literacy skills that are crucial for their successful
navigation and study success in online learning settings (see e.g., [fenthaler et al., 2020; Jivet,

2021).

Teachers’ data literacy skills

While understanding teachers, students, and learning processes is important for LA
tools designers, the increased use of data also puts demands on teachers’ data literacy skills
(Henderson & Corry, 2020). They need to be able to interpret data from those tools and
combine it with their pedagogical knowledge so as to make it actionable in educational
practices (Gummer & Mandinach, 2015). Data literacy skills include the ability to understand
what data are needed to address a specific problem, collect these data, make sense of (student)
data representations and feedback provided through LA tools, and based on this sense making
provide improved student assistance. Research shows that educators frequently struggle with
the use of data, including setting up clear goals for improvement, collecting data and making
sense of them (Mandinach & Schildkamp, in press). In general, scholars argue that educators
must have some level of data literacy, which refers to “the ability to transform information into
actionable knowledge and practices by collecting, analyzing, and interpreting all types if data

(assessment, school climate, behavioral, snapshot, longitudinal, moment-to-moment, etc.) to



help determine instructional steps. It combines an understanding of data with standards,
disciplinary knowledge and practices, curricular knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge,

and an understanding of how [students] learn” (Mandinach & Gummer, 2016, p.14).

Data

Data-based decision making has emerged and evolved in education for almost two
decades. Understanding how to make use of data in educational settings and for educational
purposes is “a complex and interpretative process, in which goals have to be set, data have to
be identified, collected, analyzed, and interpreted, and used to improve teaching and learning”
(Mandinach & Schildkamp, in press, p.1). It is critical to.acknowledge that this process does
not start with data but with goals to be achieved:

To address teachers’ needs, there is‘also a necessity to understand what student data has
to be considered, collected and analysed. As highlighted by Kitchin (2021), “data-driven
endeavours are not simply technical systems, but are socio-technical. That is, they are as much
a result of human values, desires and social relations as they are scientific principles and
technologies" (p. 5):

In the‘educational context, it is not always clear what data are and how to best make
sense of them, i.e., to translate understanding into action. This can be explained by several
reasons. One of them relates to the fact that at many occasions, we need to integrate different
types of data in order to achieve the intended improvement goals. In an education setting, a
diversity of educational tools are frequently used in parallel. One digital system may be used
for practicing and taking exams, another - for supporting students’ collaborative learning
activities. There may also be a variety of learning management systems (LMS) employed for
the purpose of delivering an educational module or a course, often including information and

instructions, sharing of study materials and collecting student assignments. More advanced



LMS also provide student activity/interaction data which can be useful for understanding
reasons behind performance. There are also systems that collect various types of student
demographic data which needs to be carefully accounted for to be able to provide equitable
and fair adaptive learning solutions, based on LA measurements (Baker & Hawn, 2021). Equity
and fairness are becoming increasingly important goals in education (Mandinach &
Schildkamp, in press), and in the design of LA systems (e.g., Holstein & Doroudi, 2019;
Hakami & Hernandez-Leo, 2020; Wise et al., 2021). An equitable approach adopts an asset-
based view which builds upon student strengths, interests and backgrounds (Datnow & Park,
2018).

In sum, many LA researchers argue that in order.to improve conditions for learning
and to improve teaching and learner support, “the true potential to offer-meaningful insights
comes from combining data from across different data sources” (Bakharia et al., 2016, p. 378;
Mandinach & Gummer, 2016).

The integration of data plays a critical role for scalability of LA (Samuelsen et al.,
2019). But how do we understand scale of impact in LA? Scholars argue that there are two key
tensions in implementing LA for impact (Knight et al., 2020). The first tension refers to
population versus learning gain scale. That is, there is a conflict between the ambition to reach
as large populations of students as possible and the ambition to make a decisive impact on
learning. The second tension relates to the issues of generalizability and adoption, suggesting
that hitherto LA researchers have focused on big classes with more general models, “rather
than on supporting educators to develop their own analytical tools, and to adopt tools over
multiple sites” (p.4).

Scholars furthermore posit that to integrate data from different sources in LA, it is vital
to consider the context of the data. In what settings and for what purpose were data generated?

By which technological devices were they collected? Integration of data is beneficial for



interoperability — semantic, technical, legal, as well as organizational — and may be used to
personalise learning and enable better querying and reporting of data (Samuelsen, Chen, &
Wasson, 2021).

During the past decade, a change from a heavy focus on accountability towards more
emphasis on continuous improvement of education has occurred. The focus is on the process
of data use within a particular sociocultural context. Educators need to “tap diverse data sources
[e.g., demographics, attendance, motivation, and home circumstances]to contextualise student
performance and behavior” (Mandinach & Schildkamp, in press, p.2) and to reduce ‘unfair’
algorithmic educational solutions (Baker & Hawn, 2021). Researchers suggest that in order to
address representational and measurement bias, i.e., to increase fairness, we [researchers] need
—and we need to help teachers to understand how to =collect “better data-- data that includes
sufficient proportions of all groups of interests, and where key variables are not themselves
biased. This step is recognized as essential among learning analytics practionaries” (Baker &
Hawn, 2021, p.14). As stressed by Holstein et al. (2019), one key step for enhancing fairness
in the algorithms’ use”in education. would be/ for researchers to find ways to support
practitioners, including teachers, in “collecting and curating” higher-quality data sets.

Such data sources can contribute to offering better explanations and contexts to help
educators to better understand and interpret what data means.

While it is important to interpret data in view of teaching and learning goals, ‘big data’
analysis also offers a new channel to understanding. As stressed by Schildkamp (2019), one of
the characteristics of big data is that various kinds of data can be linked to each other and that
it is possible to look for patterns in these data sets “without having pre-defined hypotheses. In
this way, patterns may be discovered that have never been thought of before, which can lead
to new possible applications, purposes and goals of data use” (p.261), as well the relevant

theoretical developments. Such discovery may lead to new insights and spur new ideas but



require caution before application in teaching and learning practice as correlation patterns not
necessarily reflect causes and effects.

Another data-related problem concerns a challenge in terms of our understanding of
what type of previously unavailable data we need to collect, combine and analyse in order to
bring novel insights into students’ learning processes. This requires a thorough understanding
of the nature of educators’ teaching practices and specific teaching-associated problems that

the teacher might need help with.

Conclusions

The review presented here can be summarized by a set of recommendations to learning
analytics practice, discussed in various ways in the papers reviewed. Following the Human-
Centered Learning Analytics approach; inspired by the user-centered approach since decades
taken in the field of human-computer interaction, learning analytics must focus more on
understanding of users and use contexts.

1. LA development must start with teaching and learning problems and goals. Do not start
with data.

2. Identify data needs based on goals and practice. Do not rest with what is easily
available.

3. 'In order to make sense of data for improving teaching and learning processes, it is
important to engage both data professionals and teaching professionals. Inspiration to
improvement can come both from data and from practice, but the decisions in learning
processes that are to be supported rest with practitioners.

4. Including different data sources and different kinds of data may be necessary so as to
capture not only performance but also students, and learning contexts and processes,

which are all diverse. However, as this includes both complex situations and qualitative



data it is important to tread cautiously and make sure the data analysis used within LA
systems is triangulated with empirical studies of use.

5. Involve students and analyze their role in using the data.

Moreover, to be able to scale up LA research and support teachers in their data-driven
decision making processes, there is a critical need to develop a responsible approach to student
data use in education. Even though the LA research community has been for some time
interested in the ethics of data-driven practices (e.g., Ferguson, 2019; Tsai et al., 2019), most
of this work has been performed in conceptual terms (Arnold & Sclater,;2017). As highlighted
by Cerratto-Pargman et al. (2021), research on applied ethics has not become pervasive in LA
practice. Scholars suggest the so-called ‘socially sympathetic’ design approach to LA systems
(Selwyn, 2019). This approach — is sometimes referred to as ‘user-respectful’ design as
opposed to ‘user-centered’ only — implies designing LA systems and applications in ways that
consider different social contexts in which they are intended to be used, and the different needs
and rights of the users. It also requires ensuring informed engagement concerning issues related
to privacy, security, and user rights of individuals interacting with these systems (Selwyn,

2019).

References
Arnold, K., & Sclater, N. (2017). Student perceptions of their privacy in learning
analytics applications. In Proceedings of the 17th International Learning Analytics and

Knowledge Conference, pp. 66-69. https://doi.org/10.1145/3027385.3027392



Baker, R., & Hawn, A. Algorithmic bias in education. (2021). Pre-print.
https://doi.org/10.35542/osf.io/pbmvz. Retrieved from https://edarxiv.org/pbmvz/ 2021-05-12

Bakharia, A., Kitto, K., Pardo, A., Gasevi¢, D., & Dawson, S. (2016). Recipe for
success: Lessons learnt from using XxAPI within the connected learning analytics toolkit. In
Proceedings of the Sixth International Conference on Learning Analytics & Knowledge, pp.
378-382. https://doi.org/10.1145/2883851.2883882

Beerwinkle, L. (2021). The use of learning analytics and the potential risk of harm for
K-12 students participating in digital learning environments. Education Technology Research
and Development, 69, 327-330. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-020-09854-6

Buckingham Shum, S., Ferguson, R., & Martinez-Maldonado, R. (2019). Human-
centered learning  analytics.  Journal < of Learning. Analytics, 6(2), 1-9.
https://doi.org/10.18608/j1a.2019.62.1

Datnow, A., & Park, V. (2018). Opening or closing doots for students? Equity and data
use in schools. Journal of ' Educational Change, 19(2), 131-152. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10833-018-9323-6.

Davis, D.;Jivet, 1., Kizilcec, R. F., Chen, G., Hauff, C., & Houben, G. J. (2017,
March). Follow the successful crowd: raising MOOC completion rates through social
comparison at scale. In Proceedings of the Seventh International Learning Analytics and
Knowledge Conference (LAK’17), pp. 454-463. https://doi.org/10.1145/3027385.3027411

Deahl, E. (2014). Better the Data You Know: Developing Youth Data Literacy in
Schools and Informal Learning Environments. M.S. Thesis, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology. https://cmsw.mit.edu/wp/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/233823808-Erica-Deahl-
Better-the-Data-Y ou-Know-Developing-Y outh-Data-Literacy-in-Schools-and-Informal-

Learning-Environments.pdf



Dodero, J., Conzales-Conjero, E., Cutuérrez-Herrera, G., Peinado, S., Tocino, J., &
Ruiz-Rube, I. (2017). Trade-off between interoperability and data collection performance when
designing and architecture for learning analytics. Future Generations Computer Systems, 68,
31-37. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.future.2016.06.040

Ferguson, R. (2019). Ethical challenges for learning analytics. Journal of Learning
Analytics, 6(3), 25-30. https://doi.org/10.18608/j1a.2019.63.5

Gasevi¢, D., Dawson, S. & Siemens, G. (2015). Let’s not forget: Learning analytics are
about learning. Tech Trends, 59, 64—71. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-014-0822-x

Gummer, E., & Mandinach, E. (2015). Building a conceptual framework for data
literacy. Teachers College Record, 117(4), 1-22.

Ifenthaler, D., Gibson, D., Prasse, D.,/Shimada, A., & Yamada, M. (2020). Putting
learning back into learning analytics: actions for policy. makers, researchers and practitioners.
Educational Technology Research and Development. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-020-
09909-8

Hakami, E., & Hernandez-Leo, D. (2020), How are learning analytics considering the
societal values of fairness, accountability, transparency and human well-being?: A literature
review. In: Martinez-Monés A, Alvarez A, Caeiro-Rodriguez M, Dimitriadis Y. (Eds.). LASI-
SPAIN 2020: Learning Analytics Summer Institute Spain 2020: Learning Analytics. Time for
Adoption?; 2020 June 15-16; Valladolid, Spain. Aachen: CEUR; p. 121-41. http://ceur-

ws.org/Vol-2671/paperl2.pdf

Hao, K. (2020). Al still doesn’t have the common sense to understand human language.

MIT Technology Review. https://www.technologyreview.com/2020/01/31/304844/ai-

common-sense-reads-human-language-ai2/ 2021-05-12




Henderson, R., & Corry, M. (2020). Data literacy training and use for educational
professionals. Journal of Research in Innovative Teaching and Learning. https://
doi.org/10.1108/JRIT-11-2019-0074

Holstein, K., & Doroudi, S. (2019). Fairness and equity in learning analytics systems
(FairLAK). In Companion Proceeding of 9th International Conference on Learning Analytics
and Knowledge (LAK 19). http://kenholstein.com/FairLAK proceedings.pdf

Holstein, K., Wortman Vaughan, J., Daumé, H., Dudik, M.,7& Wallach, H. (2019).
Improving Fairness in Machine Learning Systems: What Do Industry Practitioners Need? In
Proceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, pp. 1-16.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300830

Jivet, I. (2021). The dashboard that loved me: Designingadaptive learning analytics for
self-regulated learning. Doctoral dissertation. Open University. ISBN/EAN: 978-94-93211-
25-4

Kitchin, R. (2021). Data lives: How data are made and shape our world. Bristol UP.

Kizilcec, R. & ‘Cohen, G.(2017). Eight-minute self-regulation intervention raises
educational attainment at scale in individualist but not collectivist cultures. In Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences, 114(17), 4348-4353.

Klein, C. (2021). Privacy-by-design for responsible and equitable LA systems, policies,
and practices. In Companion Proceeding of the 11th International Conference on Learning
Analytics and Knowledge (LAK21). pp. 336- 341. https://www.solaresearch.org/wp-
content/uploads/2021/04/LAK21 CompanionProceedings.pdf

Knight, S., Gibson, A., & Shibani, A. (2020). Implementing learning analytics for
learning impact: Taking tools to tasks. The Internet and Higher Education, 45.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.itheduc.2020.100729



Livingstone, S. (2020). Realizing children’s rights in relation to the digital
environment. European Review. Retrieved from http://eprints.Ise.ac.uk/103563/ 2021-05-01

Long, P., & Siemens, J. (2011). Penetrating the fog: Analytics in learning and
education. Educause Review, 46(5), 31-40.
https://er.educause.edu/articles/2011/9/penetrating-the-fog-analytics-in-learning-and-
education

Mandinach, E., & Gummer, E. (2016). Data literacy for educators: Making it count in
teacher preparation and practice. New York, NY: Teacher College Press.

Mandinach, E., & Schildkamp, K. (in press). Misconceptions about data-based decision
making in education: An exploration of the literature. Studies in Educational Evaluation.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2020.100842

Ochoa, X., Knight, S., & Wise, A. (2020).. Learning analytics impact: Critical
conversations on relevance and social responsibility. Journal of Learning Analytics, 7(3), 1-5.
https://dx.doi.org/10.18608/j1a.2020.73.1

Orlikowski, W., ‘& Tacono, S. (2001). Research Commentary: Desperately Seeking the
“IT” in IT Research— A Call to Theorizing the IT Artifact. Information System Research, 12(2),
121-134.

Samuelsen, J., Chen, W., & Wasson, B. (2019). Integrating multiple data sources for
learning analytics—review of literature. Research and Practice in Technology Enhanced
Learning, 14(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/s41039-019-0105-4.

Samuelsen, J., Chen, W., & Wasson, B. (2021). Enriching context descriptions for
enhanced LA scalability: a case study. Research and Practice in Technology Enhanced

Learning, 16(6). https://doi.org/10.1186/s41039-021-00150-2



Schildkamp, K. (2019). Data-based decision-making for school improvement:
Research insights and gaps. Education Research, 61 (3), 257-273.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2019.1625716

Selwyn, N. (2019). What’s the problem with learning analytics? Journal of Learning
Analytics, 6(3), 11-19. http://dx.doi.org/10.18608/j1a.2019.63.3

Tsai, Y., Poquet, O., Gasevi¢, D., Dawson, S., & Pardo, A. (2019). Complexity
leadership in learning analytics: Drivers, challenges and opportunities.. British Journal of
Educational Technology, 50(6), 2839-2854. https://doi.org/10,1111/bjet.12846

van Leeuwen, A., van Wermeskerken, M., Erkens, G., & Rummel, N. (2107).
Measuring teachers sense-making strategies of learning analytics: @ case study. Learning
Research and Practice, 3(1), https://doi.org/10:1080/23735082.2017.1284252

Viberg, O., Andersson, A., Kolkowska, E., & Hrastinski, S. (2021). Calling for a more
responsible use of student data in"K-12 education. In Companion Proceedings of the 11th
International Conference on' Learning Analytics and Knowledge, pp. 357-362,

https://www.solaresearch.org/wp-

content/uploads/2021/04/L.AK21 CompanionProceedings.pdf

Viberg, O., Hatakka, M., Bilter, O., & Mavroudi, A. (2018). The current landscape of
learning analytics in higher education. Computers in Human Behavior, 89, 98-110.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.07.027

Viberg, O., Khalil, M., & Baars, M. (2020). Self-Regulated Learning and Learning
Analytics in Online Learning Environments: A Review of Empirical Research. In Proceedings
of the [0th International Conference on Learning Analytics and Knowledge (LAK20).
https://doi.org/10.1145/3375462.3375483

Wise, A., Sarmiento, J., & Boothe, M. (2021). Subversive learning analytics. In

Proceedings of 11th International Learning Analytics and Knowledge Conference (LAK21),



April 12-16, 2021, Irvine, CA, USA. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 7 pages.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3448139.3448210

Yu, Z. (2021). A literature review on MOOC:s integrated with learning analytics.
Journal of Information Technology Research, 14(2).

https://doi.org./10.4018/JITR.2021040104



