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In recent years, critical scholars have repeatedly presented evidence of the societal 
harms propagated by data-intensive systems. Efforts in this area point to the role that AI 
and data practices play in (among others) automating bias and harm, exacerbating local 
and global power dynamics, and shifting power away from individuals and towards few 
powerful organizations (Benjamin 2019; Eubanks 2018; Srnicek 2017). Importantly, there 
are concerns with the broader political economy of technology development by which 
material and conceptual resources are often concentrated in the hands of few large 
corporations, and their own ethical and political agendas (Whittaker 2021; Cath and 
Keyes 2022).  
  
Work in this area has pointed to the role of computer science education in reinforcing 
and concretizing harmful epistemic norms and assumptions in data and AI practice 
(Connolly 2020). As some have observed, technical training—with its emphasis on the 
values of abstraction and formalism— contributes to data and AI practitioners’ sense of 
exceptionalism by building ideological barriers between computer science practice and 
social responsibility (Malazita and Resetar 2019; Agre 1992). This growing recognition of 
the social and political dimension of technical practice has generated several 
pedagogical frameworks and interventions, investigating (among others) the value of 
teachers’ ethical role modelling (Grande et al. 2024), the potential of embedding ethics 
activities and assignments within technical training, including social science and 
humanities concepts and sensitivities (Farghally et al. 2025; Klumbytė et al. 2022) , and 
the role of critical counternarratives as a beneficial teaching methodology (Kirdani-Ryan 
and Ko 2022). Yet, mainstream approaches to ethics and responsibility within technical 
training tend to treat ethics as a siloed discipline that practitioners apply to their own 
practice, often without deeper conceptual engagement with different skills and 
epistemologies (Raji et al. 2021).  
  
In this paper, we reflect on our experience doing collaborative research and teaching as 
a Science and Technology Studies scholar and a Computer Scientist within the 
undergraduate program of a computer science department. Drawing on interviews with 
core teaching staff, we investigate the norms, values, and assumptions that inform the 
computer science curriculum at our institution. Here, we observe the emergence of two 



different notions of undone science: on the one hand, we illustrate how forms of ethical 
and sociological knowledge around computing practices and systems get sidelined or 
ignored, in favor of mathematics and programming skills. Contributing to this 
marginalization of social and ethical expertise are longstanding epistemic norms about 
the value of technical or “hard” skills over non-technical, “soft” ones (Downey 2021); 
assumptions of and around industry needs and expectations, and systemic incentives 
and pressures put on academic staff to focus on advancing state-of-the-art research 
rather than teaching and pedagogical interventions (Jillepalli 2025). Further, our findings 
seem to point to a more active undoing of the limited ethical and sociological training 
that students receive, or a conflict between explicit and implicit normative commitments. 
While students are taught the value of humility (one of the School’s core values) and the 
pitfalls of techno-solutionism, they are often still expected to solve complex problems 
with technology (Sætra 2023). Similarly, while there is a recognition that social and 
ethical issues pervade every aspect of technical practice, many subject areas seem to 
adopt a “but not here” approach under the assumption that technical work is removed 
from such concerns (Darling-Wolf and Patitsas 2024). Notably, despite an appreciation 
for the rights to intellectual property and protected environment, as well as care in 
deployment of computational systems, many universities have quickly and uncritically 
rolled out generative AI onto their campuses (Galanos 2024).  
  
On the other hand, our participants express a tension between the reductionist and 
positivistic tendencies of computer science epistemology and the messy reality of 
applied computing practice, where the complexities and ambiguities of the real world 
can’t be easily reduced to classes and numbers (Thylstrup and Hartley 2025). In this 
sense, some of our participants stressed the importance for students to become 
comfortable with the messiness and ambiguity of real-world data (as opposed to 
sanitized datasets often used for teaching purposes). Here, we see potential in a notion 
of undone science that appreciates and foregrounds uncertainty: a science, or form of 
knowledge, that is always undoing itself. A recognition of uncertainty as fundamentally 
constitutive to the project of computation, rather than a technical or statistical problem 
(Fazi 2018).  
  
In our reflections, we ask: How can we mobilize different forms of knowledge to 
counteract technological determinism and accelerationism? How can we create 
meaningful opportunities for students’ and practitioners’ resistance to participate in 
harmful data practices? And what institutional, disciplinary, or societal constraints 
would shape these efforts? Emerging from our data is a broader question around the 
social and political role that higher education plays in reinforcing specific epistemic 
values and assumptions in computer science and its related industry. Is the University’s 
sole responsibility – as some of our participants argue or lament – to cater to the needs 
and expectations of markets and the tech sector? Or is it, rather, to equip individuals and 



communities with the critical tools necessary to challenge and counteract the increasing 
concentration of material and cultural resources in the hands of a few powerful actors 
and organizations?  
  
In attending to these overlooked spaces of knowledge (and power) formation within 
computer science education, we can hopefully resist harmful data practices while 
exploring possibilities for more sustainable and just approaches to complex social and 
political problems. 
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