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Abstract

Digitalisation offers a wide array of opportunities, but also challenges, for universities and business schools
alike, regarding the provision and delivery of their teaching and learning activities. The COVID-19 pandemic
has highlighted some of these challenges, as it forced educational institutions to move their pedagogic
activities online in line with new governmental regulations. In this article, we identify and discuss critically the
following three interconnected challenges: (1) shifting from direct embodied co-presence to technologically
mediated telepresence, (2) re-embodying teaching and learning activities and (3) rethinking the purpose
and relevance of teachings in business schools. We explore these challenges through a phenomenological
lens, informed by the Heideggerian concepts of enframing (Gestell) and releasement (Gelassenheit), with a
focus on (re-)embodiment. Finally, we discuss the need, for teachers and learners, to be able to reflectively
move between embodied and digital(ised) forms of learning and teaching and outline some implications and
perspectives regarding the development of an integral pedagogy.
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Introduction

Distance education, remote teaching and online instruction are not new approaches to pedagogy or
curriculum design, but they have taken on renewed salience. The emergence of new technologies
and the intensification of the process of digitalisation provide, for institutions of higher education
and business schools alike, a wide array of opportunities, but also various important challenges
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(Fransson et al., 2019; Holmwood and Marcuello, 2019; Laurell et al., 2020; Stephenson, 2018).
However, there are stark differences in higher education regarding the degree to which universities
are engaged with online education (Bach et al., 2006). While some institutions solely provide a few
Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs), others offer modules or specialised programmes avail-
able online (such as MBAs), and still others deliver degrees fully accessible online. The on-going
pandemic is exacerbating existing discrepancies between universities on matters of digitalisation,
with institutional, cultural, and national differences reinforcing variances in responses. Differences
aside, all these developments feed into the world-wide digitalisation not only of education, but of
societies at large, impacting our experience(s) of ourselves, others and the world.

With the COVID-19 pandemic sweeping around the world, with population lockdowns, restric-
tion on the use of social spaces, distancing as well as surveillance systems for ‘contact tracing’ (see
Leclercq-Vandelannoitte and Aroles, 2020), educational institutions have been challenged and
their future jeopardised (Williamson et al., 2020a). Specifically, the ways in which the continuing
pandemic is calling for redesigning and actually reshaping individual, social and professional
activities have affected educational institutions. A large number of them have had to shift most of
their operations online, using digital remote education formats under tense conditions and in tightly
compressed timelines. Instead of transposing on-going modules, seminars or workshops online,
there is a growing need to develop new or elaborate digital forms of teaching.

This article is concerned with the corresponding challenges faced by universities, as they
attempt to digitalise teaching and learning activities and engage in new forms of pedagogy. While
a large body of research has, for some time already, examined both the strengths and weaknesses
of online teaching (Ananga and Biney, 2018; Arbaugh et al., 2013; Redpath, 2012; Schroeder et al.,
2010; Whitaker et al., 2016), the challenges and pathways underpinning shifts from ‘traditional’ to
digital learning, (or moves between both), remain to be explored critically. We thus need a frame-
work, which would provide a critical understanding of the embodiment of online learners, in order
to better conceptualise the complex and multifaceted entanglements between technologies, the
process of learning and embodiment.

Here, we use a phenomenological lens as a way of framing the challenges underpinning the
move from ‘traditional’ to digital learning. We contend that such a lens is particularly suitable, as
it allows considering the experiential dimension of our encounters within the world which, in the
context of this article, are pathways to a more revealing understanding of teaching and learning in
relation to digitalisation in today’s world. Phenomenologically, when embodied humans teach and
learn, they are integrated in a natural and social order not as mere ‘objects’, but relationally inter-
twined with their selves, others, and the technological world as a nexus. Advanced post-phenome-
nology can help to see (digital) technologies not just as separated functional or instrumental objects,
but as transformative mediators of human-world relations (Rosenberger and Verbeek, 2015). In
particular, we draw from the Heideggerian concepts of enframing (‘Gestell’) and releasement
(‘Gelassenheit’) that we extend to the digital context. We argue that Heidegger’s (1977) notion of
enframing (Gestell) is insightful when reflecting on the ‘technologisation of life’. In particular, it
is helpful for exploring how digitalised technologies alter and reconfigure relations between and
experiences of (embodied) place, self and others in the context of education (Kouppanou, 2017)
and for reflecting on specific challenges faced by educational institutions.

Through our framework, we identify and discuss three challenges. The first challenge concerns
the shift from co-presence to telepresence, with the loss of bodily or embodied qualities of interac-
tions between teachers and students as well as among students. The second challenge relates to
issues of embodiment and calls for the development of pedagogical approaches that would re-
embody teaching and learning activities digitally. Finally, the third challenge, which ensues from
the first two, concerns the need to rethink the purpose and relevance of business schools; explicitly,
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the purpose and relevance of their teaching practices and types of managers they educate and
implicitly, which forms of leadership and modes of organising they reproduce.

As our phenomenological take — informed by the concept of enframing (Gestell) — on these
challenges will show that there is a need to develop, design and enact more integral modes of learn-
ing and teaching. Such integrative pedagogy can best be realised through an ethos of engaged
releasement (Gelassenheit). This releasement allows a mindful relationship to material and socio-
cultural hybrids as they emerge in digitalised teaching and learning. As such, it permits the revival
of a form of openness towards the practices and contents of both experiential and experimental
learning. A commitment to a re-embodied form of learning, pursued in the spirit of an engaged
releasement, may mediate the unfolding of ‘alternative’ forms of economic, societal, socio-cul-
tural, thus political, and ethical interests and inter-relationships.

We structured our article as follows. First, we introduce the Heideggerian concept of enframing
(Gestell), which contextualises and frames our discussion of the digitalisation, or digital enframe-
ment, of teaching, learning and embodiment. Then, we briefly review research on online learning,
with a focus on its relation to embodiment. Afterwards, the next three sections outline and explore
our three interconnected challenges. Subsequently, we discuss the need for teaching and learning
practices that can move between embodied and digital thus co- and telepresence. Finally, we offer
some perspectives on a more integrative pedagogy and corresponding learning and teaching
practices.

Technologies, embodiment and learning: ‘Digital Gestell’

The Heideggerian concept of enframing (Gestell)

For Heidegger (1977), the concept of enframing (Gestell) is to be understood as an expression of
the ‘essence’ of the world-forming nature of technology. Each epoch or period thus sees a different
form of technological enframing — the more developed and intense technologies become, the more
likely we are to have our experience of the world tightly enframed. This enframing as Gestell can
be seen to shape an ‘epoch of modernity’ inasmuch as it underpins nearly all iterations and prac-
tices within a given socio-historical context (Heidegger, 1977).

The concept of enframing (Gestell) reveals how both technology and the process of ‘technolo-
gisation’ are intimately related to our ways of being in the world. Along with other beings, humans
stand ambivalently within a technologically enframed world which both opens and limits their
horizons. Put differently, technological enframing is pervasively structuring, ordering and requisi-
tioning all around us and ourselves. The modern stance of being enframed is one that instrumental-
ises and technicises the world as a resource, and that is characterised by its constant availability for
further exploitation.

In the age of digital enframing (Gestell), everything and everywhere appear as seemingly within
immediate reach, which forces all entities (humans included) into a position that allows them to be
‘called upon’ when needed (Riis, 2008; Wendland et al., 2018). Being enframed means being con-
stantly answerable to a logic of power and domination that is premised on functional and instru-
mental criteria. Enframing mobilises a formalised language and approach that can model and
adjust individuals into technological-calculative beings. What is more, those using digital tech-
nologies are themselves in danger of being ‘objectified’, thus converted into a calculable and regu-
latable set of pre-programmed informational and datafying patterning governed by the logic of
late-capitalism.

Importantly, for Heidegger (1977), the danger of modern technology is that everything is framed
or appears to be a technological problem. In turn, solutions can only be technology-based
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or technocratic. Instrumental rationality thus becomes the only possible and legitimate way of
thinking and operating, indeed the only way of Being-in-the-world. With this orientation, humans
lose not only the capability of releasement but also the ability to experience and think otherwise.
In other words, they are forgetting that their technological understanding of the world is only one
way of interpreting the world among many others. For Heidegger, Gelassenheit (to be understood
as a receptive way of thinking and being) is the answer to the problems of Gestell (Claxton, 2018).

With enframement determining the way in which things show up and order, teachers and learn-
ers, as well as digital entities, designs and contents, become exploitable ‘objects’ in the form of
tools and resources used by managerial control or governance (Ciborra and Hanseth, 1998). This
implies that learning and teaching activities, which are dependent on technology, may become
increasingly regimented and homogeneous, which may lead towards strict conformity and homog-
enisation. When those involved in education start seeing themselves as ‘quasi-technological’ enti-
ties or as extensions of technologies, they are in danger of losing contact with their authentic,
embodied and independent being, with the disintegration of a distinction between self and tool-
object. The question of the body and embodiment thus becomes central.

Embodiment and the multifaceted nature of technologies

While Heidegger rarely discusses the body itself (see Aho, 2005; Schalow, 2006), he nonetheless
made a significant contribution to theories of embodiment through both his critique of technologi-
cal existence and his hermeneutic recovery of more original ways of being in the world that reveal
our fragile interconnectedness with things (Aho, 2010). If all learning and teaching activities take
place in a cyberspace, they appear not only to be somehow disembodied, but also disoriented
somewhere between everywhere and nowhere.

Importantly, technology has transformed in ways that Heidegger was not aware of during his
lifetime. In particular, this includes the collapsing of ‘traditional’ spatial and temporal frames of
reference, and the accelerations in hitherto unseen velocity (Rosa, 2013). Further developments
may see modern enframing technologies as a force making everyone and everything homogeneous
and one-dimensional. In addition, the original concept of Gestell by Heidegger, as an omnipresent
and omnipotent technological mode of revealing reality, has been criticised for being either too
abstract and/or too nostalgic (Verbeek, 2005). In particular, Heidegger’s claims can be seen to be
removed from the ways in which technology operates in ordinary experience and have thus been
critiqued for lumping several empirically nuanced and historically contingent technological
advances into broad, monolithic characterisations (Ruin, 2010).

Yet, Heidegger (1977) did not study technology from an empirical viewpoint; his interest laid
in how, within enframed interactions, individuals navigate between different potentialities of
‘being technologised’. Rather than discarding the concept of enframing (Gestell) and its under-
lying reasoning altogether as outdated or focussing only on the limited interpretation of an imag-
ined poetic ‘inhabitation’ to replace the technical ‘homelessness’, the question should revolve
around what Heideggerian thinking has to offer for the 21st century (Georgakis and Ennis,
2014). It thus seems important to reflect on how technological and economical enframings are
connected to very practical questions of power, capital, labour and distribution of wealth
(Eldred, 2017).

Facing the pervasive dominance of digital enframement, the challenge remains to develop crea-
tive and engaged ways out of technological nihilism. Such concerns resonate with the pedagogical
literature, and in particular, research that has attended to changes induced by the digitalisation of
teaching and learning activities that consider the role played by processes of (dis)embodiment in
such transitions. We now turn to this literature.
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Online teaching, learning and pedagogy

Contextualising online learning

Since the late 1980s and early 1990s, a vast and growing body of scholarship has examined the
pedagogical interest of incorporating information technologies (and their affordances) into man-
agement education in universities and business schools (see, for instance, Alavi et al., 1995, 1997;
Bilimoria, 1997; Leidner and Jarvenpaa, 1993; Redpath, 2012; Webster and Hackley, 1997). Over
the years, this has taken many different forms, starting with software enabling remote learning
through Internet-based forms of teaching, to informational and communication platform technolo-
gies, enabling both asynchronous and synchronous forms, and more recently to MOOCs (see
Whitaker et al., 2016).

Implicitly, it was expected that new technological innovations would both improve the delivery
of online teaching and make it more affordable (Gilbert, 1996). Interestingly, these technologies
have brought to the fore new possibilities in the form of asynchronous learning (Coppola et al.,
2002; Jaffee, 1997), more interactive forms (Dede, 1990; Glover et al., 2005; Laszlo and Castro,
1995) or possibilities to create multi-platform teaching resources, for example, blending face-to-
face teaching with interface-based online tools (Daspit and D’Souza, 2012). All these develop-
ments also generated new (or exacerbated existing) problems, including the digital divide (Hill and
Lawton, 2018; Underwood, 2007), copyright issues (Palloff and Pratt, 2002) or disconnection
between teacher and learner (Kozar, 2016). This last point, in particular, resonates with phenome-
nologically inspired studies on learning and embodiment which we outline in the following
section.

Embodiment and learning: a phenomenological perspective

The connections and relations between practices of embodiment and learning have been explored
in miscellaneous contexts (Dall’Alba and Barnacle, 2005; Heath, 1998; Maiese, 2013). This
includes, for example, the professional activities of train dispatchers (Willems, 2018), makers
(De Vaujany and Aroles, 2019), academics (Valtonen et al., 2017) and managers (Pittaway and
Cope, 2007), as well as the pedagogic activities in universities and business schools (Tomkins
and Ulus, 2016). Highlighting the role of bodies in learning processes (Gértner, 2013; Kiipers,
2008; Rigg, 2018; Yakhlef, 2010), this literature has drawn our attention to the tacit or implicit
dimensions of learning expressed through embodied interactions. In line with this understand-
ing, the core of learning is not seen to be located within discourses, ‘in the form of publicly
available symbols, codes and rules. Rather, it primarily resides in the schemata of the body’
(Wacquant, 2005: 466) and the corresponding embodied encounters that materialise when in
co-presence.

While it has been argued that technologies might enable different forms of embodiment (Jewitt,
20006; Price et al., 2009), there is also a strong sense that something gets lost in the process of mov-
ing from physical co-presence to digital telepresence. The distanced, unstable relationship between
body and ‘subject’ with which we engage when we communicate online, places us in modes of
identity-formation and pedagogical relations that are very different from those experienced in face-
to-face classroom interactions. In digital and distance learning, the body is in a way ‘rearticulated’
by our increasingly intimate relationship with the machinic (Bayne, 2004) or ‘among machines,
rather than above or below them’ (Simondon, 2017: 18). Besides, this plasticity of technicity and
socio-technical culture makes human beings act as coordinators and inventors that might perform
the process of learning as a logical extension or reasserting and retaining the Cartesian mind or
body split in education, that appears as being available now ‘any time, any place’.
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Computer-mediated communication and learning through screen, inscribed in the ‘dataism’
(Beer, 2016), ‘datafication’ (Williamson et al., 2020b)’ and ‘learnification’ of education (Biesta,
2010) through the instrumentalisation of technology-enhanced learning may limit the intensity and
depth of interpersonal and pedagogical contact. This may be related to a form of ‘machine behav-
iourism’ (Knox et al., 2020) that entails enacting a combination of radical behaviourist theories and
machine learning systems. Such orientation seems to work against notions of student autonomy
and participation, seeking to intervene in educational conduct by shaping learners’ behaviour
towards embedded predefined aims. Altogether, this brings to the fore specific challenges when it
comes to the ambivalent digitalisation of teaching and learning activities. Particularly, by approach-
ing this complex process of digitalisation through Heidegger’s work on technology and the con-
cepts of Gestell and Gelassenheit, we identified three specific main challenges. These pertain to the
transition from embodied co-presence to disembodied telepresence in teaching and learning activi-
ties, attended to in the following sections.

Challenge 1. Shifting from direct embodied co-presence to
technologically mediated telepresence

Our first challenge concerns the shift from co-presence to telepresence that parallels the move from
face-to-face, campus-based presence, to remote presence online for teaching. In particular, we are
concerned here with what ‘gets lost” — and potentially what might be (re)gained — in the process of
dis-embodying pedagogic activities. Phenomenological research has investigated the specific qual-
ities and processes of embodied learning and implicit knowing (Evans et al., 2009; Gieser, 2008;
Kiipers, 2005, 2008), thus providing us with a conceptual framework through which to conceive
the transition from embodied co-presence to disembodied telepresence.

Other and othering

Relations and exchanges that happen through telepresences appear as distant, non-localised and dis-
placed. Similar to other forms of distributed interactions, such as remote work, telework or telecom-
muting in virtual space, learning in telepresence enables the presence of the other, but at the same
time, constrains and impoverishes the character, richness and depth of (embodied) encounters as well
as features of alterity as present in direct face-to-face interactions. This ambivalence regarding the
role and position of the other and the quality of interactions is highly relevant as learning entails a
responsive engagement with that which is different as well as a receptivity to other ways of being in
the world. Thereby, the absence, or rather altered presence, of the ‘tele-other’ calls for renewed ways
of relating and connecting as ‘technical media run up against the limit of representability, without
being able to represent this limit themselves’ (Waldenfels, 2009: 110-111).

A central aspect of learning, which takes place on campuses, concerns peer-learning in the form
of interactions among students in the context of seminar discussions, group presentations or infor-
mal communication in-between classes (Boud et al., 2014; Boud and Lee, 2005; Havnes, 2008).
Informal meetings on campuses open students to other people’s ways of being and perspectives in
a sense of discovery and engagement learnings from whom they would not have met or worked
with otherwise. The absence of such encounters is potentially detrimental to learning processes, as
being an active participant of a community has been shown to have a powerful influence on learn-
ing (Lave and Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1999).

Shifting from embodied co-presence to partly disembodied telepresence directly affects the
‘provision’ of these outlined forms of learning. While there might be ways in which interactions
between lecturers and students can be digitally ‘re-created’, this turns out to be a much
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more complex process between students. One of the reasons for this might be that students are
accustomed to using digital technologies for private purposes other than those of learning or aca-
demic or study-related concerns. In light of this, the mobilisation of digital technologies, for the
purpose of peer-learning, may be especially challenging, thus requiring the cultivation of new
forms of relating to each other as well as media literacy and culture.

Feeling, sensing and experiencing

In terms of presentational performance, a lecture bears striking similarities with theatrical events:
it involves a performer (the lecturer) and assigned roles, an audience (students), a setting (lecture-
theatre or seminar-room), programmes and scripts (contents), some rules (scheduled times, breaks,
quietness, etc.), specific accessories and equipment (white board, slides, etc.), a shared cocreated
atmosphere and reality. Such performative perspective has been mobilised to argue against the
recording of lectures (O’Callaghan et al., 2017), as it cannot capture the constitutive embodied
nature of a lecture. As such, watching a recorded version fails to provide the experiences offered
by physically attending and interacting. Put differently, attempting to replicate or transpose the
atmosphere of an embodied performance through a video or audio recording is bound to remain
insufficient and suboptimal.

Such systematic limitation highlights the need to reflect on what it means to give a lecture, or to
perform bodily (Kiipers, 2017), in a digitalised way in cyberspace and on how to create digitalised
universities as (re-)embodied organisations (Styhre, 2004). The impossibility to fully replicate the
atmosphere of a lecture means that digitalising lectures inevitably entails a rethinking of the con-
tent provided so that the agreeable and entertaining dimensions and contents may play an increas-
ingly important role (Postman, 1986). This is not just a consequence of disembodiment, but a direct
outcome of technologies being the interacting media.

Another illustration of the tensions between (directly embodied situated) co-presence and (indi-
rect technologically mediated) telepresence is reflected in the role that non-verbal cues play in
learning. In a digitalised learning environment, the inability to perceive the other as a co-present
body in place and time constrains the spontaneous relationship between those involved. With the
lack of eye-contact, squelching of voices, and deficits of a mutual enfolding of the senses, possi-
bilities for an embodied reversibility are limited which in turn impact how teachers and learners
(are being) see(n), hear(d) and experience others. Instead of sitting or facing one another recipro-
cally, they perceive talking and listening heads on a projection screen, finding themselves looking
up, down or sideways at sometimes much-larger-than-life images of those they see or talk to online.
Contrasted to what can be conveyed through traditional face-to-face, embodied activities, teaching
and learning in ‘interfaced’ tele-space imply a tremendous reduction of multisensory experiences.
In particular, somatic forms of learning, where the body enacts experiential and experimental
learning (Rigg, 2018), are, if not lost, very limited. This distortion of ‘social presence’ (Hiltz, 1986)
leads to missed opportunities to sense and read bodily and facial expressions holistically. In a ‘dis-
embodied’ relation, those involved miss key-signals from one another, while being susceptible to
external interruptions and distractions, leading to distortions in communication.

Here and there

Phenomenologically, relationships and communication in digitalised telepresence affect the role of
body and place as it distributes presence in simultaneous interactions. When individuals, teachers
or students alike are connected virtually, there is a sense in which they are in two places at once,
thus creating a certain dissonance between a fictious presence and felt absence. The temporally
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immediate transcendence of space through the use of the digital communication technologies cre-
ates a bi-localised space of interaction, which causes specific changes in embodied social praxis.
Digitalised connections constitute a de-grounding of place, and a disconnecting from lived bodily
environments. Furthermore, not sharing a physical environment also means that the ‘space-within-
potential-reach’ will have qualitatively different meanings for those involved.

The realm of tele-present spaces involves a modified ‘we-relationship’ through which mean-
ing-intentions are intersubjectively synthesised. The intersubjective achievements concerning
projects grounded within the immediacy of tele-present ‘place’ create an embodiment ‘in there’.
This ‘in there’ means that learning takes place in a specific temporal simultaneity (i.e. virtual
community of time), thus creating a third realm of co-existence. In such simultaneity, those
involved are able to engage in instantaneous, synchronised contact with distant others, who are
‘consociate contemporaries’ (Zhao, 2004) within an ‘electronic proximity’ (Dertouzos, 1998).
This stance corresponds to a form of ‘being t/here presence’ characterised by the fact that those
present ‘share a community of time without sharing a community of physical space’ (Zhao,
2015: 114). In such apart-together, tele-co-presence, ‘individuals are physically remote from one
another, hence “tele”; but in the sense that they are able to reach one another in real or near-real
time through electronic mediation, the individuals are temporally together with one another,
hence “-co-presence”’ (Zhao, 2015: 115).

It is the increasingly important ‘perceived proximity’ (Wilson et al., 2008) that also explains
the paradox of ‘far-but-close’ in virtual work, which is the state of ‘being far’ physically, while
co-existing with a ‘feeling close’. This paradox of ‘far-but-close’ is typically experienced in
communication through conference calls, video conferencing, blogging, intranet and the use of
further media. Experiencing being ‘far but close’ has the potential to jeopardise and displace
relations and alienate resonances (Kiipers, 2021) of those involved in virtual settings.
Relationally, this concerns, for instance, the cultivation of mutual trust or sharing of implicit
knowledge (Cramton, 2001; Zhao, 2007), losses of sensory and expressive communications,
reduction in intimacy, opportunities to bond with others and emotional involvement (Mann
et al., 2000).

As we have seen, one important challenge revolves around the transition from embodied co-
presence to a seemingly disembodied telepresence in the context of university teaching and learn-
ing activities. More specifically, this transition was approached by looking at the impact of
digitalised modes of teaching and learning on alterity, sensations, emotions, relations and spatio-
temporal implications. Articulating and understanding these changes help addressing losses and
shortcomings as well as responses to the intensifying reliance or dependence on technology-medi-
ated media for learning. Accordingly, the following challenge builds on the first one, reflecting on
what it means and how to re-embody teaching and learning activities.

Challenge 2. Re-embodying teaching and learning activities

Our second challenge concerns the path through which to re-embody differently teaching and
learning activities within a virtual format. Being in telepresence does not necessarily mean that all
forms of embodiment and bodily encounters are lost completely. While in telepresence, a sense of
embodiment is predicated upon the sensorial body, which is capable of malleability with its expe-
riential boundaries, and thus affects and extends bodily corporeality into the real-virtual environ-
ments. The body mediates telepresence and experiences in cyberspace, as embodied beings bring
their everyday, real-world understandings and social experiences into virtual encounters. But even
more, there is a need for reintegrating the body and embodiment into digitalised learning, dis-
cussed in the following.
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Re-embodiment, phenomenology and technologies

When dwelling in telepresences, part of the sensorial architecture of the body remains in the physi-
cal world, while another is projected into the virtual one. Thus, cyberspace is not a disembodied
reality and education does not become disembodied through scopic media (Tschaepe, 2020).
Rather, the virtual space is a medium through which a different kind of embodiment can be expe-
rienced, leading us to shift the way our bodies participate in education. Moreover, what is experi-
enced may be seen as a kind of transfiguration of body-boundaries, to such an extent that the
‘virtual” becomes an aspect of an extended or augmented embodiment. What is therefore needed in
teaching and learning is an understanding of corporeality that at the same time re-embodies and
transfigures embodiments. Yet, re-integration and transfigurations of bodily dimensions are insuf-
ficiently considered in conventional forms of teaching. In turn, a phenomenological understanding
of embodied learning can help to understand the need and ways for reintegrating important dimen-
sions. In particular, it can reveal and revalue what heretofore has been unfelt, unseen, untouched,
untasted and un-smelled and hence, unknowable, unthinkable or unrealisable, while reworking and
reintegrating embodied practices of learning related to digital modes. If learning is rooted and
processed in our engaged, bodily lives, what does it mean that the same becomes part of digitalised
world and how can it be re-embodied practically?

What happens when experiences of technologies become part of the phenomenal bodies of
users or human beings? What happens when technologies are incorporated into the daily rhythms
and practices of teachers and learners, to whom a ‘bringing near’ orientation is intensified and
expanded by de-distancing tools of the digital age? Tools and technologies both extend and limit
the human body; they also amplify and change human experience. With a ‘technological embodi-
ment’ (Thde, 1990), we are materially engaged creatively (Malafouris, 2015) in skilful practices,
opening up to new socio-technical possibilities. If embodiment is always already related to tools
and to being equipmental, there is a reciprocal relationship between bodies and technologies, with
the latter serving as extending the body or enhancing the senses. For an anti-essentialist, neo-
pragmatist and politicised post-phenomenology (Ihde, 2009; Rosenberger and Verbeek, 2015;
Verbeek, 2020), human modes of being are a ‘continuum of human-prostheses inter-relations’
(Ihde, 2012: 374). Accordingly, human—technology relations are not representational relations, but
an embodiment of life-wordly relations (Ihde, 1990). Humans as fabricating and tool-using somo
faber (Ihde and Malafouris, 2019) are made by making things, thus co-evolve with technologies
and changing environments.

Furthermore, insofar as technology is used or employed by embodied human agents, the latter
ones are also employed by technology (Ihde, 2001), thus a part of a socio-cultural and materio-
technical mediation. In turn, if the lived bodies of these agents are the media for all experiences,
including the virtual learning and teaching, the use of technologies is never completely ‘disembod-
ied’. In turn, this does not mean that technologies and digitalised spaces are neutral, but that they
profoundly condition and transform experiences of learning and relations to others. Correspondingly,
learners and teachers become deeply layered within and reshaped by the influence of the techno-
logical networks in which they are enframed.

Re-embodying online education

With traditional systems of logical order and pressuring regimes that define uniform learning
objectives, measurable certainties and skill- and outcome-based imperatives that are limited and
merely reconfirm digitalised learning, the call for alternative education concepts and practices
emerge. Re-embodied modes can activate potentials for a multidimensional, qualitative and
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transformative approach to learning. This turn to embodied modes of learning would need to be
supported through education for academics, but also for students — if embodied digital teaching is
a skill to be mastered, so is embodied digital learning.

The challenge will be to design courses, pedagogies and organise resources and methods in digi-
tal education that scaffold the bodily, affective and interactive dynamics constitutive of understand-
ing in a particular domain. According to Ward (2018), this can be done by identifying bodily and
affective dispositions and inculcating affective structure, thus drawing on the pervasive habits of
bodily and affective response of learners. Accordingly, a skilled teacher is one who has had their
own habits of expression and explanation shaped by affect-laden classroom interactions with learn-
ers and vice versa (Ward, 2018). Such experience-based ‘hi-story”’ of interactions between teachers
and learners could and should be reflected in the way online learning resources are created and
delivered.

Engagement with and commitment to the learning process becomes possible by designing
learning materials and practices that ‘reshape’ the existing bodily and affective responses of
learners in requisite ways. As embodied presence and perceptible reactions of other learners can
signal-boost the affective salience of the subject matter, these presences and responses need to
be conveyed in online learning, by attending closely to pacing, structure, delivery and other
expressive qualities of the learning material and their potential effects (Ward, 2018: 16). Online
teaching needs to attempt to ‘compensate’ for its limits by leaning harder on the ways in which
bodily and affective habits can be shaped by online resources (e.g. effective analogues while
designing and presenting learning material and practices). The challenge lies in leaving room for
somatic, emotional, intuitive, non-discursive and artful dimensions of learning, without debili-
tating intellectual principles of analytical rigour and reason-based enquiry. This orientation
would also allow a link to praxis in all its materio-socio-cultural dimensions. All these dimen-
sions are part of a process of inter-relating those involved in new ways to a world extended into
both real and virtual spheres.

This second challenge revolves around the path through which to re-embody teaching and
learning activities within a virtual format. In particular, it requires exploring relations between
technologies and processes of re-embodiment. In other words, this entails reflecting on the
ways in which online, digital learning and teaching activities need to be redeveloped in the light
of the intricate relation between technologies, embodiment and the sensible world. This prompts
to reflect more broadly on the need to rethink not only the delivery but also the contents of
pedagogical endeavours. Thus, the following challenge builds on this second one in order to
carefully consider how to re-evaluate the purpose and relevance of teaching activities in busi-
ness schools.

Challenge 3. Re-purposing — rethinking the purpose and relevance
of teaching in business schools

Our third challenge concerns the need to re-assess, re-design and re-purpose teaching in business
schools, by prioritising social welfare over the pursuit of individual business success. This becomes
all the more urgent in the face of multiple crises partly caused by reductionist orientations, unsus-
tainable business practices and disregard or mistreatment of environmental and social realities. In
other words, in addition to reconsidering ways in which modules are taught and delivered, there is
a need to reflect on actual contents and underlying objectives, as these two facets cannot be kept
separate. Correspondingly, there have been calls to rethink goals and ways of teaching and learning
in management education for quite some time (Giacalone and Thompson, 2006; Granter and
Tischer, 2014; Henisz, 2011; Kiipers, 2015; Warren and Tweedale, 2002).
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Beyond reductionism

A reductionist approach and one-sided practice of education, with a functionalistic ‘silo type’ dis-
ciplinary and instrumentalising mentality, now perpetuated in a virtual way, would only reproduce
‘more of the same’ and echo long-standing problems in management education. This refers to inef-
fective forms of education that partialise or compartmentalise learning, rather than attempting to
cross disciplines in order integrate knowledge, concerns and insights more holistically. New digi-
tally updated curricula continue to put too much emphasis on teaching students sets of knowledge
and analytical tools, leaving the false perception that management problems can be defined as neat
technical packages presented in simplistic ways, with prefabricated templates, pre-programmed
arrangements, and linear lists in PowerPoints.

Correspondingly, the curricula of business schools function as an apparatus. With Agamben
(2009), such apparatus can be thought of as a ‘set of practices, bodies of knowledge, measures, and
institutions that aim to manage, govern, control, and orient — in a way that purports to be useful —
the behaviours, gestures, and thoughts of human beings’ (p. 12). In other words, it is ‘anything that
has in some way the capacity to capture, orient, determine, intercept, model, control, or secure the
gestures, behaviours, opinions, or discourses of living beings’ (Agamben, 2009: 14) producing
subjectifications and a machine of governance as part of the political theology of the market.

Therefore, the task at hand is to avoid a continuation of poor management theories and teaching
pedagogies, now offered at and translated to a digital level, that perpetuate the destruction of good
management practices (Ghoshal, 2005), such that students learn ‘wrong’ things in digitally updated
forms. Considering the past and present management education, the call for teaching and learning
differently and more critically (Collinson and Tourish, 2015; Cornuel et al., 2015; Painter-Morland
et al., 2016) intensifies now with new powerful modes of digitalisation.

Digitality and repurposing

Importantly, the shift to the digital constitutes an opportunity to fundamentally rethink practices.
The difficulty lies in an awareness circumventing the limitations set through the age of digital
enframing (Gestell) and to engage with phenomenological ideas that would give prevalence to
other ways of being in and sensing the world.

What is needed are open-ended forms of co-learning that recognise an integral pluralism (Molz,
2009) as a guiding orientation. These forms of learning and orientation give space for processing the
complexities and ambiguities of experiences, decisions and practices, including reaching consensus,
resolving conflicts and creative problem solving. Overall, the pressing crisis and the necessity to develop
more digitalised, technology-mediated forms of pedagogy may provide possibilities for re-assessing,
rethinking and further investigating the realities and deeper relevance of how and what is taught and/or
learnt and before all why or what teaching serves. Concerning the ‘how’, the challenge will be how to
further develop and enact being online and onsite in ways that connect embodied-analogical and digital
forms, thus more integral ways of learning and teaching, promoting opportunities for modes of release-
ment (Gelassenheif). Correspondingly, regarding the “what’, this would entail developing a more inte-
gral understanding of responsibility, alternative organising and different forms of knowledge and
practices including those of leadership. Finally, the ‘why’ calls for a reflection on how different, critical
thinking, and especially a focus on sustainability and its development in all education, at all levels,
needs to become a part of the mission and practice of business schools and universities.

Repurposed ecologies of learning provide a ‘a blended learning space where multiple actors
co-create sustainability organically using a variety of tools, relations, and forms of learning’ (Wals,
2020: 61). For Wals (2020), the underlying emancipatory pedagogy
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is relational (allowing for caring for and connecting with people, places, and other species), critical
(allowing for critique and questioning), actional (allowing for agency and creating change), ethical
(opening spaces for ethical considerations and moral dilemmas), and political (confrontational,
transgressive, and disruptive of routines, systems, and structures when deemed appropriate). (p. 75)

Embracing such a relational, critical, emancipatory and caring perspective, an embodied and digi-
tally integrated, repurposed education is about finding a balance between qualification, subjectifi-
cation and socialisation (Biesta, 2006).

Overcoming reductionist orientations and developing a more multidimensional and inclusive
learning approach that entails facilitating experiential ways of a relational understanding and pro-
cessual enactment of learning (Kiipers, 2008) is pivotal and an opportunity to embrace. This kind
of relational learning would incorporate being, knowing and doing in both real and virtual ways.
Moreover, this form of orientation contributes to more creative, integrative and sustainable com-
prehension and wiser practices of learning and teaching especially related to management (Kiipers
and Pauleen, 2015; Rooney et al., 2021). Such an integral approach helps also for learning to move
between co- and telepresence and calls for specific implications discussed in the following.

Discussion

Moving between co- and telepresence

Many of the aforementioned issues of teaching occur by enacting or practicing analogue in a
digital(-governed) world (Hassan, 2020) or when digital (neo-liberalised) universities and its digi-
tal labour (Peters and Jandri¢, 2018) are organised in network(ed) space and time (Hassan, 2017).
As a Gestell, they currently have a little equivalence to or correspondence to conventional practices
(Pasquale, 2015). The question then is how to deal with the tension, that teachers and students, as
homo digitalis who exists within the logic of the digital, are no longer people of ‘action’ (Han,
2017), since teaching and learning are increasingly organised around and by digital devices and
environments that formalise, grammatise and capture activities through computerisation?

As outlined earlier, teachers and learners are or can be present in multiple virtual-digital and
physical-real places at the same time, or can engage in asynchronous communication, interacting
with others located both in different places and times (Leander et al., 2010). The challenge will be
to create varying opportunities and tensions during negotiating time-space contexts in moving
between co-presence and telepresence to develop engagement, learning and identity (Kumpulainen
and Rajala, 2017). Similar to a physical classroom situation, both teachers and learners online have
the responsibility to create an educational atmosphere that is conducive to this learning environ-
ment. Playing different roles, operating diverse tasks and fulfilling specific obligations in moving
between stances of co-present and ‘distanced’ tele-present learning environments is itself a learn-
ing. As much as functioning in tele-present realms is more challenging to meaningfully act,
observe, respond and interact, trying to integrate re-embodying elements can make it easier as part
of an integral pedagogy practice.

(Political) Implications of enframing (Gestell) on Education: The Power of
Mediation
The technological, digital enframing (Gestell) pertaining to education in seemingly disembodying

ways may imply reducing the need for physical classrooms and ‘interplaced’ mobility (Howard and
Kiipers, 2017), while class sizes of online schooling increase, possibly leading to less particular care
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and more automated assessment. Correspondingly, large-enrolment classes are supported by new
technologies for increased lecture capture (allowing out-of-class access to recorded presentations),
which in turn not only questions the status of lectures and teacher presence (Rapanta et al., 2020), but
also textbooks, thus speech and writing (Friesen, 2017) and even co-creation of curricula. What is
needed for a post-pandemic education is not only open teaching and learning materials (books, online
materials, courses, op-eds), but also a more integral practice of teaching that continuously evaluates
learning under various circumstances (Zhu and Liu, 2020). This concerns questions about the status
of online teaching and self-study as a preparation for onsite practice and how class time can most
effectively be used particularly for preparing interactive questions and answers as well as dialogue
and debate.

Considering the digital transformation and mediated-ness of the organising of teaching and
learning, it is important to consider the organisational powers of (digital) media (Beverungen et al.,
2019). This concern for power includes the materio-technological conditions and structuring of
what is perceived or perceivable, of what is visible, utterable and representable. Furthermore, as
argued by Beverungen et al. (2019), computers and digital media are ordering devices that are
embedded and infrastructural, but through a ‘remediation’ often disappear from the senses. Critical
questions then arise like how, and to what further ambivalent effects, digital media can be used in
teaching and learning. Or what it means that media ‘count’ the symbolic, or ‘index’ the real and
manipulate the social (Peters, 2016)? And will a mediated setup of control and command lead to a
‘digital Taylorism’ (Taska, 2017) in learning and teaching?

An ethos of releasement (‘Gelassenheit’) for the age of ‘digital Gestell’

In the light of the described pervasive enframement by the ‘digital Gestell’ of technologised modes
of education between co- and telepresence, a comportment and a non-objectifying ethos of a
releasement as engaged letting-be or Gelassenheit (Heidegger, 1966) might be advisable. Enacting
this mode of the letting-be of things does not attempt to manipulate, master, or control things, but
instead lets things and phenomena be what they are in their own vital natures. Importantly, this
letting is not one of indifference or lack of interest, but rather an engaged practice. It may be real-
ised, for instance, through active non-doing, receptive waiting or deep listening with an open mind
ready for reorientating and moving in different ways. Specifically, this releasement shifts from the
prevalent modes in representational, instrumental or calculative forms towards more fluid and
poetic relations.

These relationships are mediated by ways of presencing and mindful orientations that, in the
spirit of Ingold’s (2018) education of attention, are fostering an openness for a deepened experi-
ence. For Ingold, education, understood as being intertwined with experience, is not the transmis-
sion or depositing of authorised knowledge, but a way of attending to things, opening up and
e-ducare that is ‘leading out’, paths of growth and discovery without predetermined outcomes or
fixed endpoints. It is about ‘exposure rather than immunization. The task of the educator, then, is
not to explicate knowledge [. . .] but to provide inspiration, guidance, and criticism in the exem-
plary pursuit of truth’ (Ingold, 2018: ix). Learning guided by this ethos would mean remaining
present, responsive and ethically responsible to people encountered, while being aware of possible
technological enframements. This implies employing technological, especially digital, devices
without becoming entangled and dominated by them.

Contrary to an assumed anti-technology stance, this releasement (Gelassenheit) is an ethical
and political concept and proto-sustainable practice as it mediates an ethical responsiveness
through an orientation that is turning and returning differently towards things, issues and concerns,
while embracing a political hermeneutic of (digital) technology (Verbeek, 2020) within the
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eco-political situation of our historical time as an Anthropocene and its crisis. Overall, this focus
aligns with the role of universities in enlivening teaching and impassioning student life for a global
sustainability (Shrivastava, 2020), thus contributing to transformative education (Walsh et al.,
2020) that implies re-embodying and repurposing.

Conclusion

In this article, we articulated three challenges that underlie the digitalisation of teaching and learn-
ing activities in a shift from co- to telepresence, re-embodying and repurposing. As these chal-
lenges are enframed in a form of digital Gestell, sensu Heidegger, we explored the role of bodies
and media in pedagogical activities. What will become increasingly important is being versatile to
move between embodied-real and digital-virtual forms of educational practices, and embracing an
experientially oriented, integral pedagogy with an ethos of releasement as suitable responses in the
age of a digital enframement.

Considering the already existing diversity of ways of being in a technologically enframed world,
releasement is realised in various forms, unfolding through ‘local’ ways of teaching and learning.
Furthermore, releasement is an ethical and political concept and practice, as it mediates a respon-
siveness and responsibility, while turning towards issues and concerns. It is political in that it
entails an acknowledgement of the other’s freedom. Importantly, this is neither a freedom of an
elitist mastery, nor a tranquillised withdrawal or quietist harmony. Rather is a proto-anarchic con-
dition of openness in which the singularity or non-identity of things, thinking and concerns in
learning and teaching can take place with a relative freedom from choice and availability and
detachment within the eco-political situation. This implies we may develop creative and engaged
ways out of technological nihilism and freely cultivate furtive forms of ethico-political (counter-)
practices.

Education in digital times and digitalised ways is highly ambivalent; restrictive of what is pos-
sible, but also enabling and mediating new possibilities. As much as digitalisation confines circum-
stances and ways of relating, feeling, thinking and acting, in parallel, it also opens up new forms of
processing, understanding and responding in educational practices. Post-digital education and its
scenarios can be viewed as a period of transition in understanding (Jandri¢ et al., 2018; Knox,
2019) that might offer networked platforms of communication and distributed media for sharing
and emancipatory forms of learning, while acknowledging the political economy of the digital and
critical understanding of socio-technical systems.

As much as there are emancipating potentials of the digital, conversely restricted and even
oppressive working and learning conditions materialise in dissmbodied engagements. The contem-
porary pandemic moment has occasioned the re-organising of many aspects of our educational
practices and policies, questioning the status quo and restructuring the ways we go about teaching
and learning as well as engaging as human beings. No more so than in relation to technology, and
thereby how ‘we-think’, ‘we-learn’ and ‘we-act’ (Jandri¢, 2019; Tschaepe, 2020). Considering the
tremendous challenges for embodied learning and teaching in a digitalised world due to its power-
ful and far-reaching implications, we hope that the outlined perspectives on re-designed, re-embod-
ied and repurposed forms and contents, provide not only a conceptual base, but also invite
corresponding experiments and enactments for more integral pedagogical practices in the spirit of
engaged releasement to create a more sustainable and wiser future to come.

Funding

The author(s) received no financial support for the research, authorship and/or publication of this article.



Aroles and Kiipers 15

ORCID iD
Jeremy Aroles https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3328-214X

References

Agamben G (2009) What Is an Apparatus? Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Aho K (2005) The missing dialogue between Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty: On the importance of the
Zollikon seminars. Body and Society 2(11): 1-23.

Aho K (2010) Heidegger’s Neglect of the Body. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.

Alavi M, Wheeler BC and Valacich JS (1995) Using IT to reengineer business education: An exploratory
investigation of collaborative telelearning. MIS Quarterly 19(3): 293-312.

AlaviM, Yoo Y and Vogel DR (1997) Using information technology to add value to management education.
Academy of Management Journal 40(6): 1310-1333.

Ananga P and Biney IK (2018) Comparing face-to-face and online teaching and learning in higher education.
MIER Journal of Educational Studies, Trends and Practices 7(2): 165-179.

Arbaugh JB, DeArmond S and Rau BL (2013) New uses for existing tools? A call to study on-line manage-
ment instruction and instructors. Academy of Management Learning & Education 12(4): 635-655.
Bach S, Haynes P and Smith JL (2006) Online Learning and Teaching in Higher Education. New York:

McGraw-Hill Education.

Bayne S (2004) The embodiment of the online learner. In: Atkinson R, McBeath C, Jonas-Dwyer D, et al.
(eds) Beyond the Comfort Zone: Proceedings of the 21st ASCILITE Conference, 105-115. Available at:
https://www.ascilite.org/conferences/perth04/procs/pdf/bayne.pdf

Beer D (2016) Metric Power. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Beverungen A, Beyes T and Conrad L (2019) The organizational powers of (digital) media. Organization
26(5): 636—654.

Biesta G (2006) Beyond Learning: Democratic Education for a Human Future. Boulder, CO: Paradigm
Publishers.

Biesta G (2010) Why ‘what works” still won’t work: From evidence-based education to value-based educa-
tion. Studies in Philosophy and Education 29(5): 491-503.

Bilimoria D (1997) Management educators: In danger of becoming pedestrians on the information superhigh-
way. Journal of Management Education 21(2): 232-243.

Boud D and Lee A (2005) ‘Peer learning’ as pedagogic discourse for research education. Studies in Higher
Education 30(5): 501-516.

Boud D, Cohen R and Sampson J (2014) Peer Learning in Higher Education: Learning from and with Each
Other. Abington: Routledge.

Ciborra CU and Hanseth O (1998) From tool to Gestell. Information Technology & People 11(4): 305-327.

Claxton S (2018) Poetry and the Gods: From Gestell to Gelassenheit. In: Wendland AJ, Merwin C and
Hadjioannou C (eds) Heidegger on Technology. Abingdon: Routledge, 226-242.

Collinson D and Tourish D (2015) Teaching leadership critically: New directions for leadership pedagogy.
Academy of Management Learning & Education 14(4): 576-594.

Coppola NW, Hiltz SR and Rotter NG (2002) Becoming a virtual professor: Pedagogical roles and asynchro-
nous learning networks. Journal of Management Information Systems 18(4): 169-189.

Cornuel E, Hommel U, Doherty B, et al. (2015) The business case and barriers for responsible management
education in business schools. Journal of Management Development 34(1): 34—60.

Cramton CD (2001) The mutual knowledge problem and its consequences for dispersed collaboration.
Organization Science 12(3): 346-371.

Dall’Alba G and Barnacle R (2005) Embodied knowing in online environments. Educational Philosophy and
Theory 37(5): 719-744.

Daspit JJ and D’Souza DE (2012) Using the community of inquiry framework to introduce wiki environments
in blended-learning pedagogies: Evidence from a business capstone course. Academy of Management
Learning & Education 11(4): 666—683.


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3328-214X
https://www.ascilite.org/conferences/perth04/procs/pdf/bayne.pdf

16 Management Learning 00(0)

De Vaujany FX and Aroles J (2019) Nothing happened, something happened: Silence in a makerspace.
Management Learning 50(2): 208-225.

Dede CJ (1990) The evolution of distance learning: Technology-mediated interactive learning. Journal of
Research on Computing in Education 22(3): 247-264.

Dertouzos ML (1998) What Will Be: How the New World of Information Will Change Our Lives. New Y ork:
Harper.

Eldred M (2017) Gainful game: Set-up, cyberworld. International Review of Information Ethics 26(12):
113-133.

Evans J, Davies B and Rich E (2009) The body made flesh: Embodied learning and the corporeal device.
British Journal of Sociology of Education 30(4): 391-406.

Fransson G, Holmberg J, Lindberg OJ, et al. (2019) Digitalise and capitalise? Teachers’ self-understanding in
21st-century teaching contexts. Oxford Review of Education 45(1): 102—118.

Friesen N (2017) The Lecture and the Textbook: Education in the Age of New Media. Baltimore, MD: Johns
Hopkins University Press.

Girtner C (2013) Cognition, knowing and learning in the flesh: Six views on embodied knowing in organiza-
tion studies. Scandinavian Journal of Management 29(4): 338-352.

Georgakis T and Ennis P (2014) Heidegger in the 21st Century. London: Continuum.

Ghoshal S (2005) Bad management theories are destroying good management practices. Academy of
Management Learning & Education 4(1): 75-91.

Giacalone RA and Thompson KR (2006) Business ethics and social responsibility education: Shifting the
worldview. Academy of Management Learning & Education 5(3): 266-277.

Gieser T (2008) Embodiment, emotion and empathy: A phenomenological approach to apprenticeship learn-
ing. Anthropological Theory 8(3): 299-318.

Gilbert SW (1996) Making the most of a slow revolution. Change: The Magazine of Higher Learning 28(2):
10-23.

Glover D, Miller D, Averis D, et al. (2005) The interactive whiteboard: A literature survey. Technology,
Pedagogy and Education 14(2): 155-170.

Granter E and Tischer D (2014) Teaching the crisis: A primer. Sociology 48(5): 904-920.

Han BC (2017) In the Swarm: Digital Prospects. Cambridge: The MIT Press.

Hassan R (2017) The worldly space: The digital university in network time. British Journal of Sociology of
Education 38(1): 72-82.

Hassan R (2020) The Condition of Digitality. London: University of Westminster Press.

Havnes A (2008) Peer-mediated learning beyond the curriculum. Studies in Higher Education 33(2): 193-204.

Heath EF (1998) Two cheers and a pint of worry: An on-line course in political and social philosophy. Journal
of Asynchronous Learning Networks 2(1): 15-33.

Heidegger M (1966) Discourse on Thinking: A Translation of Gelassenheit (trans. John M Anderson and E
Hans Freund). New York: Harper and Row.

Heidegger M (1977) The Question Concerning Technology and Other Essays. New York: Harper.

Henisz WJ (2011) Leveraging the financial crisis to fulfill the promise of progressive management. Academy
of Management Learning & Education 10(2): 298-321.

Hill C and Lawton W (2018) Universities, the digital divide and global inequality. Journal of Higher
Education Policy and Management 40(6): 598-610.

Hiltz SR (1986) The ‘virtual classroom’: Using computer-mediated communication for university teaching.
Journal of Communication 36(2): 95-104.

Holmwood J and Marcuello SC (2019) Challenges to public universities: Digitalisation, commodification and
precarity. Social Epistemology 33(4): 309-320.

Howard CA and Kiipers W (2017) Interplaced mobility in the age of ‘digital Gestell’. Transfers 7: 4-25.

Ihde D (1990) Technology and the Lifeworld: From Garden to Earth. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University
Press.

Thde D (2001) Bodies in Technology. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Thde D (2009) Postphenomenology and Technoscience. New York: State University of New York Press.

Thde D (2012) Postphenomenological re-embodiment. Foundations of Science 17(4): 373-377.



Aroles and Kiipers 17

Ihde D and Malafouris L (2019) Homo faber revisited: Postphenomenology and material engagement theory.
Philosophy & Technology 32(1682): 1-20.

Ingold T (2018) Anthropology And/as Education. London: Routledge.

Jaffee D (1997) Asynchronous learning: Technology and pedagogical strategy in a distance learning course.
Teaching Sociology 25(4): 262-277.

Jandri¢ P (2019) We-think, we-learn, we-act: The trialectic of postdigital collective intelligence. Postdigital
Science and Education 1(2): 275-279.

Jandri¢ P, Knox J, Besley T, et al. (2018) Postdigital science and education. Educational Philosophy and
Theory 50(10): 893—899.

Jewitt C (2006) Technology, Literacy and Learning: A Multimodal Approach. Hove: Psychology Press.

Knox J (2019) What does the ‘postdigital’ mean for education? Three critical perspectives on the digital, with
implications for educational research and practice. Postdigital Science and Education 1(2): 357-370.

Knox J, Williamson B and Bayne S (2020) Machine behaviourism: Future visions of ‘learnification’ and
‘datafication’ across humans and digital technologies. Learning, Media and Technology 45(1): 31-45.

Kouppanou A (2017) Technologies of Being in Martin Heidegger: Nearness, Metaphor and the Question of
Education in Digital Times. London: Routledge.

Kozar O (2016) Perceptions of webcam use by experienced online teachers and learners: A seeming discon-
nect between research and practice. Computer Assisted Language Learning 29(4): 779-789.

Kumpulainen K and Rajala A (2017) Negotiating time-space contexts in students’ technology-mediated inter-
action during a collaborative learning activity. International Journal of Educational Research 84: 90-99.

Kiipers W (2005) Embodied implicit and narrative knowing in organizations. Journal of Knowledge
Management 9(6): 113—133.

Kiipers W (2008) Embodied ‘inter-learning’: An integral phenomenology of learning in and by organizations.
The Learning Organisation: An International Journal 15(5): 388—408.

Kiipers W (2015) Phenomenology of the Embodied Organization. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Kiipers W (2017) Embodied performance and performativity in organizations and management. Management
20(1): 89-106.

Kiipers W (2021) Embodied inter-practices in resonance as new forms of working in organisations. In: Aroles
J, Dale K and de Vaujany FX (eds) Experiencing the New World of Work. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 13-38.

Kiipers W and Pauleen D (2015) Learning wisdom: Embodied and artful approaches to management educa-
tion. Scandinavian Journal of Management 31(4): 493-500.

Laszlo A and Castro K (1995) Technology and values: Interactive learning environments for future genera-
tions. Educational Technology 35(2): 7-13.

Laurell C, Sandstrom C, Eriksson K, et al. (2020) Digitalization and the future of management learning.
Management Learning 51(1): 89-108.

Lave J and Wenger E (1991) Situated Learning: Legitimate Peripheral Participation. Cambridge: Cambridge
university press.

Leander KM, Phillips NC and Taylor KH (2010) The changing social spaces of learning: Mapping new
mobilities. Review of Research in Education 34(1): 329-394.

Leclercqg-Vandelannoitte A and Aroles J (2020) Does the end justify the means? Information technolo-
gies and control society in the age of pandemics. European Journal of Information Systems 29(6):
746-761.

Leidner DE and Jarvenpaa SL (1993) The information age confronts education: Case studies on electronic
classrooms. Information Systems Research 4(1): 24-54.

Maiese M (2013) Embodied social cognition, participatory sense-making, and online learning. Social
Philosophy Today 29: 103—119.

Malafouris L (2015) Metaplasticity and the primacy of material engagement. 7ime and Mind 8(4): 351-371.

Mann S, Varey R and Button W (2000) An exploration of the emotional impact of tele-working via computer-
mediated communication. Journal of Managerial Psychology 15(7): 668—690.

Molz M (2009) Toward integral higher education study programs in the European higher education area.
Integral Review: A Transdisciplinary & Transcultural Journal for New Thought, Research, & Praxis
5(2): 152-226.



18 Management Learning 00(0)

O’Callaghan FV, Neumann DL, Jones L, et al. (2017) The use of lecture recordings in higher. Education and
Information Technologies 22(1): 399-415.

Painter-Morland M, Sabet E, Molthan-Hill P, et al. (2016) Beyond the curriculum: Integrating sustainability
into business schools. Journal of Business Ethics 139(4): 737-754.

Palloff RM and Pratt K (2002) Lessons from the Cyberspace Classroom: The Realities of Online Teaching.
New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Pasquale F (2015) The Black Box Society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Peters B (2016) Digital. In: Peters B (ed.) Digital Keywords: A Vocabulary of Information Society and
Culture. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 93—108.

Peters MA and Jandri¢ P (2018) The Digital University: A Dialogue and Manifesto. New York: Peter Lang.

Pittaway L and Cope J (2007) Simulating entrepreneurial learning. Management Learning 38(2): 211-233.

Postman N (1986) Amusing Ourselves to Death: Public Discourse in the Age of Show Business. Penguin
Press.

Price S, Roussos G, Falcdo TP, et al. (2009) Technology and embodiment: Relationships and implications for
knowledge, creativity and communication. Beyond Current Horizons 29: 1-22.

Rapanta C, Botturi L, Goodyear P, et al. (2020) Online university teaching during and after the COVID-
19 crisis: Refocusing teacher presence and learning activity. Postdigital Science and Education 2(3):
923-945.

Redpath L (2012) Confronting the bias against on-line learning in management education. Academy of
Management Learning & Education 11(1): 125-140.

Rigg C (2018) Somatic learning: Bringing the body into critical reflection. Management Learning 49(2):
150-167.

Riis S (2008) The symmetry between Bruno Latour and Martin Heidegger. Social Studies of Science 38(2):
285-301.

Rooney D, Kiipers W, Pauleen D, et al. (2021) A developmental model for educating wise leaders: The role
of mindfulness and habitus in creating time for embodying wisdom. Journal of Business Ethics 170(3):
181-194.

Rosa H (2013) Social Acceleration: A New Theory of Modernity. New York: Columbia University Press.

Rosenberger R and Verbeek PP (2015) Postphenomenological Investigations: Essays on Human-technology
Relations. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books.

Ruin H (2010) Gestell: Enframing as the essence of technology. In: Davis B (ed.) Martin Heidegger: Key
Concepts. Durham, NC: Acumen, 183-194.

Schalow F (2006) The Incarnality of Being: The Earth, Animals, and the Body in Heidegger’s Thought.
Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.

Schroeder A, Minocha S and Schneider C (2010) The strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats
of using social software in higher and further education teaching and learning. Journal of Computer
Assisted Learning 26(3): 159-174.

Shrivastava P (2020) Global sustainability in the anthropocene: The role of universities. In: Magill G and
Benedict J (eds) The Global Sustainability Challenge. Cambridge: Cambridge Scholars Publishing,
29-41.

Simondon G (2017) On the Mode of Existence of Technical Objects (trans. C Malaspina and J Rogove).
Minneapolis, MN: Univocal Publishing.

Stephenson J (ed.) (2018) Teaching & Learning Online: New Pedagogies for New Technologies. London:
Routledge.

Styhre A (2004) The (re) embodied organization: Four perspectives on the body in organizations. Human
Resource Development International 7(1): 101-116.

Taska L (2017) Scientific management. In: Wilkinson A, Armstrong SJ and Lounsbury M (eds) The Oxford
Handbook of Management. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 19-38.

Tomkins L and Ulus E (2016) ‘Oh, was that “experiential learning”?!” Spaces, synergies and surprises with
Kolb’s learning cycle. Management Learning 47(2): 158-178.

Tschaepe M (2020) Seeing and viewing through a postdigital pandemic: Shifting from physical proximity to
scopic mediation. Postdigital Science and Education 2(3): 757-771.



Aroles and Kiipers 19

Underwood JD (2007) Rethinking the digital divide: Impacts on student-tutor relationships. European Journal
of Education 42(2): 213-222.

Valtonen A, Merildinen S, Laine PM, et al. (2017) The knowing body as a floating body. Management
Learning 48(5): 520-534.

Verbeek P (2020) Politicizing postphenomenology. In: Miller G and Shew A (eds) Reimagining Philosophy
and Technology, Reinventing Ihde. Berlin: Springer, 144-158.

Verbeek PP (2005) What Things Do. Philosophical Reflections on Technology, Agency, and Design.
University Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State University Press.

Wacquant L (2005) Carnal connections: On embodiment, apprenticeship, and membership. Qualitative
Sociology 28(4): 445-474.

Waldenfels B (2009) Ortsverschiebungen, Zeitverschiebungen. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp.

Wals A (2020) Sustainability-oriented ecologies of learning: Response to systemic global dysfunction. In:
Barnett R and Jackson N (eds) Ecologies for Learning and Practice Emerging Ideas, Sightings and
Possibilities. London: Routledge, 61-78.

Walsh Z, Béhme J and Wamsler C (2020) Towards a relational paradigm in sustainability research, practice,
and education. Ambio 50(1): 74-84.

Ward D (2018) What’s lacking in online learning? Dreyfus, Merleau-Ponty and bodily affective understand-
ing. Journal of Philosophy of Education 52(3): 428-450.

Warren R and Tweedale G (2002) Business ethics and business history: Neglected dimensions in management
education. British Journal of Management 13(3): 209-219.

Webster J and Hackley P (1997) Teaching effectiveness in technology-mediated distance learning. Academy
of Management Journal 40(6): 1282—-1309.

Wendland AJ, Merwin C and Hadjioannou C (eds) (2018) Heidegger on Technology. London: Routledge.

Wenger E (1999) Communities of Practice: Learning, Meaning, and Identity. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Whitaker J, New JR and Ireland RD (2016) MOOCs and the online delivery of business education what’s
new? What’s not? What now? Academy of Management Learning & Education 15(2): 345-365.

Willems T (2018) Seeing and sensing the railways: A phenomenological view on practice-based learning.
Management Learning 49(1): 23-39.

Williamson B, Bayne S and Shay S (2020b) The datafication of teaching in Higher Education: Critical issues
and perspectives. Teaching in Higher Education 25(4): 351-365.

Williamson B, Eynon R and Potter J (2020a) Pandemic politics, pedagogies and practices: Digital technolo-
gies and distance education during the coronavirus emergency. Learning, Media and Technology 45(2):
107-114.

Wilson JM, Boyer O’Leary M, Metiu A, et al. (2008) Perceived proximity in virtual work: Explaining the
paradox of far-but-close. Organization Studies 29(7): 979-1002.

Yakhlef A (2010) The corporeality of practice-based learning. Organization Studies 31(4): 409—430.

Zhao S (2004) Consociated contemporaries as an emergent realm of the lifeworld: Extending Schutz’s phe-
nomenological analysis to cyberspace. Human Studies 27(1): 91-105.

Zhao S (2007) Internet and the lifeworld: Updating Schutz’s theory of mutual knowledge. Information
Technology & People 20(2): 140-160.

Zhao S (2015) Constitution of mutual knowledge in telecopresence: Updating Schutz’s phenomenological
theory of the lifeworld. Journal of Creative Communications 10(2): 105-127.

Zhu X and Liu J (2020) Education in and after COVID-19: Immediate responses and long-term visions.
Postdigital Science and Education 2(3): 695-699.



