DATAGOV Goes CPDP
Converging at the Intersection of Data, Rights, and Power
Every year, Brussels becomes — briefly but intensely — the world's living room for data protection. Computers, Privacy and Data Protection (CPDP) is one of the foremost international conferences dedicated to the intersection of technology, law, and society, gathering academics, regulators, civil society representatives, and industry practitioners to debate the most pressing questions around digital rights and data governance. This year's edition was no exception: rich with controversy, insight, and the kind of hallway conversations that sometimes matter more than the panels themselves.
The DATAGOV project was there and not just as a spectator.
DATAGOV investigates the governance of data as a site of power, inequality, and democratic contestation. Our work spans questions of infrastructure, platform accountability, gendered harms, migration, and the contested boundaries between public interest and private extraction. CPDP, with its unique capacity to convene legal scholars, policymakers, technologists, and activists in the same room, is the kind of event where DATAGOV's questions find both an audience and a challenge.
Infrastructural Inequalities and the Politics of Consent
On Friday, Giulia presented at Academic Session III the paper Infrastructural Inequalities, contributing to a panel moderated by Frederik Zuiderveen Borgesius. The discussion that followed was telling: Zuiderveen asked whether the paper could already offer concrete recommendations for policymakers — a question that speaks to the urgency with which the field is looking for actionable frameworks, not just critique. The paper's argument, that Regulatory Data Infrastructures reproduces and deepens existing inequalities in ways that are difficult to see precisely because they are structural, resonated across the room.
Two connections stood out. Andrés Chomczyk, from the Universidad Pontificia Comillas in Madrid, approached Giulia after the session: he has been following the DATAGOV project and is interested in collaborating on questions of consent in the context of data privacy — a concept that sounds settled but is, in practice, a moving target. Eduardo Brito, an engineer from the University of Tartu, also noted the centrality of the gendered dimension of deepfakes in his own presentation, creating an unexpected but productive resonance with DATAGOV's concerns about technology-driven harm.
Earlier in the week, on Wednesday, Giulia also participated in a radio conversation alongside Tammo and Luiza Machado (Equilabs Europe) — a lively exchange on data, power, and feminist futures, broadcast live from CPDP. The conversation, which you can watch in full here, opened up possibilities for future collaboration, possibly along the lines of Living Lab activities — participatory, grounded work that bridges research and community practice.
Data Between Defence and Security — A Conceptual Fault Line
Matteo returned from CPDP with a productive provocation lodged in his thinking: the striking difference between how data is framed in defence contexts versus security ones. In defence, data tends to be treated as a strategic and potentially fragile resource — something to be protected, rationed, leveraged. In security, by contrast, data appears as something that intrudes, that accumulates, that infringes. The same object; radically different imaginaries.
This is not merely a semantic distinction. It reflects deep divergences in institutional culture, legal frameworks, and assumptions about who data serves and who it threatens. Matteo plans to explore this literature further, and the encounter with former Europol colleagues — now based at the University of Luxembourg, working on interoperability from a criminology perspective — suggests fertile ground for cross-disciplinary collaboration.
Chatbots, Intimacy, and the Governance of Sensitive Conversations
For Sruthi, one of the most compelling moments at CPDP came from the panel My Chatbot, My Confidant? Protecting User Privacy in Generative AI Conversations. The panel surfaced a striking statistic: 230 million users make health-related queries to ChatGPT every week. That number alone reframes the chatbot as not just a productivity tool but a site of intimate, sometimes desperate, disclosure.
Sruthi found herself thinking about governance: what happens when those conversations touch on migration status, reproductive choices, or other matters with serious legal and social consequences. Who has access to those records? Under what circumstances? What does criminalisation look like when it is enabled by a conversation log? These are questions she is beginning to develop further, with a possible blog post in the pipeline.
Sruthi also participated in the Avatar FM conversation on Feminist Futures — Data and Power, a discussion that brought together the conference's feminist and rights-oriented currents in a more accessible format, which you can watch here.
Why Conferences Like CPDP Still Matter
There is a recurring temptation — familiar to anyone in academia — to treat conference attendance as a box to tick: a paper presented, a network maintained, a flight taken. CPDP resists that reductiveness. What struck all members, in different ways, was the conference's particular capacity to hold together people who do not normally share a room: regulators and activists, engineers and legal scholars, platform workers and the people who study them.
This matters because the problems DATAGOV investigates — inequality embedded into infrastructure, data used to discipline and exclude, governance frameworks that lag behind harm — are not problems that any single discipline or sector can address alone. The paper on infrastructural inequalities needs policymakers who ask the right follow-up questions. The analysis of chatbot privacy needs engineers willing to build differently. The feminist critique of data and power needs institutions willing to act.
CPDP is a place where those connections can begin. Not every conversation becomes a collaboration, and not every panel leads to a policy change. But some do — and that possibility, the real if unpredictable capacity of critical, justice-oriented research to find its audience and make its case, is what makes showing up worthwhile.

