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ABSTRACT

This discussion paper explores a new rhetoric that might help to increase our
understanding of women’s relationships with information and communication
technology. We have often heard the claim that women have to give up part of
their femininity in technological contexts. However, it is not always femininity
women have to "give up", the author argues, but rather their close bond with
technology - a "something else" that has no precise name, and which for that
reason can slip away in an almost invisible way. This paper claims that we need to
make this "something else" become visible, suggesting the concept of "technicity"
as a place to start the discussion.
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Making the invisible become visible:
Recognizing women's relationship with technology

A MISMATCH AND A DESIRE

Since the early 1980s we have seen a constantly growing number of feminist
technology studies that have increased our knowledge about gender-technology
relations. Information and communication technology (ICT) has been viewed as a
field dominated by men to such a degree that men, masculinity and technology
have been found to be symbolically connected to one another (Lie, 1998). Various
"narratives" have developed in this field of research, focusing mainly on the
exclusion of women, such as the "world without women" narrative "where women
and femininity appear as matter out of place"(Sgrensen, Faulkner, & Rommes,
2011, p. 45).

A subsequent narrative that has gained currency is the "chilly culture" narrative, in
which the male hacker has a central place together with "observations of women
choosing not to engage with ICT" and the "leaky pipeline" - women leaving
technology owing to a climate they experience as "unwelcoming" (Sgrensen et al.,
2011, p. 47). Concepts and explanations that have been used in these exclusion-
focused studies include for instance "incompatibility" between women and
technology, technology as "inauthentic" for women, and femininity as something to
hide or moderate in the field of technology. Over the last two decades we have
seen an increasing discrepancy in Norway and other Western countries between, on
the one hand, a continuing tendency to talk about women and technology as
"incompatible" or as having a weak relationship, and, on the other hand, girls’ and
women's increasing involvement in and fascination with new digital technology
(Corneliussen, 2011; Powell, Bagilhole, Dainty, & Neale, 2004; Webster, 2006).
Patterns of access to and use of ICT increasingly show a generation and not
primarily a gender gap (Vaage, 2013); a growing number of alternative courses and
degrees in computer education attract a larger number of women than traditional
computer science in faculties of science and engineering (Corneliussen, 2011), and
a growing group of women find a career in the field of ITEC: Information
Technology, Electronics and Communications (Webster, 2006). The growing
presence of women in the field of technology also means that we have to develop
other ways than concepts such as "incompatible" to describe girls’ and women's
relationships with technology today. The aim of this paper is to initiate this
discussion by exploring how this mismatch is discursively constructed in our
perception of the relationship between women and technology.

There is a widespread agreement among feminist researchers that gender should
be seen as a social construction. Faulkner claims, however, that "many people of all
ages cleave to the ideology of gender difference", with the result that "[t]he
ideology of gender difference is so pervasive (and comfortable), it can feel like
‘tilting at windmills’ to suggest this approach is counter-productive" (2009b, p.
186). One reason why the ideology of gender difference remains strong is that
gender categories have the ability to appear as stable or fixed (Scott, 1988;
Connell, 2002). However, we also know that perceptions of gender are in fact
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changing (Braidotti, 2002), that women’s situations in working life have changed
over the last three to four decades (Schiebinger, 2008), and that the role of new
digital technology has become increasingly important and integrated in the
everyday life and practice of both men and women (Elovaara, 2004). Thus, in the
gender-technology relationship we can find changes in gender categories, changes
in technology and changes in the relationship itself, which all lead to a continuous
challenge being posed to concepts and theories we use when studying gender-
technology relations. "Our agency - our desire - is critique, the constant undoing of
conventional wisdom; the exposure of its limits for fully satisfying the goals of
equality. It drives us to unforeseen places" (2011, p. 43), writes Joan Wallach Scott
about historians of feminism, women and gender research. These words resonate
with this project, which started as a thought experiment driven by an urge to
explore the tension mentioned above, between the tendency to describe girls’ and
women's relationship with technology as a "lack" or "deficit" (Lagesen, 2011, p.
148) and a growing group of techno-fascinated technology experts and
professionals among girls and women of all ages. This "desire" has indeed led me to
(what for me have been) "unforeseen places", to which I now invite you to follow.
There are still more questions to ask than answers to give, and I hope that this
paper can contribute to further discussion of perceptions and conceptual tools that
will be useful for the exploration of gender-technology relations.

CHALLENGING THE “"INCOMPATIBILITY” BETWEEN FEMININITY AND
TECHNOLOGY

Let us start by exploring the perception of a distance or an incompatibility between
femininity and technology. Research on women and technology has taught us that
women face a number of challenges when entering technological fields. Recruitment
campaigns have aimed at increasing the number of women in technology, with little
lasting effect on attracting women to traditional fields such as computer science.
"The door may be open, but the world beyond it does not invite entry. Computing is
a masculine world, in which women do not feel comfortable," explains Mahoney
(2001, p. 171). As a minority, women have to deal with masculine cultures and
with stereotypes, symbols and discourses privileging the connection between men,
masculinity and technology (Cohoon & Aspray, 2006; Corneliussen, 2011; Misa,
2010; Sgrensen et al., 2011). The result is, as we saw, that "women and femininity
appear as matter out of place" (Sgrensen, 2011, p. 45). Thus one of the most
problematic challenges women face is that while masculinity and technology in
certain ways seem to refer to each other, femininity and technology seem to act as
opposites and as incompatible with each other. This makes technological pursuits
appear “gender inauthentic” to women (Faulkner, 2000b) and invites women to
“give up” part of their femininity (Turkle, 1988; Wajcman, 2004), as has been
reported in research from the 1980s until recently (Bagilhole, Powell, Barnard, &
Dainty, 2008). A number of studies have illustrated how many women in
technology strive to find a suitable balance between gender identity and
professional identity in fields of technology (Adam et al., 2005; Godfroy-Genin,
2009; Phipps, 2007). A study from the UK gives examples of women who play
down either their femininity or their technical knowledge; women who try to
become “one of the boys”; a woman claiming that she couldn't be feminine because
she was technological, and couldn't be technological because she was feminine; and
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a woman saying that “I think if you dress too smartly, too nicely, too feminine ...
you are at risk of not being taken seriously” in technology (Kitzinger, Haran,
Chimba, & Boyce, 2008, p. 18). These and similar examples illustrate what seems
like an endless battle, in which femininity and technology outmanoeuvre each
other.

Although the examples above illustrate a conflict between technology and
femininity, we need constantly to remind ourselves that it is not women themselves
who are incompatible with technology. It is rather the concept of women as an
opposite of the dominant image of men as technologically competent, and to the
male nerd or geek. Several studies have shown that "[i]t is women's membership,
not their competence" in technology that is the problem (Mcllwee & Robinson,
1992. p. 138, quoted in Faulkner, 2009b). Similarly, Hofstede found that

[w]omen are not considered suitable for jobs traditionally filled by men,
not because they are technically unable to perform these jobs, but
because women do not carry the symbols, do not correspond to the hero
images, do not participate in the rituals or foster the values dominant in
the men's culture (Hofstede, 2003 (1991):16, quoted in Bagilhole et al.,
2008, p. 12).

Despite women being increasingly active in technological fields, these environments
(including girls and women) do not trust women to be as good at or as fascinated
with technology as men. Thus women "have to put up with the fact that it is always
taken for granted" that they are not as skilled with or interested in computers as
men are assumed to be (Nordli, 2003, p. 170). In widespread perceptions or
hegemonic discourses, women's interest in, experience of and knowledge about
technology do not seem to be able to "mark" women.

With reference to her study of engineering cultures, Faulkner describes this as the
"in/visibility paradox": a pattern in which "women engineers are simultaneously
highly visible as women yet invisible as engineers" (2009b, p. 169). This paradox
gives an explanation for why women feel they have to "prove" themselves in fields
such as technology and engineering, fields that have traditionally been associated
with and numerically dominated by men. In explaining how the in/visibility paradox
works, Faulkner refers to "gender in/authenticity" as a way of talking about how
"engineering and pleasure in technology are (felt and perceived to be) 'gender
authentic' options for men and 'gender inauthentic' options for women" (2009b, p.
172). Thus gender in/authenticity has to do with conforming or not to a gender-
specific norm, and Faulkner gives a humber of examples illustrating "how much
easier life is for those who conform to the norm" (2009b, p. 173). Faulkner
concludes that "most women engineers are aware of their gender visibility and of
the need for them to work harder than the men to prove their engineering
credentials" (2009b, p. 176).

The important point for us here is what seems to be a constant battle between

perceptions of women and femininity on the one hand, and perceptions of
technology on the other. Let us move on to look at the effects of this battle.
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"GIVING UP" FEMININITY - OR "SOMETHING ELSE"?

In many of the examples mentioned above it seems obvious that it is gender
identity that is "under attack" and that women feel that they have to present
themselves as a little less feminine to be accepted in technological contexts
dominated by men and references to masculinity. In many of these stories,
femininity seems to function as a barrier against women being recognized as
interested in or competent with technology, and therefore also as something that
women have to hide or "give up" to be perceived as having an interest or
competence in technology: the signs of being a woman need to be moderated - "if
you dress too smartly, too nicely, too feminine ..."

Let us start with the "giving up" of femininity. In the research projects I have
worked on over the last few decades there have been a number of examples of
femininity being perceived as the problem. In interviews with women in computing
I have heard many stories providing examples of femininity acting as a barrier
against being perceived as knowledgeable in the field, such as the claim that the
male professors "don't see it coming" when a female student scores high marks,
students looking disappointed when a woman turns out to be their teacher in
computing, or even female students fighting to be accepted as skilled among their
male fellow students. As an opposite example illustrating the link between
masculinity and technology I have also interviewed a male student in computing
who suggested that it was easy for him to learn computing because he was a boy, a
second male student suggesting that people almost expected him to study
computing because he was a boy, and a third man suggesting he would have had to
hide his lack of knowledge if he had not participated in a computer class in which
women dominated (Corneliussen, 2011).

These examples illustrate that while women might find that they have to work hard
to be accepted as skilled in computing, men might even encounter an expectation
about computer knowledge they don't have. For some women it becomes important
to moderate their expression of femininity in order to be (or to feel that they will
be) taken seriously in technological contexts. This is where the "giving up" of
femininity appears, as with one of the women I interviewed who was careful not to
appear "too feminine" when participating in male-dominated contexts. However, it
is not always femininity that is under attack, as I will illustrate below, but rather
women's relationship with technology, women's positive feelings for technology,
their pleasure in technology, their knowledge or competence or intense
engagement in technology - these were just as likely to be the things that women
had to "give up" when appearing in a technological context. One example is a
newspaper article presenting a group of women working as computer engineers.
They were carefully described in ways that made it clear that they were totally
different from male computer experts. They were certainly not nerds, and they did
not talk only about technology: “Instead they talk about weddings, children, men . .
. about a lot of things that often occupy women in their late 20s and early 30s”
(Corneliussen, 2011, p. 44). And it was emphasised that they ‘worked with
people’—just as they assumed other young women wanted to. This is rhetoric we
recognize from recruitment campaigns for IT education and professions both in
Norway and in other Western countries (Lagesen, 2003; Woodfield, 2000), in which
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a discursive space is opened for women, but tied to features associated with women
(such as people skills) and not to women's potential skills in technology. Another
example is the way young girl bloggers, who have become a highly visible group in
Norway, are described as doing typical girls’ stuff, such as writing a diary, rather
than being acknowledged for their achievements and for the competence or interest
in technology that is required when running a blog with daily updates, pictures,
videos or polls (Dmitrow-Devold, 2013).

The power of dualism has been noted as strong in Western discourse about
computer technology (Faulkner, 2000a), and as long as being a computer expert is
closely tied to men and masculinity, women will appear as opposites. The simple
logic is that geeks are men; therefore, women are not geeks because they are not
men. In short, men are like men, and women are like women, and technological
competence, interest and experience are involved only on one side of the dualism
(Phipps, 2007). Faulkner points to an often-repeated claim that women in
engineering have to "fit in" to "a masculine culture" (2009a, p. 4). From this
perspective we can see the logic in the assumption that women have to "give up"
part of their gender identity or femininity to "fit in" to a masculine culture.
However, in the examples mentioned above, that is not a correct description of the
situation. The presentation of the women working as computer experts is not an
illustration of women "giving up femininity". On the contrary, they are
reconstructed as "proper" women; they are re-feminized and re-inscribed in a
traditional discourse about women, interested in things that are of interest to
women, which are not technology but rather weddings, etc. Thus, unlike the women
whom Sherry Turkle (among others) wrote about (1988), these women do not have
to give up their femininity; they rather gain femininity.

Even more important is that they simultaneously lose something else, as the
"technique" used to emphasize their similarity with other women is to weaken or
moderate their interest or absorption in technology. They are not described in ways
that make them "fit in" to the masculine culture. Instead, they are made
understandable as different from the "male geek" - a figure we have learned to
admire for his technological skills, which he has acquired because he is absorbed in
technology. We could see this as illustrating the ideology of gender difference in
practice, only that this time it is not femininity women have to give up, but
"something else". This "something else" is tied to the role and importance of
technology for the individual - in this case for women who choose a career working
with technology. What makes this complicated is that we do not really have any
good ways of talking about what exactly it is that is "given up" in this case. The
things that technology does for and with us, and with who we are, have no precise
name. Thus the "giving" up of this "something else" can happen in an almost
invisible way because the "something else" does not exist discursively as a
recognized "entity" or category. In addition to this "something else" itself being
unnameable and therefore invisible, it becomes double invisible when we talk about
women. The concept of women is not associated with a close bond with technology,
and thus, apparently, women cannot give up what they have never had.
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Thus the aim here is to propose a language for talking about this "something else"
in order to make visible what women might have to "give up" other than femininity
when entering fields of technology. This "something else" clearly has to do with our
relationship with technology, with how technology is a part of us and part of who
we are. This "something else" I want to point to is related, but not identical, to
descriptions of how technology is merged with, extends or in other ways literally
becomes part of our bodies. What I want to indicate here is rather what technology
(defined broadly as knowledge, skills, routines, symbols and practices) means for
how we become who we are. And for this purpose I want to launch the concept of
"technicity" into this thought experiment, as one place to start looking for help to
understand the importance of technology for the individual.

FROM "THE FAULT OF EPIMETHEUS" TO "IDENTITY FORMATION"

The concept of technicity has been used for different things in the past, in
philosophy and the philosophy of technology. More recently, Bernard Stiegler and
his work Technics and Time has been important in this field, and I will give a brief
introduction to some of his thoughts on humanity’s relationship with technology
that have been an inspiration in this project. However, the encounter I had with the
concept of technicity that sent me to the present "unforeseen place" was through
game studies, in a work where technicity was used to talk about how technology
enters identity work.

Let us start with Stiegler and his thoughts on "originary technicity" (Bradley, 2011,
p. 120). In the first volume of Technics and Time: The Fault of Epimetheus (1994),
Stiegler argues that human beings can deposit memories, experiences and
knowledge in technology, as a new type of memory (epiphylogenetic memory)
(Bradley, 2011, p. 122). Through technology and technological systems, human
beings can transfer their memories to future generations (Stiegler 1994, p. 236).
Stiegler refers to the myth in which Prometheus makes up for "the fault of
Epimetheus" by giving human beings the skill of the arts, tekhné (1994, p. 193).
"The fault of Epimetheus”, Ertuna explains, "is precisely this gift of exteriorization,
or, putting the humans outside of themselves" (Ertuna, 2009, with reference to
Stiegler, 1994. p. 193), making this a story about the invention of the human as a
"process of becoming, whereby at every moment in history humans reinvent
themselves via the technical and social object" (Ertuna, 2009).

Stiegler's thoughts contribute the idea of technology "depositing" something in us,
based on our relationship and experience with technology, and the way that
technology acquires meaning for us and our self-image. With Stiegler we can claim
that the presence of technology in our lives defines us as much as we define
technology. I will, however, move on to describe the concept of "technicity" in line
with the work that first introduced me to this concept, which was Jon Dovey and
Helen Kennedy's use of it to study how technology is involved in "formations of
identity and power" in computer game cultures (Dovey & Kennedy, 2006, p. 18).
They have taken this concept from David Tomas, who uses technicity to describe
identity in the cyborg worlds of William Gibson's cyberpunk novels, and “to describe
ethnic-type relations among cyborgs, especially since traditional blood ties are
increasingly replaced, in threshold cyborg cultures, by technologically defined social
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bonds” (2000, p. 184-185). Tomas uses the concept as an alternative to “ethnicity”
in a society in which technology enters group- and identity-formations in vital ways.
Dovey and Kennedy adopt the concept from Tomas and use it to analyze how
technology is involved and results in specific formations of identity in computer
game cultures (2006). They elaborate on the concept in a study of the
“participatory cultures of computer game production and consumption”, and
illustrate how creativity, technical interests, and abilities produce specific
expressions of identity in which technology is a vital part (2007). In the Western
world today, ICTs - computers, the internet, and smart phones - have become so
important that it is not imaginary, as in William Gibson's novels, but quite true that
technology is a vital part of our identity formation, of the process of shaping who
we are and how we live.

Dovey and Kennedy's use of the concept of technicity captures what I want to
emphasize, which is the importance and involvement of technology in our everyday
lives, our self-perception and self-presentation. In this project "technicity" can be
defined as the role that technology plays in defining the individual, thus as a
concept it can help to make visible the presence of technology in identity formation.
An illustrative example of technicity is a quote from a woman I interviewed saying
simply that "technology says a lot about who I am". She is not referring either to a
particular technological artefact or to a particular instance of using technology, but
to the general presence and importance of technology in what she sees as all
aspects of her life. While feminist technology researchers several decades ago
would question a study of the relationship between human beings and technology
without paying attention to gender, the question today is rather whether we can
study human beings or gender without paying attention to technology - or, rather,
to the involvement of technology in defining who we are; that is, to "technicity".

TECHNICITY AS A TOOL TO MAKE THE "SOMETHING ELSE" BECOME
VISIBLE?

There are yet more topics to explore; however, the question I raise here is how to
make the invisible "something else" become visible. The consequences of not
recognizing women's close bond with technology are many, as already illustrated.
For individual women, one of the consequences is that their technological expertise
is met with doubt, which is likely to keep feeding the "leaky pipeline", referring to
the tendency for more women than men to leave computing (Camp & Gturer, 2002).

Another consequence of failing to see women's close relationship with technology is
the way it affects reasoning for why we should want women to choose a career in
technology. We have seen women being invited into computer education and the
computer business, but the rhetoric is often built around feminine aspects, such as
communication skills and being good with people, rather than on women's
technological contributions (Lagesen & Sgrensen, 2009). The problem with this
strategy is that when men show the same "feminine" traits they are seen as "even
better" than women because they benefit from the association between masculinity
and technology (Woodfield, 2002). This also puts women in a double-bind: if they
offer femininity, it is not the real thing. On the other hand, if they don't offer
femininity, they have nothing special to offer, thus raising the question of "Why hire
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women who act like men, when you can hire men?" (Staunaes & Sgndergaard,
2008, p. 153). Thus we can easily recognize the challenge of fighting the perception
of an incompatibility between femininity and technology, and in this fight the
concept of technicity, by stating the importance of technology, can help to prevent
women's relationship with technology from being ignored and hidden behind ideas
of femininity.

As researchers, we contribute to specific discursive constructions of gender-
technology relations, and the language of technology being incompatible with
women in particular contributes to creating a discursive and symbolic distance
between women and technology. Theories and concepts we use for research
contribute to opening up as well as limiting what we are able to study and find in
our research. My argument is that we need a concept like technicity to realize the
importance of technology for our lives and for our identity work. It can help to
make clear that what women have to "give up" is not always femininity, but rather
this "something else" that I have suggested we call technicity. If we manage to
make "technicity" visible we can simultaneously make it less easy to bypass the
importance of technology when talking about women with active or professional
relationships with technology.

We shall probably continue to discuss what this "something else" is and what it
should be called, but that does not change the main challenges I have pointed out:
first, that femininity is given priority as that which is assumed to be "given up",
making the sacrifice of the importance of technology becoming invisible, and,
second, that this becomes doubly invisible owing to the lack of a label. Third,
because it is invisible it masks what is happening when women's technicity is
ignored, diminished, misinterpreted or renamed in a non-technological way, owing
to the low expectations about women's involvement with technology.

While a concept such as technicity can help to make this become visible, the
concept alone does not solve the entire puzzle; we also need to recognize that
women, just as much as men, can have close bonds with technology. Wajcman has
claimed that technology cannot do anything for women'’s identity (1991, p. 89),
while men can in a sense “dress up” in technology, and technology through its
associations with masculinity can say something about men's identity (Lie, 2003, p.
259). I do not believe that this is a true description of the situation in the Western
world today. More than a decade ago I interviewed women studying computing who
with great pleasure described how technology made a difference to how they were
perceived, by themselves as well as by others. They enjoyed being able to impress
their friends and families with their newly acquired computer knowledge, and they
enjoyed having gained access to what they used to see as "a forbidden and
masculine world" (Corneliussen, 2003, 2005). In more recent interviews with
women working with technology in Norway and Israel, many of them emphasize
that technology shapes their image of themselves, as we saw in the examples
above; technology makes them who they are, and none of them can imagine
themselves (or their world) without technology. Also, other studies of girls and
women in technology document that technology definitely matters in girls’ and
women'’s identity construction today. Lee (2011) concludes in her study that,
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despite negative gender stereotyping, "women do want to work in ICT" (p. 177),
but still we come across arguments that girls stay away from technology because
they are “anxious to adapt to the female image” (Sagebiel & Dahmen, 2006, p. 11),
which does not include technology as gender-authentic for women. Girls will
probably always want to adapt to an image of being female and feminine, so we
need to find ways to avoid the idea that technological competence and
technological joy are excluded by images of femininity.

NEW VISIONS

It should not be a surprise that women choosing a career in technology do so
because they enjoy working with it, and some of the women I have interviewed are
indeed very excited by technology and share many positive experiences.
Simultaneously, the same women might also have experiences in which the simple
fact of being a woman becomes a barrier in their career in technology. Faulkner
found the attitude "I can be feminine and an engineer" to be more widespread and
more accepted now than in similar studies from the 1980s and 1990s (2009b, p.
185). My most recent interviews with Norwegian women working with technology
support this, with stories from women who insist on their right to be both feminine
and deeply interested and involved in technology. Although they also illustrate the
"work" they have to do to be accepted as skilled with computers - to "nag to be
heard", to "insist on being respected" and to constantly "prove" themselves - 1
think we can confirm that the relationship between femininity and technology is
changing. "[D]iscourses and symbols change less rapidly than actual practices and
people" (2009b, p. 186), and we should not trust things to correct themselves
without intervention, Faulkner warns us. The suggestion of visualizing "technicity" is
my intervention, driven by my desire to explore and challenge traditional and
stereotypical perceptions of gender and technology - stereotypes that often are
voiced in gender dualisms that are not supported in practice (Faulkner, 2009b).
Thus I suggest "technicity" as part of what Joan Wallach Scott describes as our
"quest for theories that could provide alternative ways of seeing and knowing"
(Scott, 2011, p. 41).

When I first started this thought experiment I was struck by a vision that Cynthia
Cockburn shared in 1983: “How impossible it seems to imagine a technical training
course ... where women are simply in a majority” (1999 (1983)). The number of
women is still alarmingly low in many branches of technology education, but we
also have technology departments with a majority of women, in particular within
the humanities (Corneliussen, 2011). Numbers matter, Lagesen points out
(Lagesen, 2007), and we should not stop working to increase the proportion of
women in technology. But it is also time to move on, to reach for new visions, and
this is mine: What if “technicity” were a way of structuring our thoughts: would
journalists insist on writing about what kind of non-technological interests women
in computing have, or would the focus stay on their technological interests and
achievements? Would women be invited into computer education because they are
good with people, or could they be invited because women find pleasure in
technology? Could a popular discourse that recognized every individual’s technicity
make it easier for girls to imagine themselves working with technology? These are
some of the questions that the concept of technicity invites us to ask. The challenge
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is both complicated and complex, and there might very well be other solutions than
"technicity". However, it is vital to explore ways of recognizing women's
involvement with technology and to find tools to help resolve what seems to be a
continuous battle between femininity and technology.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This article builds on a discussion paper presented at The 6th European Conference
on Gender and ICT - Feminist Interventions in Theories and Practices, Umea, 8-10
March 2011. I wish to thank participants at the conference in Umea3 for their
comments, as well as my colleagues at Digital Culture and Centre for Women’s and
Gender Research at the University of Bergen.

REFERENCES

Adam, A., Griffiths, M., Keogh, C., Moore, K., Richardson, H., & Tattersall, A.
(2005). "You don't have to be male to work here, but it helps!" - Gender and the IT
Labour Market. In J. Archibald, J. Emms, F. Grundy, J. Payne & E. Turner (Eds.),
The Gender Politics of ICT (pp. 283-296). Middlesex: Middlesex University Press.

Bagilhole, B., Powell, A., Barnard, S., & Dainty, A. (2008). Researching Cultures in
Science, Engineering and Technology: An analysis of current and past literature.
UKRC Research Report Series, No. 7. UK Resource Centre for Women in Science,
Engineering and Technology (UKRC).

Bradley, A. (2011). Originary Technicity: The Theory of Technology from Marx to
Derrida. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Braidotti, R. (2002). Metamorphoses: Towards a Materialist Theory of Becoming.
Cambridge, UK: Polity Press.

Camp, T. and D. Gurer (2002). Investigating the Incredible Shrinking Pipeline for
Women in Computer Science. Final Report, NSF Project 9812016:
http://womendev.acm.org/archives/documents/finalreport.pdf.

Cockburn, C. (1999 (1983)). Caught in the wheels: The high cost of being a female
cog in the male machinery of engineering. In D. MacKenzie & J. Wajcman (Eds.),
The Social Shaping of Technology (Second ed., pp. 126-133). Maidenhead: Open
University Press.

Cohoon, J. M., & Aspray, W. (Eds.). (2006). Women and information technology.
Research on underrepresentation. Cambridge, MA, London, England: MIT Press.

Corneliussen, H. (2003). Diskursens makt - individets frihet: Kjonnede posisjoner i
diskursen om data (The power of discourse - the freedom of individuals: Gendered
positions in the discourse of computing). Dr. art. Thesis, Dep. of Humanistic
Informatics, University of Bergen.

Corneliussen, H. (2005). "I fell in love with the machine" - Women’s pleasure in
computing. Journal of Information, Communication and Ethics in Society, 3(4:
Special Issue: Women in Computing (WiC) 2005).

Corneliussen, H. G. (2011). Gender-Technology Relations: Exploring Stability and
Change. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

219



International Journal of Gender, Science and Technology, Vol.6, No.2

Dmitrow-Devold, K. (2013). "Superficial! Body Obsessed! Commercial!" Norwegian
Press Representations of Girl Bloggers. Girlhood Studies, 6(2), 65-82.

Dovey, J., & Kennedy, H. W. (2006). Game cultures: Computer games as new
media. Maidenhead: Open University Press.

Dovey, J., & Kennedy, H. W. (2007). Technicity: Power and Difference in Game
Cultures. Paper presented at the Games in Action Conference, Gothenburg, Sweden
14.06.2007.

Elovaara, P. (2004). Angels in Unstable Sociomaterial Relations: Stories of
Information Technology. Karlskrona: Blekinge Institute of Technology.

Ertuna, 1. (2009). Stiegler and Marx for a Question Concerning Technology.
Transformations(17),

http://www.transformationsjournal.org/journal/issue 17/article 07.shtml (retrieved
January 2013).

Faulkner, W. (2000a). Dualisms, Hierarchies and Gender in Engineering. Social
Studies of Science, 30(5), 759-792.

Faulkner, W. (2000b). The Power and Pleasure? A Research Agenda for "Making
Gender Stick" to Engineers. Science, Technology, & Human Values, 25(1), 87-119.

Faulkner, W. (2009a). Doing gender in engineering workplace cultures. I.
Observations from the field. Engineering Studies, 1(1), 3-18.

Faulkner, W. (2009b). Doing gender in engineering workplace cultures. II. Gender
in/authenticity and the in/visibility paradox. Engineering Studies, 1(3), 169-189.

Godfroy-Genin, A.-S. (2009). Women's academic careers in technology: A
comparative European perspective. Equal Opportunities International, 28(1), 80-
97.

Hofstede, G. (2003 (1991)). Cultures and Organizations, Software of the Mind:
Intercultural Cooperation and its Importance for Survival London: Profile Books.

Kitzinger, J., Haran, J., Chimba, M., & Boyce, T. (2008). Role Models in the Media:
An Exploration of the Views and Experiences of Women in Science, Engineering and
Technology. UK Resource Centre for Women in Science: Engineering and
Technology (UKRC) and Cardiff University.

Lagesen, V. A. (2003). Advertising computer science to women (or was it the other
way around?). In M. Lie (Ed.), He, She and IT Revisited. New Perspectives on
Gender in the Information Society (pp. 69-102). Oslo: Gyldendal Akademisk.

Lagesen, V. A. (2007). The Strength of Numbers: Strategies to Include Women into
Computer Science. Social Studies of Science, 37(1), 67-92.

Lagesen, V. A. (2011). Getting women into computer science. In K. H. Sgrensen,
W. Faulkner & E. Rommes (Eds.), Technologies of Inclusion. Gender in the
Information Society (pp. 147-169). Trondheim: Tapir Academic Press.

Lagesen, V. A., & Sgrensen, K. H. (2009). Walking the line? The enactment of the
social/technical binary in software engineering. Engineering Studies, 1(2), 129-149.

220


http://www.transformationsjournal.org/journal/issue_17/article_07.shtml

International Journal of Gender, Science and Technology, Vol.6, No.2

Lee, L. (2011). Empowering women in ICT through professional networks. In K. H.
Sgrensen, W. Faulkner & E. Rommes (Eds.), Technologies of Inclusion. Gender in
the Information Society (pp. 171-189). Trondheim: Tapir Academic Press.

Lie, M. (1998). Computer dialogues. Technology, gender and change. Trondheim:
NTNU, Senter for kvinneforskning 2/98.

Lie, M. (2003). The new Amazons. Gender symbolism on the Net. In M. Lie (Ed.),
He, She and IT Revisited. New Perspectives on Gender in the Information Society
(pp. 251-277). Oslo: Gyldendal Akademisk.

Mahoney, M. S. (2001). Boys' Toys and Women's Work: Feminism Engages
Software. In A. N. H. Creager, E. Lunbeck & L. Schiebinger (Eds.), Feminism in
Twentieth-Century Science, Technology, and Medicine (pp. 169-185). Chicago and
London: The University of Chicago Press.

Mcllwee, J. S., & Robinson, J. G. (1992). Women in engineering: Gender, power,
and workplace culture. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.

Misa, T. J. (Ed.). (2010). Gender Codes: Why Women are Leaving Computing.
Hoboken, NJ: IEEE Computer Society and John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Nordli, H. (2003). The Net is Not Enough. Searching for the female hacker.
Trondheim: dr.polit.-avhandling, Institutt for sosiologi og statsvitenskap, NTNU.

Phipps, A. (2007). Re-inscribing gender binaries: Deconstructing the dominant
discourse around women's equality in science, engineering, and technology. The
Sociological Review, 55(4), 768-787.

Powell, A., Bagilhole, B., Dainty, A., & Neale, R. (2004). Does the Engineering
Culture in UK Higher Education Advance Women's Careers? Equal Opportunities
International, 23(7/8), 21-38.

Sagebiel, F., & Dahmen, J. (2006). Masculinities in organizational cultures in
engineering education in Europe: Results of the European Union project WomEng.
European Journal of Engineering Education, 31(1), 5-14.

Schiebinger, L. (2008). Introduction: Getting More Women into Science and
Engineering - Knowledge Issues. In L. Schiebinger (Ed.), Gendered Innovations in
Science and Engineering (pp. 1-21). Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Scott, J. W. (2011). The Fantasy of Feminist History: Durham, NC: Duke University
Press.

Staunees, D., & Sgndergaard, D. M. (2008). Management and Gender Diversity.
Intertwining Categories and Paradoxes. In E. Magnusson, M. Rénnblom & H. Silius
(Eds.), Critical Studies of Gender Equalities. Nordic Dislocations, Dilemmas and
Contradictions (pp. 135-160). Goéteborg, Stockholm: Makadam.

Stiegler, B. (1994). Technics and Time, 1: The Fault of Epimetheus: Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press.

Sgrensen, K. H. (2011). Changing perspectives on gender and technology: From
exclusion to inclusion. In K. H. Sgrensen, W. Faulkner & E. Rommes (Eds.),
Technologies of Inclusion. Gender in the Information Society (pp. 41-61).
Trondheim: Tapir Academic Press.

221



International Journal of Gender, Science and Technology, Vol.6, No.2

Sgrensen, K. H., Faulkner, W., & Rommes, E. (2011). Technologies of Inclusion.
Gender in the Information Society. Trondheim: Tapir Academic Press.

Tomas, D. (2000). The Technophilic Body: On Technicity in William Gibson's Cyborg
Culture. In D. Bell & B. M. Kennedy (Eds.), The Cybercultures Reader (pp. 175-
189). London: Routledge.

Turkle, S. (1988). Computational Reticence. Why Women Fear the Intimate
Machine. In C. Kramarae (Ed.), Technology and women's voices. Keeping in touch
(pp. 41-61). New York, NY: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Vaage, O. F. (2013). Norsk mediebarometer 2012. Oslo, Kongsvinger: Statistisk
sentralbyra - Statistics Norway.

Wajcman, J. (1991). Feminism Confronts Technology. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press.
Wajcman, J. (2004). TechnoFeminism. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press.

Webster, J. (2006). Widening of Employment Opportunities in ITEC - Professional
Advancement through ITEC Skills. Report for Equalitec and the Department of
Trade and Industry ITEC Skills Team.

Woodfield, R. (2000). Women, work and computing. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.

Woodfield, R. (2002). Women and information systems development: Not just a
pretty (inter)face? Information Technology & People, 15(2), 119-138.

222



