GENDER, TECHNOLOGY, AND INFORMATION

INF 386G/WGS 393

# 28880/46364
Dr. Philip Doty
School of Information

Technology and Information Policy Institute

Center for Women’s and Gender Studies

University of Texas at Austin

FA 2021
Class time:
Wednesday 9:00 AM – 12:00 Noon
Place:
All meetings synchronous online by Zoom
Office:
UTA 5.452

Office hours:  All office hours will be virtual


Monday 1:00 – 2:00 PM (by Zoom, telephone, email)

By appointment other times

Telephone:
512.471.3746 – direct line

512.471.2742 – iSchool receptionist


512.471.3821 – main iSchool office

Email:
pdoty@ischool.utexas.edu
Class URL:
https://utexas.instructure.com/courses/1313578   


(the sections are combined into one Canvas instantiation)

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Land acknowledgement





 3

Introduction to the course




 4
Expectations of students’ performance



 5
Analysis and holism in reading, writing, and presenting

 6
Standards for written work




 7
Some editing conventions for students’ papers


12
Grading






13
Texts







14
List of assignments





16
Outline of the course (topics, readings, assignment dates)
17
Assignments

Essay on gender and technology



20

Leading in-class discussion and annotated bibliography
20
Paper on gender, technology, and information

21
References

Sources in the class schedule



23
Additional sources (AS) of value



29
Selected important journals




43
LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
Thanks to Professor Loriene Roy of the UT iSchool for the following.  Dr. Roy introduces herself as Anishinabe, enrolled on the White Earth Reservation, a member of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe.  Her father was Mississippi Band, her mother is Pembina Band, and, in her words, “we are mukwa, bear clan”:

We acknowledge that the iSchool sits on indigenous land. The Tonkawa lived in central Texas and the Comanche and Apache moved through this area. Today, various indigenous peoples from all over the globe visit Austin and/or call it home. We are grateful to be able to study and learn on this piece of Turtle Island.  Since our class is online, you may be contributing from other tribal lands. Here is a map that may help you in identifying the indigenous peoples of the land on which you study: https://native-land.ca/
To read more about land acknowledgement, see: Stewart, Mariah, "Acknowledging Native Land is a Step Against Indigenous Erasure," Insight Into Diversity, December 19, 2020. Available at: https://www.insightintodiversity.com/acknowledging-native-land-is-a-step-against-indigenous-erasure/
Many thanks to Dr. Roy for this acknowledgement and permission to quote her identification statement.

INTRODUCTION TO THE COURSE

Gender, Technology, and Information (INF 385T/WGS 393) critically examines the three elements of the course’s title in relation to each other. Students will be asked to explore various perspectives on the interactions, historically and currently, among gender, technology, and information.  Topics include science and technology studies; techno-feminism; intersectionality; domestic technologies; reproductive and sexual technologies; data feminism; and the gendered character of computing and networked technologies.

During the fall 2021 semester, INF 386G and WGS 393 ill have all of its 14 class meetings synchronously online, and we will rely on the UT course management platform Canvas for its various functions.  We will meet through Zoom at the appointed class meeting time:  Wednesday 9:00 AM - 12:00 Noon Central time.
Graduate students from all disciplines and academic units in the University are welcome in the course, and students may take the class for a letter grade or credit/no credit with the instructor’s permission. For the course to count toward iSchool Master’s degrees including the dual MS/MA with Women’s and Gender Studies, however, the course must be taken for a letter grade.
In this course, we will assume a non-essentialist position about gender, i.e., we will not support the assertion that there are some inherent, identifiable differences among people of different genders, nor will we presume the long-established gender binary.  We also are interested in gender as broadly as possible, considering but also moving beyond “feminism and . . .” or “women in . . .” as the focus of the course.

Technology is the second significant concept for our course.  We will not limit our consideration of technology to digital technologies this semester, or, for that matter, only to information and communication technologies (ICT’s).  We will examine artifacts such as computers, paper, housework technologies, books, games, sexual and reproductive technologies, and other technologies, while remembering that technology studies includes many other elements, e.g., music, language, literary genres, social conventions, and practices of many kinds.

I would like to offer two quick words about the third and final major topic of our work this semester – information.  While we will use the useful fiction of information as thing, please remember that many scholars consider it only a fiction.  As such, information is not “in our minds” or “in files” or the like.  The instructor, therefore, will generally avoid locutions such as “content” when speaking about information and communication.  Instead, we will move beyond the cognitivism inherent in information as thing and look more to meaning making, cultural production, and social practice.  This last approach complements the critical considerations of gender and technology that also characterize the course.
The course comprises three units over 14 class meetings:

1. Introduction to technology and gender studies (4 class meetings)

2. Gendered looks at some specific technologies (9)

3. Students’ research (1).
As possible, we will have a small number of guest speakers, from UT-Austin and elsewhere, join us in our class meetings, whether in-person or virtually.
EXPECTATIONS OF STUDENTS’ PERFORMANCE

Students will be involved and vigorous participants in class discussions and in the conduct of the class, whether synchronous or asynchronous.  To the extent possible, the instructor aims to have every student participate in every class meeting’s discussion.  In addition, students must:

· Attend all class sessions.  Notifying the instructor ahead of time is crucial.  Further, if a student misses a class, it is their responsibility to arrange with another student to obtain all notes, handouts, and assignment sheets.

· Read all material prior to class.  Students are expected to use the course readings to inform their classroom participation and their writing.  Students must integrate what they read with what they say and write.  This last imperative is essential to the development of professional expertise and to the development of a collegial professional persona.

· Educate themselves and their peers.  Successful completion of graduate programs and participation in professional life depend upon a willingness to demonstrate initiative and creativity.  Participation in the professional and personal growth of colleagues is essential to one’s own success as well as theirs.  Such collegiality is at the heart of scholarship, so some assignments are designed to encourage collaboration.

· Spend at least 3-4 hours in preparation for each hour in the classroom; therefore, a 3-credit graduate hour course requires a minimum of 10-12 hours per week of work outside class.

· Participate in all class discussions.

· Complete all assignments on time.  Late assignments will not be accepted except in the limited circumstances noted below.  Failure to complete any assignment on time will result in a failing grade for the course.

· Be responsible with collective property, especially e-books and other shared material.

· Ask for help from the instructor in class, during office hours, via Zoom, telephone, email, or in any other appropriate way.  Email is especially useful for information questions, and the instructor will ordinarily respond to a message within 24 hours.

Academic integrity is paramount in the academy and professional life.  The UT Dean of Students has an excellent, brief summary of means for ensuring academic integrity at (https://deanofstudents.utexas.edu/conduct/academicintegrity.php); see the three links there.

Academic dishonesty, such as plagiarism, cheating, or academic fraud is intolerable and will incur severe penalties, including failure for the course.  All instances of academic dishonesty will be reported to both the iSchool administration and the UT Dean of Students.  If there is concern about behavior that may be academically dishonest, students should consult the instructor.

The instructor is happy to provide all appropriate accommodations for students with documented disabilities.  The University’s Office of the Dean of Students at 471.6259, 471.4641 TTY, can provide further information and referrals as necessary.

ANALYSIS AND HOLISM IN READING, WRITING, AND PRESENTING

Students in this class must be analytic in their reading of others' work, in their own writing, and in their presentations.  What follows are suggestions for developing analytic and critical methods of thinking and communication.  These suggestions are also indications of what you should expect from the writing and speaking of others.

At the same time, however, please remember that a holistic, integrative understanding of context must always complement depth of analysis.

· First and foremost, maximize clarity – be clear, but not simplistic or patronizing.

· Remember that writing is a form of thinking, not just a medium to display the results of thinking.  Make your thinking and writing engaging, reflective, and clear.

· Provide enough context for your remarks that your audience can understand them but not so much that your audience's attention or comprehension is lost.

· Be specific.

· Avoid jargon, undefined terms, undefined acronyms, colloquialisms, clichés, and vague language.

· Give examples.

· Be critical, not dismissive, of others' work; be skeptical, not cynical.

· Answer the difficult but important questions:  How?  Why?  So what?

· Support assertions with evidence.

· Make explicit why evidence used to support an assertion does so.

· Identify and explore the specific practical, social, and intellectual implications of any potential courses of action you recommend or describe.

· Be evaluative.  Synthesize and internalize existing knowledge without losing your own critical point of view.

· Identify the specific criteria against which others' work and options for action will be assessed.

See the Standards for Written Work, Suggestions for Writing Policy Analysis, and the assignment descriptions in this syllabus for further explanations and examples.

STANDARDS FOR WRITTEN WORK

Every writer is faced with the problem of not knowing what her audience knows; therefore, effective communication depends upon maximizing clarity, especially in professional writing.  Similarly, good writing makes for good thinking and vice versa.  Friedman & Steinberg remind us that “reading, writing, and thinking are interrelated” and are all essential to learning ((1989, xiii and p. 9).  

Recall that writing is a form of inquiry, a way to think, not a reflection of some supposed static thought “in” the mind.  Writing is not only a means to communicate with others, but is also a means to discover our own ideas more completely and in context, “to learn the full meaning of these ideas by seeing them in relation to each other” (Friedman & Steinberg, p. 22).  For example, well known political theorist and public policy expert Aaron Wildavsky argues convincingly in Craftways:  On the Organization of Scholarly Work (1989, p. 9):

I do not know what I think until I have tried to write it.  Sometimes the purpose of writing is to discover whether I can express what I think I know; if it cannot be written, it is not right.  Other times I write to find out what I know; writing becomes a form of self discovery . . . . [F]ew feelings compare with the exhilaration of discovering a thought in the writing that was not in the thinking.

Wildavsky’s book is now in its seventh enlarged edition published in 2019 and available as an e-book in the UT Libraries.  Please remember, however, that we need not adopt the incipient positivism to appreciate Wildavsky’s point.

What follows is some specific advice to help students meet professional standards of clarity, grammar, spelling, and organization in written assignments.  The instructor uses this advice to evaluate all assignments, so students should be sure to review these standards before and after writing.

All written work for the class must be done on a word-processor and double-spaced, with 1" margins all the way around and in either 10 or 12 pt. font, in one of three font styles:  Times, Times New Roman, or Palatino.

Some writing assignments demand the use of references and may require either footnotes or endnotes.  It is particularly important in professional schools such as the School of Information that notes and references are impeccably done.  In this course, students must use APA (American Psychological Association) standards.  There are other standard bibliographic and note formats, for example, in engineering and law, but social scientists and a growing number of humanists use APA.  Familiarity with standard formats is essential for understanding others' work and for preparing submissions to professional societies, journals, funding agencies, professional conferences, and the like. Students should always follow the instructors’ directions for written work but may also consult the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (2019, 7th ed.) and Purdue’s OWL Web site (https://owl.purdue.edu/owl/research_and_citation/apa_style/apa_style_introduction.html) and its related resources.

Students should not use a general dictionary or encyclopedia for defining terms in graduate school or in professional writing.  Instead, students should consult a specialized dictionary, e.g., The Cambridge Encyclopedia of Philosophy; subject-specific encyclopedia, e.g., the International Encyclopedia of the Social and Behavioral Sciences; and/or a glossary or dictionary provided by a reputable professional association.  The best alternative, however, is understanding the literature related to the term sufficient to provide a definition in the context of the literature.
Students should always use a spell checker but be aware that spell checking dictionaries have systematic weaknesses:  they exclude most proper nouns, e.g., personal and place names; they omit most technical terms; they omit most foreign words and phrases; and they cannot identify homophones, e.g., "there" instead of "their,” or the error in writing "the" in place of "them."

It is important to proofread work thoroughly and be precise in editing it.  It is often helpful to have someone else read one’s writing, to eliminate errors and to increase clarity.  Reading one’s work aloud is another widely used strategy for improving one’s writing.  While the instructor relies on submission of all assignments in Canvas to the appropriate Assignment folder, please be certain that all assignments clearly indicate:

•
The title of the assignment

•
The student’s name

•
The date

•
The class number and title – either INF 386G Gender, Technology and Information or WGS 393 Gender, Technology, and Information.

The instructor will be happy to address any questions about these standards.

Since the production of professional-level written work is one of the aims of the class, the instructor reads and edits students’ work as the editor of a professional journal or the moderator of a technical session at a professional conference would.  The reminders below help produce professional written work appropriate to any situation.  Note the asterisked errors in #'s 2, 3, 8, 10, 11, 14, 15, 18, 20, and 24 (some have more than one error):

1. Number all pages after the title page.  Notes and references do not count against page limits.

2. Use formal, academic prose.  Avoid colloquial language, *you know?*  Graduate work and professional communication should avoid failures in diction – be serious and academic when called for, be informal and relaxed when called for, and be everything in between as necessary.  For this course, avoid words and phrases such as "agenda," "problem with," "deal with," "handle," "window of," "goes into," "broken down into," "viable," and "option."

3. Avoid clichés.  They are vague, *fail to "push the envelope."*

4. Avoid computer technospeak such as "input," "feedback," or "processing information" except when using such terms in specific technical ways.

5. Avoid using “content” as a noun.
6. Do not use the term "relevant" except in its information retrieval sense.  Ordinarily, it is a colloquial cliché, but it also has a strict technical meaning related to information retrieval in information studies and cognate disciplines.

7. Do not use "quality" as an adjective; it is vague, cliché, and colloquial.  Instead use "high-quality," "excellent," "superior," or whatever more formal phrase you deem appropriate.

8. Study the APA style convention for the proper use of ellipsis*. . . .*

9. Generally, avoid using the terms "objective" and "subjective" in their evidentiary senses; these terms entail major philosophical, epistemological controversy.  Avoid terms such as "facts," "factual," "proven," and related constructions for similar reasons.

10. Avoid contractions.  *Don't* use them in formal writing.

11. Be circumspect in using the term "this," especially in the beginning of a sentence.  *THIS* is often a problem because the referent is unclear.  Pay strict attention to providing clear referents for all pronouns.  Especially ensure that pronouns and their referents agree in number; e.g., "each person went to their home" is a poor construction because "each" is singular, as is the noun "person," while "their" is a plural form.  Therefore, either the referent or the pronoun must change in number.

12. "If" ordinarily takes the subjunctive mood, e.g., "If he were only taller," not “was.”

13. Put "only" in its appropriate place, near the word it modifies.  For example, it is appropriate in spoken English to say that "he only goes to Antone's" when you mean that "the only place he frequents is Antone's."  In written English, however, a better rendering is, "he goes only to Antone's."

14. Do not confuse possessive, plural, or contracted forms, especially of pronouns.  *Its* bad.

15. Do not confuse affect/effect, compliment/complement, or principle/principal.  Readers will not *complement* your work or *it's* *principle* *affect* on them.

16. Avoid misplaced modifiers.  For example, it is misleading to write the following sentence:  As someone interested in the history of Mesoamerica, it was important for me to attend the lecture.  The sentence misleads because the phrase "As someone interested in the history of Mesoamerica" is meant to modify the next immediate word, which should then, obviously, be both a person and the subject of the sentence.  It should modify the word "I" by preceding it immediately.  One good alternative for the sentence is:  As someone interested in the history of Mesoamerica, I was especially eager to attend the lecture.

17. Avoid use of "valid," "parameter," "bias," "reliability," and "paradigm," except in limited technical ways.  These are important research terms and should be used with precision.

18. The words "data," "media," "criteria," "strata," and "phenomena" are still all PLURAL forms.  They *TAKES* plural verbs.  Unfortunately, that is no longer true for “opera” and “agenda.”

19. "Number," "many," and "fewer" are used with plural nouns (a number of horses, many horses, and fewer horses).  “Amount," "much," and "less" are used with singular nouns (an amount of hydrogen, much hydrogen, and less hydrogen).  Another useful way to make this distinction is to recall that "many" is used for countable nouns, while "much" is used for uncountable nouns.

20. *The passive voice should generally not be used.*

21. "Between" denotes two alternatives, while "among" three or more.

22. Generally, avoid the use of honorifics such as Mister, Doctor, Ms., and so on when referring to persons in writing, especially when citing their written work.  Use last names and dates as appropriate in APA.

23. There is no generally accepted standard for citing electronic resources.  If you cite them, it is common to give an indication, as specifically as possible, of:

-  responsibility
(who?)

-  title
(what?)

-  date of creation
(when?)

-  date viewed
(when?)

-  place to find the source
(where?  how?).

24. See the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (2019, 7th ed.) for a discussion of citing electronic material and useful examples.

25. *PROFREAD!  PROOFREED!  PROOOFREAD!*

26. “Citation,” “quotation,” and “reference” are nouns; “cite,” “quote,” and “refer to” are verbs.

27. Use double quotation marks (“abc.”), not single quotation marks (‘xyz.’), as a matter of course.  Single quotation marks usually indicate quotations within quotations in American English.
28. Provide a specific page number for all direct quotations.  If the quotation is from a Web page or other digital source without page numbers, provide at least the paragraph number and/or other directional cues, e.g., “(Davis, 1993, section II, ¶ 4).”

29. In ordinary American English, as ≠ because.  Assuming the two terms are identical often confuses syntax and the reader.

30. Use "about" instead of the tortured locution "as to."

31. In much of social science and humanistic study, the term "issue" identifies sources of public controversy or dissensus.  Please use the term to refer to topics about which there is substantial public disagreement, NOT synonymously with general terms such as "topic.”  This admonition is especially important in this course where the study of public policy is its main focus.

32. While the Congress and other legislative bodies have debates, careful writers, including your instructor, choose to avoid the locution of “public debate.”  Such a locution makes a series of faulty assumptions:

· It presumes that a controversy, whether a public policy issue or other important matter of disagreement (i.e., dissensus), has only two “sides.”  There are usually three or four or more perspectives on any topic of public dissensus that merit consideration.  “Debate” hides this multivalent complexity.

· “Debate” implies that one “side” and only one “side” can be correct; that presumption ignores the fact that the many perspectives on a controversy have merit.

· “Debate” implies that there can be and will be one and only one “winner.”  This presumption naively ignores the fact that some disagreements are intractable, that these issues are often emergent as are their resolutions, and that compromise is oftentimes a mark of success rather than of failure or “surrender.” 

33. Please do not start a sentence or any independent clause with “however.”

34. Avoid the use of “etc.” – it is awkward, colloquial, and vague.

35. Do not use the term “subjects” to describe research participants.  “Respondents,” “participants,” and “informants” are preferred terms and have been for decades.

36. Do not use notes unless absolutely necessary, but, if you must use them, use endnotes not footnotes.  Please discuss any such use with the instructor in advance.

37. Please adhere to this orthographic (spelling) convention of spelling Internet” with a capital “I” to indicate the TCP/IP-compliant computer network with a shared address convention.  Otherwise, “internet” with a lower-case “i” simply means any of the many millions of networks of networks.

SOME EDITING CONVENTIONS FOR STUDENTS’ PAPERS

Symbol
Meaning

#

number OR insert a space; the context will help you decipher its meaning

AWK

awkward and usually compromises clarity as well

BLOCK
make quotations ≥ 4 lines into a block quotation without external 



quotation marks

caps

capitalize; usually accompanied by three short underscore marks

COLLOQ
colloquial and to be avoided

dB

database

FRAG

sentence fragment; often means that the verb or subject is missing

ITAL

italicize

lc

make into lower case; usually accompanied by a strike through

org, org’l
organization, organizational

PL

plural

Q

question

REF?

what is the referent of this pronoun?  to what or whom does it refer?

sp

spelling

SING

singular

w/

with

w.c.?

word choice?

The instructor sometimes uses check marks to indicate that the writer has made an especially good point.  Wavy lines indicate that usage or reasoning is suspect.

GRADING

Grades for this class include:

A+ 
Extraordinarily high achievement,


not recognized by the University

A
Superior



4.00

A-
Excellent



3.67

B+
Good




3.33

B
Satisfactory



3.00

B-
Barely satisfactory


2.67

C+
Unsatisfactory



2.33

C
Unsatisfactory



2.00

C-
Unsatisfactory



1.67

F
Unacceptable and failing.

0.00.

Please feel free to ask me should you have any questions or concerns about grades and see the Graduate School Catalog (e.g., http://catalog.utexas.edu/graduate/graduate-study/ and http://catalog.utexas.edu/graduate/graduate-study/student-responsibility/) for more on standards of work.  While the University does not accept the grade of A+ and it does not appear on a student’s transcript, the instructor may assign the grade to students whose work is extraordinary.

The grade of B signals acceptable, satisfactory performance in graduate school.  The instructor reserves the grade of A for students who demonstrate not only a command of the concepts and techniques discussed but also an ability to synthesize and integrate them in a professional manner and communicate them effectively, successfully informing the work of other students.

The grade of incomplete (X) is reserved for students in extraordinary circumstances and must be negotiated with the instructor before the end of the semester.

The instructor uses points to evaluate assignments, not letter grades.  They use an arithmetic – not a proportional – algorithm to determine points on any assignment.  For example, 14/20 points on an assignment does NOT translate to 70% of the credit, or a D.  Instead 14/20 points is roughly equivalent to a B.   If any student's semester point total ≥ 90 (is equal to or greater than 90), then s/he will have earned an A of some kind.  If the semester point total ≥ 80, then s/he will have earned at least a B of some kind.  Whether these are A+, A, A-, B+, B, or B- depends upon the comparison of point totals for all students.  For example, if a student earns a total of 90 points and the highest point total in the class is 98, the student would earn an A-.  If, on the other hand, a student earns 90 points and the highest point total in the class is 91, then the student would earn an A.  The instructor will explain this system throughout the semester.

TEXTS
There are two (2) required texts for this class, available online as unlimited access e-books from the UT libraries and in print and Kindle forms online; check the Co-op on Guadalupe as well as various book sellers online for available print and digital versions.  The supplemental and additional valuable texts are also generally available from the UT Libraries.  Supplement them all as your interests and professional goals dictate.

The readings for our seminar often address intellectual, political, theoretical, methodological, and social questions that are inherently controversial and value-laden.  Because of that complexity, we expect that reasonable people may and will disagree about the topics, methods, and other elements of our course.  We will all try to deepen and enhance our own particular views of matters related to gender, technology, and information and be responsive to others’ views and values as we learn together.  Both academic courtesy and mutual respect demand such behavior, especially in the classroom where we all are inquirers on a shared journey.
The REQUIRED texts are:

D’Ignazio, Catherine, & Klein, Lauren.  (2020). Data feminism.  MIT Press.
Wajcman, Judy.  (2004).  TechnoFeminism.  Polity.

We will also read selected chapters and/or passages from these supplemental texts:

Haraway, Donna J.  (1991).  Simians, cyborgs, and women:  The reinvention of nature.  Routledge.

Lerman, Nina E., Oldenziel, Ruth, & Mohun, Arwen P.  (Eds.).  (2003a).  Gender & technology:  A reader.  Johns Hopkins University Press.

Noble, Safiya Umoja.  (2018).  Algorithms of oppression:  How search engines reinforce racism.  New York University Press.

Nye, David E.  (2007).  Technology matters:  Questions to live with.  MIT Press.

Perez, Caroline Criado.  (2019).  Invisible women:  Data bias in a world designed for men.  Abrams Press.

Additional valuable texts for your further study of gender, technology, and information include:

Browne, Simone.  (2015).  Dark matters:  On the surveillance of blackness.  Duke University Press.

Cowan, Ruth Schwartz.  (1983).  More work for mother:  The ironies of household technology from the open hearth to the microwave.  Basic Books.

Dubrofsky, Rachel E, & Magnet, Shoshana Amielle.  (Eds.).  (2015).  Feminist surveillance studies.  Duke University Press.
Ernst, Waltraud, & Howarth, Ilona.  (Eds.).  (2014).  Gender in science and technology:  Interdisciplinary approaches.  Transcript Verlag.
Grier, David Alan.  (2005).  When computers were human.  Princeton, NJ:  Princeton University Press.

Hayles, N. Katherine.  (1999a).  How we became posthuman:  Virtual bodies in cybernetics, literature, and informatics.  Chicago:  University of Chicago Press.
Hayles, N. Katherine.  (2005a).  My mother was a computer:  Digital subjects and literary texts.  Chicago:  University of Chicago Press.

Latour, Bruno, & Woolgar, Steve.  (1986).  Laboratory life:  The construction of scientific 


facts.  Princeton, NJ:  Princeton University Press.

Maines, Rachel P.  (1999).  The technology of orgasm:  “Hysteria,” the vibrator, and women’s sexual satisfaction.  Baltimore:  Johns Hopkins University Press.

Martin, Michèle.  (1991a).  “Hello, Central?”  Gender, technology, and culture in the formation of telephone systems.

Mundy, L. (2017a). Code girls: The untold story of the American code breakers of World War II. New York: Hachette Books.

Murphy, Michelle.  (2012).  Seizing the means of reproduction:  Entanglements of feminism, health, and technoscience.  Durham, NC:  Duke University Press.

Nye, David E.  (1994).  American technological sublime.  Cambridge, MA:  MIT Press.

Pursell, Carroll.  (Ed.).  (2001a).  American technology.  Oxford, UK:  Blackwell.

Reinharz, Shulamit.  (1992).  Feminist methods in social research.  Oxford, UK:  Oxford University Press.

Spain, Daphne.  (1992).  Gendered spaces.  Chapel Hill, NC:  University of North Carolina Press.
Suchman, Lucy.  (2007).  Human-machine reconfigurations:  Plans and situated actions (2nd ed.).  Cambridge, UK:  Cambridge University Press.  May be available as an e-book in the UT Libraries catalogue.

Wajcman, Judy.  (1991c).  Feminism confronts technology.  University Park, PA:  Penn State University Press.

See these sites for additional material of value to the study of GT&I:

The Web site for Gina Bastone, humanities librarian and expert in WGS et al. at UT Libraries:  https://guides.lib.utexas.edu/wgs
The Web site for the Special Interest Group for Computing, Information, and Society of the Society for the Social Study of Science (SSSS):  http://www.sigcis.org/
Also, be sure to check the list of Additional Sources (AS) and Selected Important Journal later in this syllabus.  You may find the special issues of the journals below on gender and technology, including information and communication technologies (ICT’s), of particular interest.
	Journal
	Volume(issue)
	Date

	Acme:  An International Journal for Critical Geographers




	5(1)

	2006

	Ada:  A Journal of New Media, Gender, and Technology
	2
	2013

	Australian Feminist Law Journal
	44(1)
	2018

	Information, Communication, & Society
	2(4)
	1999

	
	10(3)
	2007

	The Information Society
	15(3)
	1999

	Journal of Technology Management & Innovation
	4(4)
	2009

	Media Culture, & Society
	14(1)
	1992

	Social Sciences
	---

	2017-2018

	Technology and Culture
	38(1)
	1997


Please remember that this is only a selected list and that research about gender, technology, and information is now reflected not only in specialized journals but also in more general journals and collections.
LIST OF ASSIGNMENTS

The instructor will provide additional information in class and in other modes about each assignment.  Students will generally submit assignments as Word documents in Canvas in the appropriate format by 9:00 AM unless otherwise indicated, should be word-processed and double-spaced in 10- or 12-point font, with 1" margins.  GRP indicates that an assignment is based on group work.
Assignment





Date Due
Percent of Grade

Preparation and participation



  ---


25%

Choice of topic for in-class discussion


SEP 1


---

Essay on gender and technology (3 pp.)


OCT 6


10

Annotated bibliography GRP



various dates

10
Overheads, handouts, discussion leadership GRP
various dates

10

Topic for final paper GRP



OCT 20


---

Draft of paper (≥ 10 pp.) GRP



NOV 3


---

Choice of final paper to review



NOV 3


---

Individual peer review of another student group’s
NOV 17

15

draft of final paper (3-4 pp.)

Presentation on final paper GRP


DEC 1


  5


Final paper on GT&I (18-20 pp.) GRP


THU, DEC 9

25







12:00 Noon
All assignments must be handed in on time, and the instructor reserves the right to issue a course grade of F if any assignment is not completed.  Late assignments will be accepted only if:

1.
At least 24 hours before the date due, the instructor gives explicit permission to the student to hand the assignment in late.

2.
At the same time, a specific date and time are agreed upon for the late submission.

3.
The assignment is then submitted on or before the agreed-upon date and time.

The first criterion can be met only in the most serious of health, family, or personal situations.

All assignments should adhere to the standards for written work; should be clear, succinct, and specific; and should be explicitly grounded in the readings, class discussions, and other sources as appropriate.  It is particularly useful to write multiple drafts of papers.
OUTLINE OF THE COURSE
While unlikely, the schedule may be adjusted as necessity dictates as the semester evolves.  C indicates a reading in Files in Canvas, while AS indicates Additional Sources germane to the course but NOT required.  Other readings are our textbooks or those available on the open Web.  The References have detailed citations for each reading.

	Date
	
Topics
	Readings
	Assignments

	
	
	
	

	
	Unit I:  Introduction to technology and gender studies
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1:  AUG 25
	· Introduction to the course

· Brief review of the syllabus

· Students’ specific research interests

· Exploring gender and technologies (1)
· Definitions, theories, and metaphors
	· Nye (2007a , b, c)
· McGaw (2003)
· McQuire (2006)

· Law (2016)

· Kelan (2012)

AS:  Noble (1997)
Jarman (1998)
	

	
	
	
	

	2:  SEP 1
	· Exploring gender and technologies (2)

· Science and technology studies
· More on definitions, theories, and metaphors
	· McGaw (1989)
· Lerman (2010)

· Bray (2007)

· Kenney (2019)
· Sim & Hensman (1994)
AS:  Balsamo (2014)

Donner (1992)
Crawford (2000)  
	Choice of topic for leading in-class discussion

	
	
	
	

	3:  SEP 8
	· Exploring gender and technologies (3)

· Techno-feminism
· More on definitions, theories, and metaphors
	· Wajcman (2004), TechnoFeminism
· Oldenziel (2006)
· Layne (2010)

· Johnson (2010)

· Goenstein (2010)

· Howes (2012)
	

	
	
	
	

	4: SEP 15
	· Exploring gender and technologies (4)

· Masculinities and technologies


	· Borkowska (2020)

· Collingwood (2018)

· Ging (2017)

· Barry & Weiner (2019)

· Oldenziel (2003)

· Kleif & Faulkner (2004)
· AS:  Payne (2018)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	Unit II:  Gendered looks at some specific technologies
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	5:  SEP 22
	· Domestic technologies and care work
	· Fox (1990)

· Parr (2003)

· Kline (2003)

· Lanoix (2013)
· Parks (2010)

· Kennedy et al. (2015)
AS:  Cowan (1983), passim
	Student-led discussion

Annotated bibliography (10%)

Overheads, handouts, discussion leadership (10%)

	
	
	
	

	6:  SEP 29
	· Reproductive and sexual technologies (1)
	· Maines (1989)
· Maines (1999e)

· Maines (1999b)

· Maines (1999f)
	Student-led discussion

Annotated bibliography (10%)

Overheads, handouts, discussion leadership (10%)

	
	
	
	

	7:  OCT 6
	· Reproductive and sexual technologies (2)
	· Knight & Miller (2021)
· Campo-Engelstein et al. (2019)

· Daniels & Heidt-Forsythe (2012)

· Richardson (2012)

· Kessler (1990)
AS:  Moore & Currah (2015)
Roberts (2015)
	Essay on gender and technology (3 pp.) (10%)

	
	
	
	

	8:  OCT 13
	· Considering gender, computing, and networked technologies (1)
	· Wyatt (2008)
· Comunello et al. (2021)

· Scarelli et al. (2021)
· Floegel (2020)

· Allen (2017)
AS:  Leach & Turner (2015)

Hardey (2020)
	Student-led discussion

Annotated bibliography (10%)

Overheads, handouts, discussion leadership (10%)

	
	
	
	

	9:  OCT 20
	· Considering gender, computing, and networked technologies (2)
	· Wajcman (1991d)
· Williams (2013)

· Dasgupta & Stout (2014)

· Sun (2021)

· Vitores & Gil-Juárez (2016)

· Miltner (2019)

· Light (1999)

· Ceruzzi (1991)

· Mundy (2017b)
	Identification and approval of topic for final paper



	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	10:  OCT 27
	· Considering gender, computing, and networked technologies (3)
· Intersectionality
· Introduction to data feminism
	· Collins (2015)
· Collins (n.d.)
· Noble (2016)

· Noble (2018a)
· Noble (2018b)

· Cukier et al. (2002)

· Lerman (2010) – reprise
· D’Ignazio & Klein (2020), Introduction and Chapter 1 (pp. 1-19, 21-47, and 235-241, 241-252)
AS:  Dubrofsky & Wood (2015)
	

	
	
	
	

	11:  NOV 3
	· Considering gender, computing, and networked technologies (4)
· Haraway and cyborg theory

· Data feminism continued
	· Haraway (1991/1985)

· Lupton (2013)

· Hayles (1999b)

· D’Ignazio & Klein (2020), Chapters 2 and 3 (pp. 49-72, 73-96, and 252-262, 262-268)
	Draft of final paper (≥10 pp.)

Choice of final paper to review

	
	
	
	

	12:  NOV 10
	· Considering gender, computing, and networked technologies (5)
· Data feminism continued

· Writing studio
	· D’Ignazio & Klein (2020), Chapters 4 and 5 (pp. 97-123, 125-148 and 268-276, 276-283)
· Miner (2020)
· Rolston (2010)

· Rommes et al. (2012)

· Shabbar (2018)
AS:  Rommes (2014)
	

	
	
	
	

	13:  NOV 17
	· Considering gender, computing, and networked technologies (6)
· Data feminism continued

· Writing studio
	· D’Ignazio & Klein (2020), Chapters 4 and 5 (pp. 97-123, 125-148 and 268-276, 276-283)
	Review of another team’s draft (3-4 pp.) – 15%

	
	
	
	

	14:  DEC 1
	· Students’ presentations
· Course summary
	· D’Ignazio & Klein (2020), Chapters 6 and 7 and Conclusion (pp. 149-172, 173-201, 203-214 and 283-291, 291-298, 298-301)
· Perez (2019)

AS:  Winner (1980)

Hall (2015)
	In-class presentation – 5%

	
	
	
	

	DEC 9 12:00 Noon
	
	
	Completed final paper (18-20 pp.) – 25%


ASSIGNMENTS
· Essay on gender and technology (10%) – due OCT 6
Over the course of the semester, we will read and discuss a large number of sources that examine the relationships among gender, technology, and information from many perspectives and in many contexts.  This essay comes at about the mid-point of the semester, aiming to help students reflect on what we’ve done to that point in our time together.  The specific purpose of the essay is to help students consider what they see as the most important or interesting elements of the study of gender and technology together.
Each student will submit an essay three double-spaced pages long (c. 750 words), not counting a cover page and references (in APA format), addressing these two questions as specifically as possible:

(1) How does the study of gender give us insight into technologies writ large?

(2) How does the study of technology give us insight into gender?

To address these questions, please use 3-5 sources we have read together as a class and only those sources.  Be sure to address the questions clearly and specifically, and recall that a simple reassertion of what our readings say is insufficient to complete the assignment.  While others’ work will provide the foundation for your response, the paper must include reflections and analysis that go beyond a pastiche of quotations and/or paraphrases from your sources.

This paper is worth 10% of your semester grade and is due in Canvas no later than 9:00 AM Wednesday October 6.  As with all academic products, be sure that this assignment reflects your own original work.

· Leading in-class discussion and annotated bibliography GROUP (20%) – due SEP 20/22, SEP 27/29, and OCT 11/13
There are four elements of this assignment:

(1)  Each student will notify the instructor of their ranked choices of the three topics and dates as in the table below by 9:00 AM September 1.  Each student will rank the three topics and dates from most to least preferred.  I will assign the topics on a first-come, first-served basis, while also trying to give students their most preferred choices.  Each group will likely have 4 or 5 students, depending upon the course’s enrollment.
(2)  Each team will prepare three or four questions to help facilitate the classroom discussion, and these questions should be posted to the Canvas site in the appropriate forum no later than the Monday before class by 12:00 Noon.  Each team should work as a group to develop these questions, and the other members of the class should check the forum before class to prepare for the discussion.  The discussion leaders should prepare a handout, whether digital or hard copy, with the questions to distribute in class.
(3)  The instructor may make a few comments (perhaps 10-15 minutes’ worth) before turning the class over to each team to lead the discussion for 90 minutes.  Each member of the team should assume roughly the same amount of leadership in the class; no one should dominate the conversation.  Be prepared to run class for an hour and a half – for about an hour up to the break and then for another 30 minutes after the break.  The instructor may use the last 30 minutes to expand on the day’s topic and/or introduce new material.
(4)  Each team should also prepare an annotated bibliography of ten (10) items that we have NOT read as a class and that are germane to the day’s discussion.  The team should post these items to the Canvas site no later than 9:00 AM the day of class.  The annotations, featuring APA citations, should be about 3-4 sentences long and should be very specific about the sources’ value to the day’s topic.  If thought useful, the team should distribute a digital or paper copy of the annotated bibliography to each member of the class.

	Topic
	Discussion questions due two days before class
	Leading in-class discussion and annotated bibliography due

	Domestic technologies and care work
	12:00 Noon MON September 20
	September 22

	Reproductive and sexual technologies
	12:00 Noon MON September 27
	September 29

	Gender, computing, and networked technologies
	12:00 Noon MON October 11
	October 13


The discussion questions and facilitating the discussion will be worth 10% of the semester grade, the annotated bibliography 10%.  All members of the group will receive the same grade for both elements of the assignment.  Be sure to facilitate the discussion, not monopolize it – get your classmates involved.

· Paper on gender, technology, and information – Different parts due various dates

Students will work in small groups of three or four to produce a final paper that will report on a topic of the students’ choice about gender, technology, and information.  To ensure that all groups have a chance to present their final papers on the last day of class, only five groups will form.  While the topic for the final paper must be determined in negotiation with the instructor, students must consult with their classmates about their topics.

The topic should be sufficiently narrow and explicitly in the intersection of gender, technology, and information.  Each group will produce a paper of 18-20 double-spaced pp. from a perspective informed by concepts, literatures, and other class resources we engaged together this semester.  It is imperative that students keep their topics narrowly focused and that their papers be succinct and clear.  Students working on master’s reports, theses, dissertation topics, and the like are invited to use this final assignment as a way to make progress on those projects as appropriate.
Topic –  Each group will clear the proposed topic with the instructor by October 20.  Each group will upload to Canvas a clear statement of the paper topic and a description of how the final paper will address the topic by that date, preferably before.  The instructor will move these documents to the Files section of Canvas to make them available to the class as a whole for students to choose which papers they wish to review.
In addition to their own research interests and professional work, students may find a number of resources of value in identifying a topic for the paper:  discussion with the instructor and colleagues (both inside and outside of the class), review of the supplemental parts of the references in the class syllabus, bibliographies, social media, mailing lists, the mass media, class readings, general and specific Web and other Internet sources, and the bibliographies of what the class reads.  The instructor will create a list of students, topics, and peer reviewers (more on which below) to be distributed online by about October 25.

Draft – Due November 3.  Each group will submit an initial draft of the paper on November 3 to the appropriate site in Canvas.  The draft will be at least 10 double-spaced pp. long, will have a one-page abstract, will indicate how the rest of the paper will develop, and will have a substantial part of the bibliography identified and complete in APA format.

Choice of paper to review – Due November 3.  Each student will choose another group’s paper to review no later than November 3 by email to the instructor, listing three preferences for papers to review in descending order.   The choices will generally be on a first-come, first-served basis, although the instructor reserves the right to assign students to particular drafts keeping in mind such criteria as students’ research interests, education, genders, employment, native languages, and the like.

Review of another student’s or group’s draft – Due November 17 (15%).  Each individual student will review the draft of another group’s paper and submit a three- to four-page, double-spaced critique of the paper to the appropriate site in Canvas by November 17.  Be specific in the critique – what works in the draft?  What does not?  Why or why not?  What specific suggestions can you offer for improvement to the paper, whether about the topic, the argument, definitions, sources, composition, citations, lay-out, and so on?  The major criterion used to evaluate these reviews will be how valuable each one is in helping the authors to improve their work.

Presentation – December 1 (5%) –  each group will make a 20-minute oral presentation related to the final paper.  Every group should prepare an appropriate handout with, at the least, an outline of the presentation (this handout may include copies of PowerPoint slides if the group is using PowerPoint) and a short list of appropriate sources in APA format.  Students will present in each half of class, likely with questions for the groups saved for 15-20 minutes at the end of each half of class.  This arrangement parallels one common in professional conferences.  Each student peer editor will act as an initial respondent to any one paper.

The presentations will occur on December 1.  The instructor will announce the specific schedule for presentations no later than November 25.

Final draft – Due Thursday December 9 at 12:00 Noon (25%).  This is a final paper of 18-20 double-spaced pages that engages a topic about gender, technology, and information.  This final paper may help the students prepare presentations, grant proposals, master’s theses, conference papers, and dissertation chapters.  This final version, like the first draft, will have a one-page abstract outlining the topic, methods of discussion and analysis used in the paper, and other pertinent elements of the paper.  This final version is due Thursday December 9 at 12:00 Noon in Canvas.
The paper should be both analytic and holistic, using the texts and other general material read for the course, as well as that material more focused on students’ own home disciplines and specific interests.  Students should remember to consult the syllabus on standards for written work both before and after they write and upload the final versions of papers to the appropriate site in Canvas.

REFERENCES

Many required readings are available online, as indicated below and in the class schedule.  Some of the course readings not easily available on the open Web are in Files in Canvas (C).

Some of the readings, on the other hand, require you to be logged in the UT libraries with your UT EID.  Those journals and/or e-books are usually available online for only part of their publication run.  UT often has more than one arrangement for getting these materials online, so there may be more than one URL for each source.  Feel free to explore the various online packages – the more familiar you are with such arrangements, the better researcher you will be.
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