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Abstract

Investigating th :
o hc]%) = flum? d};tt:st;nctatmn gf Women and men in mass-media cartoons involvi comp

Here, analyses of 211 reproduction of social conceptions of gender roles in t nhg e
Cartoon genres for h“m:nlom puter cartoons from Punch, from 1946 to 1982 echnology use.
-explicitly sexist cartoons ar&‘;omput.;r r":;anonships, unemployment and maniag’ea;:oﬁscusseg'
s considered. Overall . ng, and.

cart contents .
oons of this period, women are less well represented an da:l:(],i,:l; assl;,gf:i;;s aItlhat, In computer

men.
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1 INTRODUCTION

mal(;‘::mputmg 1s marked as a technological disci
ess. Women have worked with computers

about thei . y to highlight ;
A Wk mifject (Mulkay,1988). For a new, un%mo%vn zga{hznc?f:g ?:i i
’ 0 construct and

produce hOSC fCaI'S and . F [ oons, llke all 1ctures and texts
Te; t ﬂllSCOnCCphOnS urth
rmore, cart N p
are Sltlla.tﬁd within blOadCl social contexts Which are taken for grantcd by the artist and
. oons dO not challen th ts t cy mlphcnly re l()d]l(:c lhc"]
audlCIICC WhCIC cart g€ those contexts h also P!
(W 1"131115011,1978). HCIICC, aﬂa]ysls of cartoons anO]Vlng COﬂlpL“ClS, m paltlculal thlough
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. identify how broader
the presentation of women and men within them, may help to identify ho

ing at the pre :
ho'k‘gg to computers are formed and perpetuated. h was founded in the UK in 1841
- humorous weekly magazine, which w blication but quickly became
Punch was a d closed in 1992, Originally, it was a radlcz-:l p\.fx l:iam ie Borse hsgtily to
(Orme,19852) an tionary establishment interests, promoting for example fie fateigniers and
an apologist for reac easement of Nazism and an at best patromsmg :):/“ o ur, Punch T 3

women's s;;\if:asi%jzgg of the Empire. In its heyday after the Sf;ggb)' ;, the Uf(, Punch was
g;:cﬂgl{; of 200,000 and a much wider readersXxP \égﬁ’light hearted articles on topical
o ists' waiting rooms. As : i Tlent
mdo}m;’()f %O:;:;scamm"iegcx\lrset:alv:lﬁzengcartoons in each issue. Thus, Punch is an excellen

issues, Punc ial i
> £ t of social images. , i h between
source for tracing the develoslm:i‘s‘ of 211 computer cartoons which appeared mch:!ch genres'of |
This paper 1s i el ions present focused consideration of a num

t N . Cartoons
. lcgagrfc;o'lr-\hcf:lc:g\?v:ndn%;ccar: overall contents analysis of all the cartoons
computer

i EEN
discussed in detail are in Appendix 2. All the cartoonists are male.

dr

Wit
2 WHAT'S THE JOKE?

- ok
i identify who or what is the butt of the jol

i it might appear crucial to 1dcnt1f¥ s
i cmooitslsr,lz)t t;nc%malp:nd absolute: rather, its effects .dcpcnd u;:c))x‘: oo
HOWCVC{, b Hence cartoon which is funny from one pers;_)ccm{c x;la‘);s o be oo o g

b Wg. :Ictlt‘c:f‘ aa cartoon is often ambiguous and one may identify bu ts

. The bu . .
N}Other- tend and which are not apparent to some readers el s s
d‘an - l?:i for example cartoon 1 (Punch,1967b). Is the butt
onsider

tt ? the butt the compu w cotyp! f 1ne -
ter, thh lacks stereot cd cmin! E
drcams are about to be sha CTCd. Is h b

i i appears to have rumb o
attrlbutef? cl;r:lcng;ht:rco:: :;anpgt the desk? Is the butt \yom‘e‘r.xczf‘ig; w::l;:r:;ﬂv; e
oen from 's implici text is one in whi

ir j s implicit con : T
i fzomt;)h eul'r {::18(: a.l-nhdc (:ta l‘:: o;;)propi;iatc that they should be deskilled and rep
men for the

4
g S
In the ‘0“0 wing sections, three c‘“scs 0‘ computCI cartoons arc aﬂa‘y Scd to "y a-“d tease

i all deal with the
t the implicit sex role assumptions they embody. Cartoons in the first group
oul

i ¢ concerned with
ters. Those in the sccond_ group ar
e e i POOPl:u:n adre‘xt):;1 gg ::ith computer dating. Finally the uses of computer

employm: last pul : .
znan gxlxcs) in ;?a‘:'\i::faﬁng (gnr' denigrating women explicitly are discussed
o

2.1 H“manlcomp“ter interacﬁon"
OOPIC ave been puzz]cd by the nature al'ld potcﬂtlal Of computcrs since they were ﬁ‘st

P h
dCVC]OpCd. In par tlculat, decp fears have been VOICCd by l\O]l-Sch‘allStS ab()ut the supposcd

gr ] plani
"“C“lgcﬂcc of COn'lputC!s a“d the degree to Whlc‘l thCy may ‘Wal Sup] lant or ConttOI huma“

bc\n S e W1, W ifici i Colytcs.
g fu llcd i pm by the '1d speculations Of not a fC Anlﬁclal lntC“lgCHCC al

i m

Many ‘Of the Computcr cartoons rcﬂect these concerns. 5 . ,

i t from computers' superior a !
bt gl offen cagpler) :‘:c;};?ca"lt knew too much!” (Punch,1956) or unplugging

a ing a computer 4 imilarly, a man kow-
Sho“t,;“agf;i:na?hsa!:"?\s\};il:;\goxan mc,pyou'rc a nobody,t}-';cc‘-"S(P}lt‘}‘lz};;‘l.sggbt)c’, SS(::c;,l;:g pretty big!
one e suggests that "dSmi tes that
i e COOY!:}E’:: c(:rz;rr;:)nc:grejgnu:rc t}gf)ughtful: thus, a male office worker speculal
&PU;OC: ﬁﬁ 2"e only as good as the data fed into us." (Punch,1964a).
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A few cartoons touch directly on the
human/computer relationships. Cartoon 2 (Punch,
a man and his machine, much lik
(Punch,1978a), the only one to sho
apparently received male sociali
tender.

Cartoon 4 (Punch,1977) provides a new twist to an old joke genre involving a woman

objecting to a man spending more time at some activity than with her, for example playing golf

or drinking or watching television. Here, however, the implication is that the man can have a

relationship with a computer that is equivalent to that with a woman, rather than simply taking
_ partin individual or social activities which exclude her.

possibility of emotional dimensions to
1963d) suggests a gentle reciprocity between
e that between master and pet. In contrast, in cartoon 3
W women scientists alone using a computer, the device has
sation and seeks a legally sanctioned relationship with its

2.2 It's more than the job's worth...

Throughout human history, new technology has been introduced to reduce labour costs and
there is a long established genre of cartoons about technological deskilling and redundancy, for
which computers provided a new focus. Some cartoons again pick up computers' supposed
superior abilities: for example an early cartoon shows a computer firing a male employee
(Punch,1958). Often however, the computer is an excuse for an employer/employee
relationship joke with bosses gleefully announcing redundancies as a result of computerisation.
For example, three men and a woman are told that "You're being replaced by one big, happy
computer.” (Punch,1966) and five men are informed that "...because of last year's profits, we
will be able to buy a machine that will replace five men." (Punch,1978b).

Employer hypocrisy is aimed at men and women but in
new computer is wheeled in "Mr Gantry" is told "
going to replace you." (Punch,1965b) as if his intel
"Miss Price” hears that the boss will be

(Punch,1964d): as in cartoon 1 above the wom:
her skills.

Employee reactions to male and female unemployment also differ. Thus, two men in a
computer room muse on the absence of "...old Fred.. And Jim, Sandy and young Murphy..."
(Punch,1963c), and the loss of male camaraderie. However, in cartoon 5 (Punch,1980), it is
again assumed that women are only employed to fuel male sexual fantasies,

different ways. For example, as a
-.we're at a loss to know just how we're
lectual qualities are respected. In contrast
"..looking at a computer...but seeing you."
an's physical attributes are more significant than

2.3 Blind date?

page in May 1967 by Thelwell (Punch,1967a). Of the 16, 5 show people using a computer to
help a client and in 4 of these the consultant is female. For example, cartoon 6 (Punch,1972)
shows a woman interrogating a mini computer whose previous selection has not satisfied either
the male client or his outraged female assailant. This preponderance of
probably reflects the popular belief that match making,
realm: indeed, in many cultures women play a crucial
fundamental implications for the financial as well as ma

women computer users
like all matters emotional, is a femnale
part in marriage broking which has
trimonial futures of the participants.
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In the cartoons, the computer is apparently no more successful than people at predicting
interpersonal compatibility: in 9 cartoons the computer is blamed for an unsatisfactory liaison.
In 3 cartoons, people are unhappy because their new partners are identical to themselves, either
in looks or in habits: casting doubt on the simplistic algorithm of matching similar qualities.

Once again, the cartoons tend to reflect traditional attitudes and stereotypes. An unhappy
woman assaults a computer with a rolling pin (Punch,1967a). Aman ina pub regrets failing to
program "for her mother” (Punch,1967a). A woman is rejected because she isn't "blonde,
willowy and 19 years of age" as the computer claimed (Punch,1971). Overall, though, in these
cartoons women and men are equally the victims of computers or the butts of the jokes.

2.4 Me? Sexist?
A small number of computer cartoons are starkly misogynist, with men either using

computers to manipulate women or employing associated stereotypes to denigrate them.

Cartoon 7 (Punch,1963a) shows an nasty reworking of Pygmalion reductionism. Cartoon 8

(Punch,1965a) illustrates another sexist male fantasy: the woman's resolve melts and her
in cartoon 9 (Punch,1982)

wirresistible” seducer's machine records another conquest. Similarly,
the man is primarily concemned with ‘monitoring his "progress" on a micro-computer. Cartoon
10 (Punch,1975) suggests that women with technojogical or numerate careers are
indistinguishable and nondescript. Cartoon 11 (Punch,1981) is particularly ironic given that the
vast majority of word processing is carried out by women: the assumptions here are that word
processing is technological and therefore a male activity beyond the comprehension of women.
The most explicit attack on women's computer use is in a 2 page article (Punch, 1964b),
stimulated by a course at York Technical College on the "mechanical office” and a London
County Council conference on training for "new-look office” workers. The article takes the
form of a magazine called "Auto-sec”. The first sub-article is about appropriate fashion for
working with computers. A strip cartoon then shows two women discussing Jenny who is
»_.always staying late with that new machine. She ought to go out with boys more often.”
Apparently, "...she's fallen for it in a big way." The next sub-article is a "true-story office
romance” entitled "Was I learning to care for a machine?", illustrated with a computer in a
heart shaped thought bubble above a woman's head. The small adverts include an IBM1401
magnetic tape unit seeking a "PERSONAL OPERATOR (Female)" and the offer of a
miniature conductor attached to a rose-coloured garter to avoid nylons crackling from static.
Finally, a photo shows "Miss Disk Storage 1964" who was "unanimously elected by British
computers, after they had been fed data of over 40,000 girls. Her hobby is calculating the
chances of her premium bonds: her favourite film star, Son of Frankenstein". It is impossible
to tell what readers made of this sustained ridiculing: note, however, that a 25 year old in 1964

could be a 55 year old decision maker today.

3IT'S AMAN'S WORLD...

A contents analysis was carried out of 211 computer cartoons from Punch between 1946
and 1982. Dines-Levy and Smith (1988) performed a similar analysis of sex cartoons from
Playboy. Their emphasis was on the differing sexual representations of men and women in the
cartoons. Mathews and Reifers (1984) surveyed American computer cartoons without content
analysis. Here, the focus is on the presence or absence of men and women in computer
cartoons, their roles within the cartoons and their forms of interaction with computers and with
each other. Note that cartoons involving robots were not included.
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First
grouping(s)faag;-(.]f?b]e 1 shows an overall summary of the cartoons with totals in § vear
- sccon’d l;n . th9x: 1946 to 1952. The first column shows the number of cartoons to ap, )::ar
female actore et ;r‘h ::);ummyscsa}:f(:znt:; numbc;s_ alnd proportions of cartoons with ma]epantj
= . ave multiple actors: hence proporti

%. The fourth and fifth columns show the numbers of male and t}::mgle aigz)sr:o ot sumfo

cartoons with with with with

men men% women women% all men all
gggZ 1 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 WOmCS
58/6'27 11 9 81.8% 0 0.0% 20 0
i 15 14 93.35 2 13.3% 40 2
iy 57 47 82.5% 15 263% 108 20
ook 24 22 91.6% 7 12.3% 45 7
L 2;) 29 72.5% 6 16.0% 60 17

56 88.3% 25 39.7%

totals 211 178  80.1% 55 26.1 ‘V: lll:lig gg

Table 1: numbers of cartoons by year and human actor gender

The fi i i
B ;;thc:rt‘sgrn .-::v:;l;;:;%e; :::rx;gz;cr Bapptl:‘ared in 1946 (Michaelson,1986). The first
¢ : t! i
mv;:lved men. In 'thosc 20 there were 33 men a{'xd ocnne ‘2”(:);:“100115 L N, DS O
for 1 ;; :11'357 3 Tﬁ t:ncrc.’.a(.;n: in the numbcx.' of cartoons in the mid-60's. This was the period of
el innov::;:,n (;:/e;n;:ic:]tsowhl‘zl}ll cgromote;l heavily social development through
0 - It was manufacturers start
::glpthu:erls (?It: /c;célgxstent functxon:}lxty and varying price/performance ct%rt:xaﬁv?leo&crgﬁs o
e taeally B 1)13)(}))(:)“:1;: 5;13:5 of computers began to drop and com};utcr use gch\S
bstan . omen in c in thi i
pm;-han]}', i qfcomputcrs e agcncci):sl?uter cartoons rose in this period, reflecting
¢ increase in the early 80's reflects the start of mass computer use through the

introductio i
n of microprocessor technology. Once again, the proportion of women in the

carlt{o;r;: ::::el:, :;15 p:nod, reflecting in particular increasing word-processor use

e Thcg:l: d to e]ach male or fcm?lc actor in each cartoon based on drc;s stereo

el (suit./at dcsk/}n (! ﬂgs are that of scientist (white coat/bald head/beard/glasses) ott)"tri,:s

e B homd:;?' ot/.ce), worker (boiler suit/flat cap/manual work/service wo’rk)ang

e m:ﬁrt\a rl; ;u'yct;zal();ho:c:olcs i.?cludc a.nélyst, child, criminal, educator,

than male roles. Table 2 shows the main,malc a;xgutzlm:?f l'r:llclsg1 l;);fm'ln':ll::: av:lfit;g;(:;is S
on:

male male%

individual 49 female female%

11.9% 32 9

office 148 35.9% 21 gggf
scientist 8  20.9% 6  7.5%
worker 31 7.5% 13 163%
other %8 238% 8 10.0%
total 412 100.0% 80 100.1%

Table 2: numbers of cartoons by human actor role and gender
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The scientist and office roles imply generally that the actor is making direct use o

ter in a cartoon. ] —
cm;li):a;y the interactions between actors and computers in canc;pr:s \zlcrc ca:alyien e
talking (i.::, for a computer through paper or paper tape outp;xt)é 1; e::ls tg};c nmummber s R
talking and listening) or thinking (i.e. thought' bubble). Table 3 sl (})1 iicala i
in which different types of actor interact in different ways. Note tha
do not interact:

total listener talker commz. lhinke;
21
computer 28 3
fcmar;c 44 22 17 19! ; )
male 220 106 103

Table 3: numbers of interactions by actor and interaction type

i i TS appear as
Table 4 shows the number of cartoons in which male, female and cor.rtl}?u;c:ha:g:ms.pp
interactors and that number as a proportion of the number of cartoons with s :

total interactors :A» .
computer 169 27 160 OA;
female 55 37 673%
male 178 137 77.0%

Table 4; numbers of cartoons with interactors by actor

i i i ions. The
Each individual cartoon was also classified according to its pattern of a‘;mj\r m:)r;ihl o
umber of occurrences of each pattern in the whole corpus was t}.xcn fou{l : ;(?c i ol
:ll interactions. Table 5 shows the most significant patterns :f mtcra;;:ir; . o.f cm indores |
numbers of cartoons and as pro
occurrence) for men and women as
such actors as interactors:

C = computer (s); M = man/men; W = woman/women; ¢/l = communicating/listening
- ]

Mtalksto M 73 53.3%
M talks 13 9.5%
W talks to M 11 8.0:/0
Mtalksto W 9 6.6 f’
Ctalksto M 7 5.1 f
MtalkstoM & W 5 3.60/0
Ctalkstoc/I M 4 2.90A:
WtalkstoM & W 3 2.2°A
M listens 2 1.5 o/.-.
M talks to C 2 1.5 f
M thinks 2 ‘113 S

6 4%
?c:}t;r 137 100.1%

Table 5a: numbers of cartoons with typed male interactions
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W talks to M

11 29.7%
M talks to W 9  243%
MtalkstoM & W 5 13.5%
WialkstoM & W 3 8.1%
Ctalkstoc1 W 2 5.4%
W talks to W 2 5.4%
other S 13.5%
total 37 99.9%

Table 5b: numbers of cartoons with typed female interactions

To summarise, men appear in three times as many computer cartoons (80.1%) as women
(26.1%). A higher proportion of men (56.8%) than women (33.8%) appear in roles like
scientist or office worker which involve interaction with the computer. Indeed, this may
underestimate women's passivity in cartoons: female scientists and office workers are often
watching their male colleagues. A higher proportion of men (77.0%) than women (67.3%)
interact in the cartoons in which they appear. Overall, individual women appear as listeners
(22/44) more than talkers (17/44) whereas individual men listen (106/220) and talk ( 103/220)
the same amount. Of cartoons with male interactors, 74.5% of significant interactions show

men talking: in comparison, of cartoons with female interactors, only 43.2% of significant
interactions show women talking.

4 CONCLUSIONS

This analysis appears to confirm the stereotype of women's lack of involvement with and
passiveness in the context of computers. However, it is important to remember that these 211
computer cartoons were published over 36 years and formed a very small proportion of all the
cartoons to appear in Punch in that period. Looking at a specific type of cartoon en-masse may
be misleading as it exaggerates that type's overall significance: alas, a full contents analysis of
all Punch cartoons, which would give context to the computer cartoons, is beyond the scope of
current resources. A further study of computer cartoons in Punch from 1983 to 1992 is

planned, to look at the treatment of mass micro-computing and associated gender roles and
relationships.
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APPENDIX 2 - CARTOONS

ACCOUNTS

APPENDIX 1- INTERACTIONS BETWEEN WOMEN, MEN & COMPUTERS

C = computer (s); M = man/men; W = woman/women;
¢ = communicating; 1 = listening; t = thinking

M talksto M 73
no interaction 60
M talks 13
W talks to M 11 e
M talks to W

C talksto M
MtalkstoM & W
C talks
Ctalkstoc1M

W talksto M & W
M listens

C talksto c1 W

M talksto C

A
-
R IR

“Ah, Johnson, I'm brin
g ringing you a new —_
shape, beautiful and damned ,ﬁ:gﬂ?,’” good

Cartoon 1: "4h, Johnson, I'm bri
S , I'm bringi ;
efficient.” (Punch,1967b) ging you a new assistant - good shape, beautiful and damned

NNMU’AU\U\\I\O
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Cartoon 2: "1 like to think that, fn its simple way, its fond of me, t00."(Punch,1963d)

&tz
SRR

““This is the third time it’s proposed this week.”

Cartoon 3: "This is the third time it's proposed this week."(Punch,19782)
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**You have to choose, Harry,—I'm not  forming a
ménage-d-trois with that!"

Cartoon 4: "You hav , :
that"Punch1977) 00 Ham Im not forming @ menage-a-trois

e ead, ﬁ'nd myself siainf here waiting for it to cross
w v iltslegs. .

Cartoon 5: "..J find myself sitting here waiting for it 1o cross its legs..."(Punch,1980)
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N it comes up
- mind, we'll see what 11 0
Neer Sk this time, shall we”

. 2)
Callwﬂ 6 '‘Never m"‘ld we Il see what it comes up Wlth this time, sha” M"e.7 (I uﬂch,lg; ’
’

i)
o
|

o%9

&3 1

ﬁ
N
N

1548

COEDEDED O
ISP 0D

o : J :

itrogen, 1-5% ealciwm,
. 10%, hydrogen, 3% ""gzz":n“ elements.

0-35° potassium, 0255 ‘sulphur, 0159 sodium, 0-15°, chlorine. and 0
25% g % 3 .
3

“All 1 did was 1o feed in a chit
10%, phosphorows.

, 10% hydrogen:
‘All I did was feed in a chit marked, 65% oxygen, 18% carbon
Cartoon 7: "

odium, 0.1
0.15% sodium,
itrogen, 15% calcium, 1.0% phosphorous, 0.35% sulphur,

o ’ ”,
.:Z;ornixn: fmd 0.6% trace elements. (Punch,1963a)

719

i
1
§

1've heard all abour
little black book:

Cartoon 8: “I've heard all abo
You've..you've..."; "You're

ﬁve..."(Punch,l965a)

your

Intimate details of all the girls
You've . . yvou're . .

ut your lintle black book...”;
not getting me in there..”

“Laura Wyngarde . . . red hair . iy
Iwenty-five . .

"Intimate details of all the girls
+ "Laura Wyngarde...red hair...twenty-

Cartoon 9(Punch,1982)
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Sk i WORK SHOP: Women computer professionals define information
i systems expertise - life stories and groups of women computer
i professionals

i

Ellen van Oost (a), Marja Vehvilsinen (), and Christina Mbrtberg (c) :

a) Women Studies, University of Twente, P.O. Box 217, 7500 AE Enschede, The Netherlands
email: €.C.j.vanoost@wmw.utwente.nl

b) University of Tampere, Miyritie 2 E 69, 00800 Helsinki, Finland email:
marja.vehvilainen@csc. f;

©) Department of Human Work Science, Lules University of Technology, S-971 87 Lule§,
Sweden email; Christina Mortberg @arb. luth se

The workshop explores work-life narratives of women computer professionals and their
definitions of information Systems expertise. Definitions of Systems expertise are politically
important for women, Information systems more and more intervene in the everyday practices
as well as in thinking, concepts, acting and subjectivity of women. Becoming aware of
women's own definitions of information systems create room for women's own subjectivities,
both in the world of information systems design and in the processes of information systems
use. Women computing professionals' work-life narratives make a special starting point. They
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Cartoon 10: "No, Eunice programmes computers, I redistribute boundaries."(Punc )
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constructions of information Systems expertise; second, to examine the gendering situation of
women professionals and their definitions on information Systems expertise; and third, to
address the question of method, especially life stories and women's groups, as means of
getting access to the subjective meanings, to the interplay of subjectivity and the social and
gendered world of information technology.

Schedule of the workshop .

* Ellen van Oost: Life stories of women in early computerization;

* Marja Vehviliinen: Living through the boundaries of information Systems expertise - a work
history of a Finnish Woman Systems developer;

* Christina Moértberg: Women's ways of acting - possibilities and obstacles;

* Other presentations ;

* Panel discussion: Ellen van Oost, Marja Vehviliinen, Christina Mortberg,

Keyword Codes: K.2; K4.2;K.7.0
fascinating! Tell me some of the words you process.” (Punch,1981) Keywords: History of Computing; Social Issues; The Computing Profession, General
Cartoon 11: "How fascinating!
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