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ABSTRACT

Despite many efforts, women’s participation in STEM 
fields and representation in the tech workforce 
remains low in many places, made more difficult 
by gender prejudice in education as well as work. 
Women’s work in technology-related fields has been 
historically and structurally devalued. With a focus 
on women’s work in information and communications 
technology (ICT), this chapter reviews feminist 
literature on women and technology and discusses 
gaps in the current narrative of the empowering 
potential of technology. We explore two areas of 
existing research: literature on women’s work in ICT, 
especially intersectional and global literature; and 
a specific literature that reframes data production 
as labour, with reference to the influence of feminist 
literature on these arguments. We provide some 
recommendations for incorporating this perspective in 
research agendas on women in ICT and STEM.

KEY FINDINGS

• A more diverse literature on women and work 
in ICT and STEM should incorporate a more 
global analysis that takes into account women’s 
experiences of work in these sectors. 

• Early writings on the impacts of technology 
assumed gender-neutral effects, as if technology 
is created outside social constructs and 
limitations. The potential benefits of ICT need 
to be viewed in the context of women’s lived 
experiences of these technologies.  

• Historically, when women have been engaged 
in fields using technology, those fields of 
employment are defined as low-skilled and 
low-prestige (e.g., textile production). Similarly 
today, although women are actively involved in 
digital technology production, their contribution 
is undervalued and the fields where they work 
become less attractive. 

• Online activities create valuable data and 
might be understood as work that should be 
compensated. Nevertheless, this work is often 
undervalued, invisible, and regarded as unskilled.

INTRODUCTION

There has been a push to make the field of digital 
technologies a safer and a more inclusive workplace 
for women over the last decade. Nevertheless, women 
across the globe continue to face discrimination both 
online and offline, as do other marginalised groups 

and individuals. Women’s participation in STEM 
fields remains quantitatively low, with women facing 
prejudice in education and work. Representation in 
the workforce in STEM and other technology-heavy 
areas is especially lacking. This is consistent with 
a history of women’s work often being structurally 
devalued, with women being viewed as less valuable 
workers (Seguino, 2000; Elson & Pearson, 1982). 

This chapter focuses on women, technology, and 
women’s work in technology. We examine the 
gendered ways in which women’s engagement 
with technology is portrayed and we investigate 
the view (known as technological determinism) that 
technology is automatically bringing about progress 
and benefits for women. We address how women’s 
work has historically been undervalued, whether it 
was housework, textile manufacturing, or women’s 
crucial contribution to programming — which was 
disregarded as “clerical” work. Women’s work has 
often not been acknowledged as “work”, or their 
skillful contribution has been ignored as low-skilled. 
We draw from a range of literature: on housework, 
care work, and affective labour; on the feminisation 
of labuor; and on deskilling. Our chapter also joins 
the conversation on how to close the digital gender 
gap, which generally focuses on promoting skill 
development and self-confidence in women and 
girls. We argue that a wider effort is also needed, to 
reexamine how women’s skills and contributions to 
technology have traditionally been undervalued. 

The chapter has three sections. Section one discusses 
technological determinism — the view that technology 
drives progress — contrasting its assumptions with 
women’s global experiences with technologies. 
Section two explores narratives on two areas of 
women’s work relevant to the digital era: women 
producing ICTs, and women producing data and 
content. Finally, we make recommendations on the 
current research agenda, including expansion to 
include, as a default, a diversity of experiences from 
the Global South. 
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TECHNOLOGICAL 
DETERMINISM AND 
WOMEN
Since the 1850s, technology and its potential for 
positive change have captured the minds of scholars 
as well as politicians. When the first transatlantic 
cable was installed, it was hoped to connect “all the 
nations of the earth” and make it impossible for “old 
prejudices and hostilities” to exist (boyd, 2014, p. 156). 
The birth of the internet was heralded with similar 
hopes and dreams, as a new place that “allegedly 
freed users from the limitations of their bodies, 
particularly the limitations stemming from their race, 
class, and sex” (Chun, 2006, p. 2).

THE LITERATURE

Guillermo Gómez-Peña (1997), an early critic of that 
utopian rhetoric, describes how American digital 
artists viewed “the net” or “cyberspace” in the 
1990s: they “spoke of a politically neutral/race-less/
gender-less and classless ‘territory’ which provided 
us all with ‘equal access,’ and unlimited possibilities 
of participation, interaction and belonging” (Gómez-
Peña, 1997). In reality, he observes, this “territory” 
had a “digital border”, and on the other side “there 
lived all the techno-illiterate artists, along with 
most women, Chicanos, Afro-Americans and Native 
Americans in the U.S. and Canada, not to mention 
the artists living in so called ‘Third World’ countries” 
(Gómez-Peña, 1997). 

Even at the beginning of the internet age, therefore, 
despite many people’s attempts to make the web as 
inclusive as possible, its empowering potential was 
already limited and exclusive. Nevertheless, such 
utopian claims still influence the discourse around 
access and use of ICTs (boyd, 2014, p. 158). According 
to danah boyd, technological determinism is the 
belief that “technologies possess intrinsic powers that 
affect all people in all situations the same way” (boyd, 
2014, p. 15). The larger literature on technological 
determinism investigates the relationship between 
technologies and societies and theorises how 
societies respond to technologies. The core tenets 
of technological determinism hold that technology is 
created outside social constructs and limitations, and 
that technology drives (socio-economic) change. 

Lelia Green (2001, p. 3) argues that early 
representatives of this view perceived technology 
“as being outside society, . . . as neutral. It was as 
if technological progress and development were 
inevitable.” The assumption is that technology is 
created in a vacuum; technology itself determines how 
society uses it. Indeed, it is seen as society’s role to 
“adapt to (and benefit from) technological change” 
(Green, 2001, p. 2). Technological determinism still 

pervades today’s discourses about technologies and 
their progressive potential for society (Wyatt, 2008).

A crucial, early piece of literature argued the opposite: 
that technology is imbued with its creators’ biases. 
This was Langdon Winner’s 1980 article, “Do Artifacts 
Have Politics?” He used the case of city planning 
in New York City to argue that the urban planner’s 
privileged and advantaged position led him to design 
a city less accessible to marginalised groups, including 
bridges under which public buses were unable 
to pass. Winner’s article contributed to the larger 
debate around technologies (i.e., “artifacts”) and 
whether social, political, economic, and cultural biases 
influence technology production and innovation.

Relevant for this chapter is the determinist 
argument that technology drives progress for all of 
society, including women. Donald MacKenzie and 
Judy Wajcman (1999 [1985]) contend that social 
circumstance, rather than technology itself, determine 
its adoption, use, and consequences. Lelia Green 
builds on these insights, arguing that armed forces, 
bureaucracies, and corporate power mainly determine 
technological progress. Development of technology 
“represents the priorities of the elites which sponsor 
it, rather than representing the society as a whole” 
(Green, 2001, p. 10). 

Many observers highlight the overall positive 
potential for women in ICT. Debra Howcroft and 
Helen Richardson (2017) argue that women’s work 
in Information Technology Enabled Services (ITES) 
is often an opportunity to reduce inequities and 
provide economic autonomy. They outline three 
reasons for this optimism: this work can offer financial 
independence; ICT-enabled work is not always bound 
by time or location, which allows women flexibility 
for their care responsibilities; and the common 
association of the “information age” with teamwork 
rather than competition could translate to more 
women in executive positions (Howcroft & Richardson, 
2017). The potential benefits nevertheless need to be 
viewed in the context of women’s lived experiences 
of technology, which are much more complex than 
technological determinism suggests.

RE-FRAMING WOMEN’S GENDERED 
EXPERIENCE OF THE FIELD OF 
TECHNOLOGY 

Although women have long been living and working 
with technologies, their engagement with technology 
has often been framed as non-technical. Judy 
Wajcman’s influential book, Feminism Confronts 
Technology, investigates this bias around technology 
in the Global North, arguing that technological 
competence as commonly understood is interwoven 
with masculinity (Wajcman, 1991). Activities such as 
knitting, sewing, or gardening are assumed not to 
require technological competence (as holds true 
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for many other traditionally female skills). Moreover, 
when women gain knowledge of other technologies 
(cars, microwaves, washing machines), this use 
knowledge is not seen as technological competence 
— unlike the maintenance of these technologies, 
which is usually handled by men (Wacjman, 1991). 
Women’s engagement with technology is reframed as 
housework or regarded as requiring little expertise. 
The very definition of “working with or in technology” 
is imbued with gender. 

Wacjman further argues that the process of displacing 
formerly “leading-edge” technology in favor of newer 
technology occurs precisely through feminisation and 
democratisation of that technology — e.g., as more 
and more women use microwave ovens. Thus, even 
when women adopt new technologies or ICT skills, 
these become less valuable in the process (Wajcman, 
1991). A similar process is identified by Jennifer Light. 
She explains how the complex work of inventing a 
programming language for ENIAC, America’s first 
computer — work that is highly regarded today, as 
the “complex artful work of computer nerds” — was 
disregarded at the time as mere “feminised clerical 
labour” (Light, 1990, p. 455) and thus rendered 
invisible in popular perception. 

Marie Hicks investigates the experience of 
women workers in computing in Britain in the 
1950s–1970s. Hicks finds that stereotypes were used 
in advertisements and the media, downgrading 
women’s labour, which reinforced perceptions of 
their skilled, complex tasks as relatively unskilled 
and low-cost (Hicks, 2010, p. 6). She notes that 
these jobs of programming and data processing 
were later institutionalised as the field of computing 
professionals. “Both in image and reality, it was nearly 
impossible for women workers, in the aggregate, to 
shake the expectation that they were low- cost, high-
turnover, and low-skill” (Hicks, 2010, p. 11). 

Historically and today, women’s engagement with 
technology is routinely portrayed as requiring 
little technological expertise; women working in 
jobs requiring technical skill and qualifications are 
portrayed as unskilled and therefore low-cost labour. 
This phenomenon affects fields traditionally regarded 
as technological, such as STEM or ICT, and fields that 
have been redefined as technological by feminist 
theorists, such as sewing (with machines), agriculture, 
or housework. 

In the global manufacturing industry, Elson and 
Pearson (1982) note that women are seen as naturally 
docile, disciplined, and predisposed to repetitious 
tasks. They argue that what is defined as “unskilled” 
work is often the work that is seen as socially 
appropriate for women, such as sewing. “Women do 
not do ‘unskilled’ jobs because they are the bearers of 
inferior labour; rather, the jobs they do are ‘unskilled’ 
because women enter them already determined as 
inferior bearers of labour” (Elson & Pearson, 1982, 
p. 94). Such feminised labour has continued to be 
associated with lower wages and flexibility in work 

hours and employment. Analyzing economic growth 
in Asia, Stephanie Seguino (2000) argues that wage 
differentials reflect levels of discrimination against 
women. Martha Chen (2008) concludes, in her analysis 
of global poverty reduction programmes, that women 
are over-represented in lower-quality employment. 

David Hesmondhalgh and Sarah Baker (2015) identify 
similar dynamics. They explore job segregation as 
a relative concept, with certain occupations being 
strongly associated with either women or men: while 
women mostly work in coordination, men occupy 
more prestigious, more creative, and more “technical” 
positions. Occupations become “feminised” with a 
growing concentration of women working in them 
(though not necessarily the majority). This process is 
linked to inequality in three critical ways: feminised 
occupations tend to pay less; job segregation hinders 
women in pursuing masculine occupations for which 
they are qualified; and it makes it more difficult for 
women to find an occupation that matches their 
talents (Hesmondhalgh & Baker, 2015). Overall, 
women in feminised industries tend to work less, be 
paid less, and report less job satisfaction.

Efforts to promote girls’ and women’s skill 
development need to go hand in hand with a broader 
reassessment of how women’s skills are commonly 
valued and regarded.

EXPERIENCES OF WOMEN’S 
WORK WITH DIGITAL 
TECHNOLOGY
In this section, we consider the experiences of women 
both in producing physical ICTs and software and in 
providing the intangible services that create content 
and data. Several characteristics of feminised labour 
remain relevant, with striking variations that call for 
context-specific analysis.  We also question narratives 
about technologies that are based on the specific 
histories of the Global North: the overly positive 
portrayals of the potential of ICT often ignores how 
this technology is produced. 

Melissa Gregg (2008) and Wendy Chun (2006) argue 
that the freedom of working in the global information 
economy offered to some women masks dangerous 
work that other women undertake in producing 
software and hardware — often, Asian and Asian 
American immigrant women workers. We therefore 
use a broader definition of work in or with ICT and 
STEM that incorporates this contradiction. We follow 
Christian Fuchs and Marisol Sandoval in defining 
digital workers as those involved in the production, 
circulation, and use of digital media (Fuchs and 
Sandoval 2014). Fuchs illustrates the diffusion of the 
digital production process, encompassing mineral 
extraction, manufacturing and assemblage, and 
software engineering, but also including the work of 
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cell centers and internet “prosumers” (Fuchs 2013). In 
this way, digital labour is understood as a process that 
is geographically situated and contingent on local and 
global power structures. 

WOMEN IN ICT PRODUCTION 
AND PROGRAMMING

 
The examples below provide a global perspective on 
narratives about women and technology. To quote Ulf 
Mellström, this section seeks to question “the notion 
that an all-encompassing masculine culture of science 
and engineering transcends time and space” (2009, 
p. 903). We show that, contrary to narratives in the 
Global North, women are in fact very actively involved 
in technology production.

Masculine and hyper-masculine spaces in technology 
are well documented. Fox and Tang chronicle women’s 
toxic experiences of online gaming (2016), and Marie 
Hicks has written about brogramming culture in Silicon 
Valley (2013). The view of technology as a masculine 
field conceals not only women’s contributions but also 
global realities. Nevertheless, this assumption is often 
cited to explain why women may not choose to pursue 
computer science, in the Global North and in other 
contexts.

Other authors point to different experiences in the 
Global South, where computer science spaces are not 
considered masculine, but where working conditions 
still may be less than ideal (Gupta, 2015; Mellstrom, 
2009; Lagesen, 2008; Wajcman & Anh Pham Lobb, 
2007; Saloma-Akpedonu, 2005). Namrata Gupta 
questions the universality of the Western experience 
of gender and technology, arguing that the local 
context has a large role in shaping the relationship 
between gender and technology. In India, the large 
number of women in tech is due to its “women-
friendly” image, based on gendered assumptions 
regarding the field — including that it is “safe” for 
women (Gupta, 2015). 

While opportunities for women have increased, 
Gupta argues that women’s presence should not be 
interpreted as a “radical revolution in gender relations 
in society”; sexist assumptions and gendered job 
segregation continue (Gupta, 2015, p. 661). Hiring 
in these sectors still carries assumptions of care 
work and domestic responsibilities, and careerism is 
frowned upon. Further, women in the tech sector are 
concentrated in routine jobs that require technical 
skills but not expertise (Mitter & Sen, 2000, cited in 
Gupta, 2015). Other research suggests that women’s 
professional lives working in tech fields tend to be 
short, ending abruptly after marriage (Toyama et al., 
2018).

Perceptions of gender and computing in Malaysia also 
contradict the masculine image described in Western 
contexts. Vivian Anette Lagesen explores perceptions 
of Malaysian women computer science students, 

describing a “coproduction of gender and computer 
science that appears different, more complex, 
and less stereotypical than implicated by the main 
body of Western research” (Lagesen, 2008, p. 22). 
Computing was not considered masculine, although 
gendered assumptions of the nature of women still 
prescribed specific activities. Software engineering 
and programming were seen as “theoretical”, suited 
to women, in contrast to electronics and mechanical 
engineering which were considered “physical” and 
better suited for men (Lagesen, 2008). 

Also in Malaysia, Ulf Mellström (2009) similarly 
questions notions of a global masculine culture around 
science and engineering, favoring an intersectional 
approach that considers race, class, and age as 
well as the conceptualisation of masculinity and 
femininity across cultures. Mallström argues that in 
the Malaysian context, class and race inequalities may 
be as pertinent as gender. Women make up higher 
percentages of both students and professionals in 
computer science and IT; and, in contrast to many 
other places, several women are found in executive 
positions (Mellström 2009). Gender assumptions 
here as well posit indoor work as suitable for women. 
Nonetheless, women are also found in different 
types of work: “On the one hand, there is low-skilled 
technology employment, consistent with the image of 
the ‘nimble-fingered’ docile female worker, and on the 
other there is the female professional IT worker and 
academic” (Mellström, 2009, p. 896). He traces the 
current feminisation of labour to deliberate recruiting 
of rural women for work in the early electronics 
industrial sector. The history of women’s integration 
into the sector continues into their present low status.
 
Czarina Saloma-Akpedonu’s research on gender 
in the ICT industry in the Philippines points to the 
importance of the history of the field. As the sector 
developed it included systems analysis as part of 
software development, which required a business 
background. Accordingly, Saloma-Akpedonu argues, 
women’s presence in certain ICT fields did not result 
in the devaluation of their labour. In this instance, the 
soft skills that are associated with women were not 
devalued, as the ICT field in the Philippines valued 
these skills as a core part of the industry.

In Vietnam, very differently, gender segregation 
in the software workforce has been shown to be 
significant, with systemic undervaluation of women’s 
work. In production, women are concentrated in the 
testing phase, while men work in the specification and 
design phases — despite the strong link and overlap 
between the two phases. Indeed, women testers often 
“need to write another software programme to test a 
software programme” (Wajcman & Ahn Pham Lobb, 
2007, p. 21). No gendered gaps in qualifications or 
experience were noted. This reinforces Wajcman’s 
earlier argument that perceived skills can be based 
on ideologies and social constructs of gender, 
rather than on actual technical capacities (Wajcman, 
1991). Wajcman and Anh Pham Lobb’s study notes 
the contrast with Saloma- Akpedonu’s work on the 
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Philippines, arguing that that analysis is based on a 
differential skill set between women and men.

Melissa Gregg analyses “creative” information jobs 
in Australia and finds that most are advertised as 
flexible, with the opportunity to balance work and 
home responsibilities. She argues that they disguise 
both a long history of women’s unrecognised labour 
in the home, and the flexible labour that “other” 
women around the world contribute (Gregg, 2008). 
Brooke Erin Duffy and Becca Schwartz explore the 
feminisation of social media employment, where 
advertisements construct features of sociability, 
emotional management, and flexibility. “This 
catalogue of traits presents an archetype of a worker 
who is sociable, emotive, and flexible — features we 
attribute to the social media profession’s ostensible 
feminisation” (Duffy & Schwartz, 2017, p. 7, emphasis 
in original). 

Rosalind Gill surveys the new media sector in six 
countries in Europe. She argues that despite its image 
as “cool, non-hierarchical and egalitarian”, gendered 
inequality persists (Gill, 2002, p. 70). Women tend to 
work on fewer projects, becoming de facto part-time 
workers who are more likely to work from home. These 
findings echo many of the traits of feminised work 
as undervalued. Other experiences elsewhere echo 
feminisation to different degrees and in different ways. 

The literature challenges a Western-centric view 
and emphasises that gendered assumptions of 
work play out differently under varying contexts. 
Invariably, undervalued work leads to pay gaps, lack 
of retention, and low advancement in careers for 
women. Even when working conditions do not reflect 
these disadvantages, gendered assumptions can be 
inhibiting for those who do not “fit in”. Mellström 
(2009, p. 902) concludes that both “gender and 
technology studies need to pay more attention to 
culturally situated analyses that bring local gender 
discourses into the picture”. Recommendations 
moving forward must consider specific context and be 
prepared to accept a wide range of realities, gender 
constructs, and experiences. Overall, research needs 
to move towards considering technologies as fluid and 
historically situated.

ONLINE ACTIVITIES AS WORK

It has become a widely shared insight that the 
business model of many large internet-based 
companies, such as Google or Facebook, is to either 
sell (and resell) user data or to monetise it through 
data analysis (Jarrett, 2016; Fuchs, 2013; Lessig, 2002; 
Fisher, 2016; Gurumurthy & Chami, 2016; Abreu, 
2014; Jarrett & Wittkower, 2016). With the recent buzz 
around machine learning and artificial intelligence, 
data has become one of the most valued commodities 
in the digital economy (Ibarra et al., 2018). Researchers 
have begun analyzing this phenomenon from a 
labour perspective, investigating different ways to 

conceptualise the relationships between companies, 
people, their online activities, and the resulting data. 

Christian Fuchs’s extensive work (2008; 2011; 2014a; 
2014b) has been extremely influential, constituting 
what Jarrett and Wittkower (2016) have called an 
“‘economic turn’ in Internet research”. Building 
on Dallas Smythe’s (1977; 1981) discussion of the 
“audience commodity” in media studies, Fuchs 
argues that in the business model of selling data 
to advertisers, the key product, or commodity, 
is data produced — that is, created — by users. 
“Commodities have producers who create them, 
otherwise they cannot exist. So, if the commodity of 
internet platforms is user data, then the process of 
creating this data must be considered to be value-
generating labour” (Fuchs, 2013, pp. 19-20). 

Fuchs builds on feminist literature on domestic and 
affective labour, comparing this data production 
to housework (Fuchs, 2013). Feminist theory has 
been seminal in arguing that housework is in fact 
labour (Mies, 1986). Fuchs uses those insights to 
draw comparisons with digital labour: both have “no 
wages”; they predominantly take place “during spare 
time”; they have no labour unions and are “difficult to 
perceive as being labour”; and, much like housework, 
which is coerced by affective relationships within 
the family, the monopolised status of social media 
platforms subtly coerces people to participate (Fuchs, 
2013, p. 20). This literature again illustrates that 
women’s engagement with technology is not regarded 
as such.

Kylie Jarrett points out that using the framework 
of work might imply that the online “labourer” is 
someone “who is directly and knowingly employed 
by the exhibitor” (Jarrett 2016, p. 2). Today’s internet 
users experience their online activities as pleasure 
and not work. Conversely, she observes, “even the 
repetitive, physical, menial chores of housework 
are often driven by, or serve as expressions of, 
the immaterial values of care-work. This work also 
produces immaterial products such as health, 
dispositions or esteem” (Jarrett, 2016, p. 3). Both 
domestic and online labour, and women’s work in 
technology sectors overall, are often undervalued 
and unpaid, while their contributions to the economic 
system are crucial (Jarrett, 2016).
 
In the field of economics, Ibarra et al. examine the 
consequences of the online “culture of ‘free’” — 
where users neither pay for the services they receive 
nor are paid for the contributions they make. They 
point to the consequences: “the lack of targeting of 
incentives undermines market principles of evaluation, 
skews distribution of financial returns from the data 
economy and stops users from developing themselves 
into ‘first-class digital citizens’” (Ibarra et al., 2018, p. 
1). They seek to balance the potential of the digital 
economy, as a source of innovation and benefits, with 
people’s concerns over privacy and fears of being 
replaced by automation. Their solution is that data 
should be considered labour, and they call for a “fair 
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and vibrant market for data labour” (Ibarra et al., 
2018, p. 3). That argument goes against most social 
science analysis, which criticise the commodification of 
data and the exploitation of invisible work. Moreover, 
details are lacking on the frameworks that need to be 
in place to ensure such a data labour market would 
be fair. This could prove especially difficult, keeping 
in mind the needs of groups marginalised based on 
gender, race, or class, and the contrasting situation of 
countries in the Global North and South. 

Anita Gurumurthy and Nandini Chami have provided 
an attempt to answer these important questions, 
asking, “How must feminism take on the challenge 
of a datafied world?” They point out how people’s 
online “immaterial labour” — often, acts of caring 
and expressions of connection — are captured 
in behavioural data sets and then monetised by 
companies. But they add that this “datafication”, 
and the connectivity it produces in the sharing 
economy, obfuscates the production of technology 
and data, which often takes place in the Global South 
(Gurumurthy & Chami, 2016). In order to counteract 
the skewed power dynamics between data producers 
and users, they support the solution of a “data 
commons”, but they warn that “it must correspond 
to the hope and outrage of the most marginalised 
women and gender minorities, bringing data to the 
service of a new civic intelligence that privileges their 
autonomy and self-determination in all spheres of life” 
(Gurumurthy & Chami, 2016).

If online activities can be understood as work, this 
work is often immaterial, undervalued, invisible, and 
regarded as unskilled. More research on the gendered 
dimensions of data production as work is needed, to 
point to collective models for using data that do not 
devalue its producers.

CONCLUSION AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS

 
While technology can hold positive consequences 
for some women, for other women — especially 
women of color, women in the Global South, and 
other marginalised women — this experience is 
different. Similarly, in the Global North, technology 
is constructed as a masculine domain, while in 
much of the Global South, women predominantly 
work in technology but often in harsh conditions 
of technology production. Nevertheless, in many 
(or most) countries, women’s work in and with 
technologies is rendered invisible and regarded as 
unskilled, or their technical skills are explained away 
through gendered perceptions. Finally, research 
framing a broader definition of work conceptualises 
online activities as labour.

It is crucial to provide further and more detailed 
research on the experiences of women (and other 
marginalised groups) outside the Global North, to 
avoid further deepening existing gender gaps. While 
asking how women and marginalised groups can 
be introduced to ICT, we also need to investigate 
the ways in which their valuable contributions to 
ICT, technology, and the digital economy are often 
rendered invisible or overlooked.  

Three recommendations are central to make the 
current research agenda more inclusive. 

1. Further detailed research is needed on 
documenting the experiences of women working 
with technology in different contexts. Studies 
should pay close attention to intersectional 
approaches accounting for gender, class, race, 
and age. 

3. More case studies on experiences from the 
Global South should be undertaken, for a better 
understanding of how women’s work with 
technology becomes defined as feminised labour.

4. Research on online data-producing activities 
should be guided by principles of intersectional 
feminist approaches, to identify which groups are 
more at risk and which groups have the means to 
protect their rights or participate in market-based 
approaches. 

5. Research should not only focus on trying to 
increase women’s access to technology but on 
understanding and highlighting women’s existing 
contributions to technology, in their many shapes 
and forms. 
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