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n 1983, Sanford Weinberg, a profes-

at St. Joseph’s University, tested
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and oollege students who used comput-
ers by wiring them up to a galvanic-
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they worked at their computer termi-
nals. Weinberg found that one-third of
these test subjecis were what he called
“cyberphobic.” Approximately five
percent of these peop e exhibited symp-
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toms of classic phobia: nausea, dizzi-
pess, cold sweat, and high blood pres-
sure. In an atlempt to cure these people
of their cyberphobia, Weinberg gradu-
ally exposed them to electronic calcula-
tors, then electronic games, and even-
tually simple computer programs. In
some cases, people were given comput-
ers to take home with them because
Weinberg found that cyberphobia was
more easily overcome when people
used a machine in some place comfort-
able and private (Rice, 1983). Through-
out the 1960s, 70s, and 80s there
formed very particular discourses on
com use: fear of computers or
“computerphobia,” and its counter-
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part, computer mania or “‘computer
addiction.” By the mid-1990s one
strand of the discourse on computers
that circulated in the mainstream was
very particular in its extremity: In June
of 1997, news media across the coun-
reported that a mother of three
lc‘rlz’ildren was taken into police custody
and charged with child endangering as
a result of her addiction to the Internet.
Typical headlines read: Internet Blamed
Jor Neglect: Police Say Mother Addicted lo
Web  Cincinnati Enquirer, June 16, 1997)
and Mom Web Addict A N
Kids (UP1, June 16, 1997). According
lo news reports, Mrs. Sandra Hacker
locked her children in another room so
she could use the computer without
interruption. The police report de-
scribes that the children’s room had
broken and urine on the floor,
and child hand prints of feces on the
wall. The computer room, on the other
hand, was immaculately clean. At pre-
sent, psychologists assert that such ex-
treme computer addictions are rare,
but they are a growing phenomenon
(Griffiths, 1995, April; Griffiths, 1995,
November; Griffiths, 1997; Young,
1996a, 1996b). Yet, rare or not, from
1995-1997 descriptions of several simi-
lar cases of maternal neglect due to
Internet addiction have circulated
widely in the popular press. During
this time, psychologists and Internet
users have formed support groups, both
online and offline. Dr. Young’s studies
suggest that Internet Addiction Disor-
der (IAD) is a bona fide clinically de-
fined addiction, much like substance
and gambling addictions. Early studies
suggest that women, students, and the
elderly may be at risk (Young, 1996b).
Symptoms of IAD include a need for
more time online to achieve satisfac-
tion, obsessive thinking about the Inter-
net, and 'voluntary or involuntary typ-
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ing movements of the fin among
others (Young, 1996). Young has been
at the forefront of the campaign to
have IAD recognized by the American
Psychiatric Association and included
in the next edition of the Diagnostic
and Statistical Manual of Mental Dis-
orders (DSMV), the clinician's resource
manual used to diagnose and classily
mental illness. Since 1995, several clin-
ics oriented to computer addiction dis-
orders have opened in the United
States.

In this essay, [ investigate the dis-
courses surrounding the emergence of
computers as part of the historical and
cultural conditions of possibility for the
specific formation of “computer addic-
tion” that emerged in the 1990s. In
other words, I map what might be
called a “prehistory™ of the 1990s con-

t of “computer addiction,” Internet

diction Disorder, and/or Pathologi-
cal Computer Use through an investi-
gation into the discourses surround-
ing the use of computers during the
1960s, 1970s, and 1980s. 1 investigate
these discourses on compuler use as
examples of what Michel Foucault
(1978rdescribed as “normalizing dis-
courses”—in this case, discourses which
function toward the production, nego-
tiation, and man?ement of particular
“a.pp'l'op'l‘ille“ an “i.llappl'op'riate“ re-
lationships among (potential) com-
puter users, the new machine, and
culturally produced social organiza-
tions. According 1o Foucault, a “nor-
malizing discourse” does not function
repressively; that is, the discourses on
computer use do not work to limit or
inhibit people’s otherwise free relation-
ships with this new technology. Rather,
it is important to emphasize the rela-
tionships that are esiablished through
any particular power/knowledge rela-
tionship—in this case, the knowledge
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practices surrounding computers and
computer use. Following Foucanlt, I
approach the processes of power/
knowledge as productive and as forg-
ing connections otherwise dis-
persed and heterogeneous elements.

It is in this that Stuart Hall’s
(1986) notion of"uﬁculnﬁo:l;i’uuse-
ful Hall explains in his

’tﬁt term, to “articulate” has th:
uctively ambiguous meaning;
mconnotelboth“houtter to speak
forth, be articulate,” as well as “the
connection that can make a unity of
two different elements, under certain
conditions” (p. 48). From this view, the
‘“‘unity” or coherence of any discursive
formation, at any pa:ticulnr time, and

in an lar site, is a product of
m and historical articu-
For example, computer tech-
nologies have historically been articu-
lated to “masculinity” and/or
practices.” Because cer-
tain strands of feminism have taken
this relationship to be a necessary and
immutable one, they have taken u l_mn
anti-technology stance. Yet, from
standpoint, articulated re are
. Rather, they

nothuumcallyn
that have been histori-
cally estnblured m‘:hed;‘l can be
changed. The fact that are histori-
cally produced, while it does suggest
that the connections can be potentially
disengaged and transformed, does not
that this re-articulation is an
easy process. Hall describes such con-
nections as the products of powerful
“lines of tendential force” and as “an-
chored very di in relations to a
number of different forces” (p. 48).
According to Hall (1986) the question
for analysis is, if no articulation is essen-
tial, necessary, or transhistorical, what
arethecondiuomotl'poulblhtyforany
particular articulation or linkage? How
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can we “rethink the contingent, the
non-necessary, connectionbetween dif-
ferent practices....” F Hall,
and Grossberg (1992). the goal of the
culturel critic is to describe “how a set
of cultural comes to congeal
and, for a certain of time, take
on an identity of its own which is ca-
pable of existing in different social and
cultural contexts” (p. 69). In other
words, as Grossberg asserts, “the ques-
tion is how particular cultural prac-
tices, which may have no intrinsic or
even apparent connection, are articu-
cny e o 3 0} A
ently new ldenmy” 70). An analytic
‘mnppmg‘ of these practices fanctions
g of the histori-
cal ceof a “cultural
formation,” and toward the identifica-
tion of transformations, deployments,
and possible re-articulations to be
In this essay, I investigate one
forsedngmﬁcant re-uucuﬁ.hon in the history
of computers: For many years, from
the 1950s to the 1970s, computer tech-
were strongly connected to
the military (Cold) war machine. Over
the course of the 1970s, 80s, and 90s,
culmrnlre-uucu]ahmsprodueedeven
accepled i to the home,
fn.rmi' , business, and pleasure, such
that today computer technologies are
“naturally” integrated into many peo-
ple’s daily lives.
Put another way, to draw on lan-
guage from sociological studies of tech-
nology, these discourses on ter
use function as part of the “stabiliz-
ing,” “tinkering,” and/or “wuning” of
com uters into—and as part of—exist-
ing (contested) social organizations, as
among vari-

ous social-technological elements.
These notions of the “stabilization,”
“tinkering,” and *“tuning” of social-
technological processes are useful in
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approaching the congealment or “for-
mation” of new media technologies.
As Marvin (1988) explains, “[m]edia
are not fixed natural objects; they have
no natural . They are constructed
complexes of habits, beliefs, and proce-
dures embedded in elaborate cultural
codes of communication™ {p. 8). A
study of media practices cannot simply
isolate media technologies as discrete
entities unto themselves. They are not
steadfast and timeless objects which
move from context to context. Rather,
it is necessary to look at the formation
and organization of their uses and to
the social practices, conflicts, negotia-
tions of power, and authority they illu-
minate and with which they engage. It
is these series of negotiations, adjust-
ments, and configurations to which the
terms “tinkering,” and “tuning” refer.
As Moore (1996) and Marvin (1988)
emphasize, technologies do not have
uniform trajectories of development,
innovation, or use. They are histori-
cally produced, and they continually
transform and mutate through their
attachments Lo other social-technologi-
cal practices. Moore explains that so-
cial studies of technology have effec-
tively shown that the “stabilization” of
any technology is contextually contin-
gent and that different technological
organizations achieve different levels
of “stabilization™ in different situa-
tions, what Bijker, et. al. (1987) call
“heterogeneous contingency,” and
what Deleuze and Guattari (1987)
might refer to as a process of perpetual
“becoming.”

The 1960s-90s is a significant period
on which to reflect because computer
technologies were still in the ss of
“formation” and had yet to be “stabi-
lized" or naturalized into our daily lives.
The technology still required much
*“tinkering” and further reconfigura-
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tion i0 be successfully integrated into
US. culture. Part and parcel to this
“tinkering” of social-technologies is
what Woolger (1991) refers to as the
“configuration of users” (p. 89). Wool-
gar explains that computer users have
“co " relationships to the ma-
chine such that only certain forms of
access/use are encouraged by the
manufacturers and distributors {and, 1
would add, the broader culture). Wool-
gar admits that there are no guarantees
that some users will not find unex-

and uninvited uses for the ma-
chine, but such behavior will be catego-
rized . . . “as bizarre, foreign” (p. 89).
Woolgar (1991) demonstrates that
“configuring users” to new technolo-
gies “relies on established routes of
transmitting information: instruction
manuals, help lines, books, and other
neiworks set up to users in line
with intended applications™ (p. 89). Fol-
lowing Woolgar, | draw on whalt can
be called “iechnologies of configura-
tion,” such as advice columns, corpo-
rate and organizational management
literature, advertisements, and printed
public dialogue about computers as
significant sources of knowledge fo-
cused on “configuring users” by provid-
ing practical instruction to new users
about how to use computers. I will
demonstrate how manulacturers, mar-
keters, and users worked o configure
(and re-configure) the technologies and
themselves for different purposes, and
with varying degrees of success. Draw-
ing Moore’s (1996) investigation into
the production of safer sex practices,
my purpose is lo describe the collec-
tion of processes and practices which
functioned Lo produce what were called
“user-friendly™ computer systems and
which, ultimately, constructed a user's
(personal and cultural) relationships to
computer technologies.
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Toward this end, I describe the in-
dustrial, cululn.l,andpohhclllu'uggles

that surrounded the main
popularization of the al com-
puter, including a deliberate and strate-

gic management of a widespread cul-
tural com phobia. I draw on the
public discourse about computers from a
the 1960s to the 1990s to explore how
computers were initially received into
*s lives, how users were “con

,” and to trace the proliferation of §€%

ducounenroundthepercewedprom

ises and problematics of mtegrahng gles,

computers into the workplace an
ifically, worries about the
potential of computers to disrupt or
even overturn iraditional gender and
family relations. 1 explore how such
discourses are complexly articulated to
cultural ideals, desires and fears sur-
technology, gender, child-
hood, and the nuclear family. In sum, I
describe the cultural processes at work
which transformed computers from
cold, distant military war machines and
into “friendly” home “appliances,” and
pay specific attention to what the edi-
tors of Time magazine called the “irre-
sistible invasion of computers into
American homel") {(“Machine of the
Year,” 1983 1). Through specific
discursive ancr cultural strategies, the
personal computer was connected to
middle class family ideals to counter its
reputation as a looming and frighten-
ingicon. Aslwilldelcnbe the manage-
ment of this previously mentioned
daunting phob{a during the
1960s, 70s, and 80s, and the eventual
cultivation of a culture of computer
enthusiasm was crucial for the integra-
tion of pemonal computers into the
the very pacticulr 10508 discaure
e ar 1990s on
oom‘;!lzeraddmhon(andlor “appropri-

ate” or “inappropriate” computer use)

which is y connecled to ideals
surrounding gender and the family. In

oﬂierwords,mypurposelstoexplore

ecifically “com hobia” and

“computer m"“"’“"mm

the of computers l:fe
a (social) technology But, first, in

next section, in an attempt to denatural-

ize the current formation of “addic-

tions” ing computer technolo-

lmmtoothermedin.object i
of “new™ media lo-
the

advent of the teLgmph, radio, and te|
vmon,morderlomveshgntehowpre—
vious media technologies have been
articulated to immanent social and po-
litical concerns of the day.

“New” Technolo
and Media Pu:ﬂlal
In the early spring of 1920, in the
small northemn community
of Contra Costa near San Francisco,
"th;‘lfre emerged a s:lddmdmd seem-
contagious “wave of insanity”
(Sauyl-"'rmm Chyonicle, March 6, 192%)
Newspaper headlines screamed of an
epidemic: “Ouija Board Seance Drives
7 Insane,” “4 QOuija Board Victims
Held To Be Insane (Sar Francisco
Chronicle, March 4, 1920); “Ouija Board
Drives Two More Insane,” Fran-
cisco Chronicle, March 6, 1920); “Ouija
Board Drives Policeman to Street
ked,” (San Francisco Examiner, March 6,
1920), and “QOuija Board Dt(mounced
Prominent ologists™ (San Fran-
o Cleoid, March 7, 1920). De.
scribed as “The Craze ol All”
and clinically labeled “Ouijemania,”
newspaper reportera described the sud-
den em of an international epi-
demic whereby previously “normal”

le were driven insane by overuse
peoge Ouija board. The newspaper

i e his
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articles explain that on March 3, 1920,
police found seven people entranced
with a Ouija board. They hadn’t eaten
or bathed for days, and the one child of
the group, a fifieen-year-old girl, had
not attended school for several days
due to the Ouija board seances. Of the
seven people, the three men were able
1o prove their sanity, but the women
were deemed by mental health authori-
ties to be insane and in need of treat-
ment. Psychologists were forced to con-
sider the question, “Is the ouija board a
menace that should be abolished en-
tirely, or [was] it produciive of dire
mental results only when the operator
is of such peculiar mental make-up as
to make for easy subjection to the mys-
teries that appear to result from seek-
ing enlightenment from this thing of
wood made by man?” (“Ouija Board
Denounced. . . ,” 1920). Dr. Fred Coun-
cibman, superintendent of the State Asy-
lum for the Insane at Stocklon [was]
said to have “condemned the Ouija
board vigorously” (Ibid). The “Ouija-
maniacal” condition was said to be
very specific and did not refer to the
“serious minded employment of the
Oija board as a possible medium of
communication from mortals to the
spirits, but rather to the highly fanatic
impulse under which ns of v

impressionable or highly llll)‘::erical
temperament have acted [ollowing a
Ouija seance™ (San Francisco Chronicle,
May 16, 1920). E. H. Doane, a San
Francisco policeman, was found run-
ning n in the street and was taken
to a sanitarium where he was diag-
nosed with a “temporarily unbalanced
from physical and nervous collapse. . . .
‘Undoubtedly,’ said Dr. Anderson af-
ter hearing the details of Policeman
Doane’s case of mental breakdown, he
is a ouijamaniac.’ " The wave of insan-
ity was expected to eventually subside,
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but in the mean time, it was stated that
*“Ouijamania” could be disastrous for
those with “undeveloped meniality and
nervous temperament” (“Ouijama-
nia...,” May 16, 1920). The frenzy
that surrounded the Ouija board is
linked with the suspicion and fear that
people held toward such supernatural
or mystical and non-scientific commu-
nications. The panic grew as the Ouija
board was believed to be able to dis-
Tupl accepted social, professional, and
hy%ienic practices. Certainly, the pub-
lic and institutional reaction to the se-
ance activities is ted to existing ideals
surrounding gender, the family, and
ethnicity. Indeed, the board was able
to literally strip the policeman of his
authority. The case of the Ouija board,
provides an interesting comparative
case from which to investigate the hap-
penings surrounding the introduction
of other new communications media
into particular communities.

New media, Marvin (1988) suggests,
intrude on existing habits and organiza-
tions, and new media provide new plat-
forms on which old groups confront
one another. Old habits of transacting
between groups are projected onlo new
technologies that alter, or seem to al-
ter, critical social distances.... Old
practices are then painfully revised,
and group habits are reformed. New
practices do not so much flow directly
from technologies that inspire them as
they are improvised out of old prac-
tices that no longer work in new set-
tings. Efforts are launched to resiore
social equilibrium, and these efforts
have significant social risks (p. 5). She
argues that the early history of eleciric
media is “less the evolution of techni-
cal efficiencies in communication than
a series of arenas for negotiating issues
crucial to the conduct of sodal life,
among them, who is inside and out-
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side, who may speak, who may not, round
and who has authority and may be re
believed. ... For if it is the case, as it is
fashionable to assert, that media give
shape to the imaginative boundaries of
modern communities, then the intro-
duction of new media is a special his-
torical occasion when an-
chored in older media that hnve

prowdedthe!tablemm'eng

exchange
and defended” (p 4). Marvin oblerves
that “[w]e are not the first
wonder at the
shifts in the dimension of the world
and the human relationships it con-
tains as a result of new forms of commu-
nication, or to be surprised by the
changes those shifts occasion in the
regular pattern of our lives” (p. 3).
From the telegraph, to the
to radio, to television, and now with
the advent of the computer, there have
been fears about disruptions of ac-
cepted cultural patterns and organiza-
tions. With each , there were
hopes about a new connected-
ness across space; some le
dicted the coming of onepeoo%mm
world culture and lMil:herel'ore) everlast-
ing world peace, while others worried
about the changes in social behaviors—
including gender and sexual behav-
iors—that may result from the new
forms of communication. For example,
with the advent of the telegraph, many
le worried that uses of written and
spoken lan would deteriorate
(Marvin, 1988; Douglas, 1991; Shot-
ton, 1991). Marvin suggests that the
particular discussions that surrounded
the advent of electrical communica-
tion in the late-nineteenth century are
anchored in broader normative as-
sumptions about the appropriate meth-
ods of communication among groups
of people, such as those which sur-

npldandexlnordmmy rampan

or exunEl,; mnny
Imented the -down o

gender roles as the I.ele
andte

allowedforcourungnm-
als that did not require face-lo-face con-
tact (p. 6).

Technical fears and fears about the

psychological effects of the telegraph
were also ent. In a 1900 Wastmin-
ster Review, Charles Garland expressed
his concern about the ‘mcontrovert
ible fact” that there was a
L“insanity among ists™

(p. 334). He that * the

among
tel there [was] a [. . .] deepl
esr‘ﬁ:‘eftlmtthen'work [was] 4
duclive of mental disease in its
forms, from the more severe and pro-
nounced types which find treatment in
an asylum, to those less serious cases
.. [such as] . .. abnormal craving for
alcohol” (p. 332) While no complete
statistical data could be furnished to
test these beliefs, it was still an interna-

tional belief. to Garland, that
of the tel caused insan-
ity. “The electrical condition of the

nmm$m [was] known to ]:ﬁect ab-
subjecu and the like, producing
changes which result el:ﬂnuion
excitement. But no d investiga-
tion exisi[ed] upon the influence of an
electrically here u
the normal person” (p. 333). Indeed, it
was 80 thal in 18:5 of 32 ngtﬁgm
gnntedtolselegrap operators, 5
t} were due to nervous disease
I: 334). Certainly, use of the tele,
was nme only reason that tI':n e
ts a tendenc? e
phu %ubhc to “go insane,” Garland
d t, he posited that scientific
evidence suggeslaed electricity was un-
dm:bhedlyaconmbuhngﬁlcgr(p 332).
Fearss the tel , -
dio, and television also included bio-
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technical fears such as worries about
contraciion of disease from the tele-
phone apparatus, concern about the
effect the electrical and sound waves
on the human ear, nervous disorders
from radio, and the physical and psy-
chological—even “addictive™—effects of
television (“Contagion by Telephone,”
1900, p. 172; Spigel, 1992). In addi-
tion, were also great apprehen-
sions about how each of these technolo-
gies could disrupt accepted social
organizations. Marvin (1988) explains
the unsetding effect the telephone pro-
duced once it entered the home envi-
ronment because it disrupted “custom-
ary ways of dividing the private person
and [amily from the more public set-
ting of the community™ (p. xx). For
example, in a partially e-in-cheek
essay in Lippincolt’s (July, 1909), the
author complains about the disturbing
invasiveness of the telephone into the
home. The author warns of “telephoni-
ts” which, he said, was “certainly a
disease alarmingly on the increase (p.
377). The most unforgivable use to
which the telephone was put was as the
“transmitter of eleventh-hour invita-
tions” which were annoyingly disrup-
tive to the private sphere of the home,
and constituted “invasions to ordinary
peace of mind” (p. 377). In addition,
public discussions addressed appropri-
ate and inappropriate uses of the lele-
phone in gendered terms, for example,
women were said to inappropriately
wasie the technology on idle gossip
while men appropriately used it for
serious business purposes (Marvin,
1988; Lubar, 1992).

Spigel (1992) and Douglas (1991)
each describe how the incorporation
of radio into the home environment
was met with an astute concentration
on how it could be utlized without
distracting women from their neces-
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sary domestic responsibilities and with-
out disrupting traditional gender roles.
Even while radio was hailed for its
“ability to join the nation in demo-
cratic harmony through the mass dis-
semination of culture,” it was also
feared as an “instrument of supernatu-
ral power that might wreak havoc on
the public.” Radio was said to foster
isolation and to destroy family and
community; people were frightened by
the realism of radio such that
screamed at the sound of a lion’s roar;
and the mystery and suspicion of radio
messages was confirmed and furthered
when it was said that messages were
ing transmitted from Mars to Earth
loo (Spigel, 1992, p. 3; 27-28). The
anxieties around gender and the
home are illustrated in a 1931 article
from The Canadian Magazine entitled,
“Women, Radio and the Home" by
Marjorie Elliott Wilkins. Wilkins al-
layed current fears of radio as a domes-
tic distraction and, instead, she demon-
strated how radio could actually increase
women’s household productivity.
Wilkins explained that “the radio, if
used wisely, could be of tremendous
asgistance to the housekeeper. But like
many other great aids it must em-
ployed intelligently.” Because “mod-
ern home-making depends on an in-
tense absorption in the task,” she

proposed that

the best way to become “keen on” the task
of the moment is to get ourselves into the
proper mental attitude. Given a gay and
diverting thought, even dusting becomes
less drab. . . . This where the balanced ra-
dio program comes in. If you arrange your
radio programs so that it continues to hold
your interest even though it is tuned in all
day, your day will slip by ever sv much
more quickly, you will accomplish more,
and ... this satisfied mental attitude re-
flects itself in our physical well-being. (p. 32)
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Wilkins’ “balanced radio program” is
pictured in a “Radio ‘Menu’ ” which
lists specific and desirable program-
ming for each hour throughout the day
{e.g., 6:45 am: Health exercise; 900
am: Moming melodies; 10:00 am:
Home chals, and %0 on} (p. 32-34).
The entrance of the radio into the home
was also strategically negotiated in such
a way as to maintain traditional gender
roles and family organizations even
while it was that the radio
would make homemaker even
more efficient and productive. Later,
similar fears arose with the advent of
television. Spigel (1992)drmonpopu-
lar discourses surrounding the main-
streaming of television to describe
the particularl z gendered narratives
through which television was con-
structed and installed into domestic
space between the years 1948 and 1955.
Spigel demonstrates that, like with the
radio, concerns about television in-
cluded that it would disrupt the gen-
dered order of the home by distracting
women from their domestic chores and
that would encourage promiscuous
sexual practices. Similarly to Wilkins’
“Radio Menu,” NBC Television (1955)
assuaged fears that it distracted women
from their house duties and linked tele-
vision lo increased efficiency in an ad-
vertisement which illustrated how
women could schedule their work day
in conjunction with |‘il1'|e NBC television
programming in such a way as to make
their day more productive and enjoy-
able.

In addition, disease and drug meta-
phors were attached to both television
and radio (Douglas, 1991; Mike, 1932;
Splgel 1992). As with computers, &

t body of literature in the
19508 addressed the possibility that
people can become addicted to televi-
sion. The new affliction was said to
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“reverse good habits of hygiene, nutri-
tion, and decorum, causing physical,
mental, and social disorders” (Spigel,
1992, p. 51). Children were considered
to be. especially vulnerable to addictive
viewing. Viewing afflictions such as
“spectatoritis” and “telebugeye” were
named as some of the least horrendous
effects of uncontrolled television watch-
ing while juvenile del and vio-
lent behavior stood at the other end of
the . This mirrored the con-
cerns during the 1920s and 1930s with
which radio and jazz music were met
with describes the 1922 “ ‘ra-
dio boom® that swept the United
states. . l.hThe craze was cast, in the
pages of the press, as a ‘fever’ tearing

the population, inflaming all
in its path. The fever seemed to come
from nowhere, it had a power and a
forcealhtsown,u(xdfewwere;mmune
to its symptoms” (1987, p. xv). Doug-
las emphasizes the use El' the
“sudden,” “rapid,” * " and “as-
tounding” as frequently used and thus
as holding up the metaphor of disease
and mic 1991, p. xv).
As a 1932 “dissertation on radio” de-
clared in The Sunday Orqmuaunewspa-
per, radio and dance music together
formed “The Great American Nar-
cotic: ... Opium? No! Cocaine? No!
The Great American Brain-Killer ls
Dance Music.” The author, B. Mike,
expla.med that the “dopey-lookmg
dumbbell in the pi isnotasleep ..
hesdoped.Hesunderthemﬂuenoeof
dance music.. .. [L]istening to dance
music you become as immohile as &
scarecrow and just as insensible to what
is going on around you. ..” Similarly,
‘f]a.-_]ust Like Deadly Drug," (circa
930) modern jazz was compared 1o
opmtes. Composer Harry von Tilzer
said of jazz that “. . . this so-called mu-
sic is to the spirit what opium and
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cocaine are to the body” (Silver, 1979,
p- 170). This produced link between
jazz music and drugs was further rein-
forced when, in the 1930s, the Prince
of Wales publicly conlessed that he
was)a “jazz addict” (Silver, 1979, p.
171).

It is significant that the link between
radio and jazz music, and medical pa-
thology was not merely metaphorical.
Popular magazines ciled scientific ex-
perts regarding the effects of jazz music
on the population and warned of its
detrimental biological and social influ-
ences. The Literary Digest (1927, Se
tember 3), for example, turned to the
experts, and summarized a doctor’s
report about the biological eflects of
Jazz music, diagnosed as both pleasur-
able and gical. The doctor’s
credibility was foregrounded through
a description of his medical creden-
tials: ““a specialist, a neuropath.” The
magazine described the doctor’s views
regarding the popularity of jazz music:

. . . humanity seeks its pleasures accordi
to its nervous condition. ... The r‘d‘:ﬁ
decline of the minuet, the lancers, the qua-
drille, the waltz, and other such obsolele or
almost obsolete dances was due, in the
opinion of this physician, not to what one
ordinarily calls change of taste, but to a
purely pathological nervous condition—a
general state of nervous fatigue.... A
healthy, normal animal, whether human
or not, is not bored by tranquility, rest,
silence. . .. When his nervous health be-
gins to fail he takes to tobacco, to fast
motors, o exciting sporis; and for those
who cannot indulge in such things jazz
furnighes the substitute. . . . Thus also with
the jazz lover. The more jaded the nerves
are the more rapid and rhythmic the beat
must be 1o soothe them. (p. 26)

In a similar vein, a 19208 news; r
article entitled “Radio, Rum, Jazz
Blamed for Insanity,” Dr. Isham Har-
ris, Superintendent of the Brooklyn
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State Hospital for the Insane, stated
that radio, rum, and jazz “are respon-
sible for the increase of commitments
to insane asylumns in the last few years.”
Dr. Harris pleaded for a campaign to
build more hospitals for the insane to
accommodate the increasing demand
and explained that

[thhe static and late hours attendant on
radio listening-in cause mental abnormal-
ity. Because of the irritating effect of radio
on mental cases, il haz been eliminated
from all hospitals for the insane. Even
phonographs are rarely used. But music
provided IK stringed orchestral instru-
ments with therapeutic value, is being used
with beneficial effect in certain mental
cases.

The discourse on jazz music is intri-
cately connected to cultural ideals, de-
sires, and fears surrounding race, gen-
der, sexuality, and generation. The
pogular press reflected racial attitudes
and concerns about the contamination
of mainstream white culture by so-
called “barbarian” culture in articles
such as “Jazz Cannibal,” “Triumph of
the Jungle,” and “Music of the Degen-
erate.” A 1921 issue of Ladies Home
Journal, for example, reflected both ra-
cial and sexual anxieties as it warned of
the “sin in syncopation.” Jazz, it was
sai

origimally was the accompaniment of the
voc;‘:l':ﬂ ,t’hnce stimulating the half-crazed
barbarian to the vilest deeds. . .. That it
has a demoralizing effect upon the human
brain has been demonstrated by many
scientists. . . . Jazz disorganizes all faw and
order; it stimulates 10 extreme deeds, o a
breaking away form all rules and conven-
tions; it is harmful and and ils
influence is wholly bad. (p. 16)

The author cited scientific experts who
specialized in musico- with the
insane, who confirm that, “while regu-
lar rhythms and simple tones produce



CSMC

a quieting effect on the brain of even a
violent patient, the effect of jazz on the
normal brain an atrophied
condition on bnincells]...until
very frequently ... [listeners] ... are
actually incapa,lr)le of distinguishing be-
tween good and evil, between right
and wrong” (p. 17). To clarify and

iate and i g
Eie dance bohavior, the siie e
ied by drawings of what were
perceived to be safe and dangerous
dance postures. At this time, the tech-
of radio and jazz music were
both seen to directly effect the brain in
such as way as to cause people to act
against traditional moral schema and
to overtum generally accepted hierar-
chies. In particular, radio dance and
jazz were seen (o promote sexual pro-
miscuity, juvenile delinquency, and ra-
i crossings (sexual, social,
and cultural).

Certainly, it may be tempting to dis-
miss telegraphist insanity, jazz addic-
tion, and other conditions as relatively
trivial or irrational ses to the
advent of new technologies. Yet it is
important to emphasize that these
warnings of media use ologies
gained legitimacy within so!::h areas of
the scientific domains as
that of legitimate and verifiable disor-
ders. In a material sense, the effect was
that people were dismissed from their
jobs, taken into police custody, and, in
some cases, institutionalized in sanitori-
ums. At the same time, these dis-
courses mediated some of our most
pressing cultural ideals, fears, and

such as those surrounding
technology, gender, race, the private
versus the public sphere, among oth-
ers. It is to ﬂlesleeﬂcem surround-
ing computer ologies that are
turned to next ifically, the gender
and family relations surrounding the

mainstreaming of the personal com-
uter, and the management of a broad-
and

“ o-
bia” which stood as a mcm
in the mass marketing of the personal
computer.

Selllnﬁtlene Personal Gt:mopnter
Coppuie ki i
Computer-philia

“Combat negative thoughts, eliminate self-
doubts, reduce anxiety—increase your con-
fBdence around "

—Text from the business card of Michelle

Weil, Tech ologist
(dtﬂd inG | 1 » P- 14)-

“We are reaching the where the prob-
Ithatwemunlolﬂ:esemgohgtobe-
come imsoluble without com) Ido
not fear computers. 1 fear the lack of them.”
—Isaac Asimov (cited in Time, February 20,

1978, p. 45

In 1983, Time Magazine, instead of
choosing a prominent human figure
for their traditional and prestigious
“Man of the Year” position, hailed the
personal computer as “Machine of
the Year.” ther candidates under
consideration for the 1983 honor in-
cluded conventional global political fig-
ures such as Menachem Begin and
Margaret Thatcher. The edilors ex-

in their reasoning behind this unor-
odox decision to honor the com-
puter: “Several human candidates
might have represented 1982, but none
symbolized the past year more richly,
or will be viewed by history as more
significant, than a machine: the com-
puter” (p. 1). this “Machine
of the Year” honor and the addition of
a “Computers” section into the maga-
zine, the editors worked to recognize
the increasing imy ce of this new
technology to U.S. culture and, in par-
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ticular, what Time magazine called the
“irresistible invasion of computers into
American homes” (p. 1). Senior Writer,
Frederic Golden, stated that **Comput-
ers were once regarded as distant, omi-
nous abstractions, like Big Brother. In
1982 they truly became personalized,
b t down to scale, so that people
could hold, prod and play with them™
(p. 1). But, the rise of the personal
computer was not completely “irresist-
ible.” As Shotton {1991) explains, popu-
lar and academic discourses through-
out the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s suggest
that people resisted computer technolo-
gies very strongly. Its incorporation
into daily life was not the unfolding of
inevitable evolutionary historical and
technological progress. Nor was it a
simple task for computer industrialists
Ee achieve. One major roadblom
ce of a ve -
bmdpmnhibiting czmmpmer-
phobia that loomed quite large in the
early years of computer technologies.
Yet, between the 1950s and the 1990s,
computers were, in fact, mainstreamed
into our economic and social lives in
the United States. This section ad-
dresses what happened during these
years and, in particular, investigates
this management of computer phobia
and its transformation into what a 1995
ial computer technologies issue of
ewsweek called “Technomania!” |
view this transformation from a com-
Euter—phobic culture toward one witha
road cultural computer enthusiasm—
and the related definitional issues sur-
rounding gender and the family—as key
to making possible the very particular
formation of, and discourse on, “com-
puter addiction” in the 1990s.

The Irresistible Home Invasion
Until the late 1950s most computers
were large room-sized machines which
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required a many people to operate and
maintain. By the early 1960s most large
businesses, universities, and govern-
ment agencies used computers for re-
cord keeping, billing, and for scientific
and statistical experiments. The 1960s
saw a proliferation of remarkable pre-
dictions as to just what the computer
could and could not do. In a special
edition of Fortune Magazine titled “The
Boundless Age,” Ray Eppert, presi-
dent of Burroughs Corp., proclaimed
that the computer

has a more beneficial potential for the
human race than any other invention in
history.... It may transform man him-
self. ... [lJt seems deslined to shine as a
powerful instrument for making business
more creative and efficient and hence for
raising the nations’ real income per per-
son, [or eliminating 1 vast amount of drudg-
ery. and for increasing leisure, in short, for
measurably expanding ree man's range of
choices. (in Bruck, March, 1964, p. 10])

As Lubar (1994) discusses, the public
was privy to many displays of the “elec-
tronic brains” and their computer ge-
nius: the prediction of the 1952 elec-
tion, the playing of intelligent checkers
and chess games, quick and accurate
mathematical and statistical calcula-
tions. While the political, military, and
economic projections brought about
tremendous and general enthusiasm for
the computerized future, the arrival of
computers into the workplace also
brought about debates about the el
fects of automation. Many corporate
owners and managers believed the
computer would allow them more con-
trol and greater productivity. Workers,
on the other hand, viewed computeriza-
lion as a potential threat to the neces-
sity for human labor and/or as a threat
to creativity on the job. Lubar (1994)
explains that “[tjo many people, the
computer had come to represent every-
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thing that was wrong with modem life.
It became a symbol of a bureaucratic
society—an ‘IBM society,’ some called
it—that had no room for individuality”

. 322). Michael Harringlon criticized

e “computer age” as a “computer-
i which ‘folds, bends,
spindles and mutilates individuals but
keeps IBM cards immaculate’” (in
Lubar, p. 322).

In the 1960s there were many unan-
swered questions aboul just what com-
puters would mean for the structure of
society but also for definitions of hu-
manity itself. In the popular press dur-
ing this time, many aricles engage
with these fears. For example, in “Is
the Computer Running Wild?” Bruck
(1964) ponders the predicted ability of
scientists lo soon build “machines with
chemical instead of mechanical brains,”
machines which will “outperform man”
and which will be able to uce
themselves.” The author asks, “Is man
falling behind in a race with machines
of his own creation?” Other computer
scientists foresaw that, with “enough
circuitry hooked up right, it’s possible

to build computers that have wills of th

their own” (p. 83) The fear of the Fran-
kenstein scenario in which man’s ma-
chine offspring overtakes his parent is
quite strong. In culture, mov-
ies such as 2007: , The
Demon Seed, and The Andromeda Strain,
in which computers “run wild” inde-
pendent of their creators, reflected such
cultural anxieties about the dangers of
computer intelligence. At the same
time, in 1964, Bruck gives voice to a
growing cultural fear that continues to
be linked to computer technologies
even to the ;lyremt day, and that is the
lear of a cultural and industrial over-
reliance on computer technologies: “It
is that concentration of power in one
place—all heavily dependent on com-
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puters for information and with no
alternatives—that worries many auth-
orities” (p. 83). This other type of “com-
puter dependency,” a broader social
and industrial dependence, spurred
much discussion and debate. A Naval
Affairs Military-Computer expert warns
of our tendency to *“ascribe an unwar-
ranted wisdom to a computer” (in
Bruck, }9164. p. 83). In some cales,the
experts lelt it necessary o assure
blic that man is, indeed, superior to
is computer creation. 7ime magazine
assured its readers that computers were,
and always will be, “i of exer-
cising independent judgement” The
compulter is said to have no ability to
be creative, no imagination, and thus is
“qualitatively inferior to school-
boy” (1965, April 2, p. 90). Herbert
Dreyfuss’ well-known treatise What
Computers Can’t Do (1963) is emblem-
atic of this cultural logic and fear of a
possible pending human obsolescence.
Certainly, the military and govern-
mental uses of the computer were well
established by the 1970s, but, as com-
puters entered the everyday lives of
e av person, it was less clear
what could or should occur. Many
began to hail the coming of a
global village, the breakdown of cul-
tural barriers, and the increase in lei-

sure time. In The Micro Millenium (1972),
Chris Evans enthusiastically pre-
dicted personal computers would
i communism, end war, rein-
capitalism, and eliminate the

vigorate
need for an 8-hour work day. Among
some groups, such as the Computer
Liberationists, the widespread availabil-
ity of the nal computer was ex-
ted to transfer political power from
me corporate and governmental
agencies to small, local entities, through
computer networks. Thus, Ted Nel-
son, founder of Computer Liberation,
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put forth his dogmatic cry: “Computer
Power to the le! Down with Cy-
bercrud!” (1974, p. 3). U.S. News and
World Report (1973, November 5, p. 45)
reported on the new generation of

e-oriented computers” that can
be used by everyone to make their
lives easier and safer—in banking, bar
tending, hospitals, education, to aid
police hunts, and in score-keeping for
bowling. Lubar sees the 1960s fad of
computer dating, wherein the com-
puter would match a male and a fe-
male based on pre-given descriptions
of each, as one way that the perceived
coldness, distance, and fear of the com-
puter was tamed, and the computer
was somewhat transformed into a more
“humanized,” more “fun,” more rel-
evant tool to be used in people’s every
day lives. Part of the management of
this fear, then, was effected through
several activities, such as the advent of
computer dating, computer election
predictions, and score-keeping for
bowling. These everyday uses were, in
part, what helped manage the cultural
anxieties about cold, distant, and wild
computers and that aided in the task
of, as Newsweek put it in 1970, teaching
people “How to Stop Worrying and
Love The Computer” {1970, July 27,
p- 19). Or, as Ford put it in 1970, the
advent of computerized gimmicks such
as Vend-A-Friend, a fashion computer,
and computerized psychotherapy fos-
tered a sort of man-machine intimacy
and allowed many people to finally
say, “My machine loves me and I love
it” (p. 43).

According to Lubar (1994), while it
was technically possible lo produce a
reasonably-priced computer
starting in 1971, it was not until 1977
that a useful and marketable consumer
product emerged—the Apple 11. But, of
course, the production of a consumer
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market was also necessary to its com-
mercial success. The mass-marketing
of the al computer was wrought
with difficulties and, as it turns out, the
role of the computer hobbyists and
enthusiasts was crucial in the popular-
ization of the personal computer
(Campbell-Kelly & Aspray, 1996, p.
237). Campbell-Kelly and Aspray
(1996) describe the years between 1975
and 1977 as the years during which the
microcom was *“transformed from
a hobby machine to a consumer prod-
uct” (p. 243). In 1976, Science Digest
reported that over 10,000 enthusiastic
computer hob:lyi.lu had organized over
20 computer clubs across the country.
The California Computer Society had
approximately 4,000 members and ex-
pected to increase their membership to
ten times that amount within one year
(Grosswirth, 1976, p. 37). Computer
shops such as CompulerLand soon
overtook the mail order business; how-
ever, by 1977 ComputerLand was es-
tablished as nationwide chain. During
this time, in the mid-1970s, popular
men’s magazines often featured ar-
ticles for the do-it-yourselfer which
were instructional in how to build, pro-

and use personal computers at
home: “What Its Like to Build and
Use Your Own Home Computer”
(Popular Science, 1977} and “Every-
man’s Home Computer is Here" (Popu-
lar Mechanics, 1977). In a 1977 article
titled “Home Computer Kits: The Hot-
test New Angle in America’s Newest
Hobby,” Ivan Berger describes his first
experience with the personal com-
puter: “The grin on my face, and the
bags beneath my eyes had everyone
thinking I'd been on a long round of
late-night parties. But it was a six-week
computer binge instead” (Popular Me-
chanics, February, p. 99). The sense of
euphoria was often described, yet “to
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the nonhobbyist, why anyone would
have wanted this own computer was a
: It was sheer techno-enthusi-
Campbell-Kelly, 1996, p. 238).
For man hobby:su, computers had
“magic ‘Ee eruel Paul Terrell,
founder of {te puter shops in
1975, states that ugoalwu to “brmg
computer c to the people. Com
puters were the most mlmndentood
creatures in the world, and if everyday
people were o jate and use them

elle(g i m?.:wh::.t&o bleQ%T

ovember, p. 120). The relauvely
small t of the “computer enthu-
siast” subculture enabled the popular-
ization of the personal computer. And,
while, such compu terphiles were con-
nderedbysomelo tric,” “‘ob-
sessive,” even * » the computer
eccentric (even “addict”) was, in
many ways, useful to science, to in-
dustry, and to culture, in the establish-

ment and of a wide-s
cultural tec thusiasm (Shotton,
1991, p. 260). As one ularcotencrut-
ing advice essay expleined in
be irritat-

1984,
whlletlnlleve‘lhofobledo:u clat
ingl.opeople 0 are not y invo

in computing, Linda admits upon reflec-
tion that it's probably a good thing. ‘Some-
one needs to be obsessed with 1}
mordertoacl.nnuh]yﬂloptﬂnereﬂ
the family started,’ she explains ..

need someone who's hookedoncomput-
ing to get you past the initial frustrations.”

{Zarley, p.

Scott (1982) also explained how the

epidem.lc of computer enthusiasm
. [H]is excitement was infec-

tious. Heevenlaughal‘nendofmme

how to sue his micro, and 1oda

plans to be a 1So1

to see the positive sides of his hobby.

After all, at eutamicrooomputerdoes

keep an addict at home (with occa-
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sional trips to the computer store, of
coursel)” (p. 15). By the late 1980s, one
type of com recruitment had a
name within the i , known as
the Mom and Dad Factor, it was hoped
that parents would bring a computer
into the home and proceed to make
sure that “home computing spreads”
Hinieed, campu d
In ter games ye a
crucial role in ml:ﬁﬂmnﬁ:
computer software
progm:nmers,whowere d{
of the necessity of userﬁlen

tems, created no
manuals and gave ‘lnslmt feed-
back” (Campbell-Kelly & Aspray,
1996, p. 250). The uction of these
games, then, “translated” a more main-
stream audience toward the use of the
computer. Gottfried (1979), for ex-

ample, exclaimed that “A Man’s Best
Friend is His Home Computer.” He
continues:

Though computers y have proved
themselves indi to the business
world [who knew they] ... would so

chnrmlhm:wnymtomhmnesn
el.l.hltisexactlywhll: At

to our mental weakness
hlndheld ulators alleviated the error-
prone monotony ofcheckbook

bnhnung
and
mmmcﬂtv;mmt as it wu.l unex-

pected, computers went for the funn bone
Suddenly they weren't just a part

work drudgery, they were reu'enuon—TV
games, electronic toys, and the

music game, Simon. It was like a aniff of
heroin for the computer junkies; and now
they're I;oohd. (Gotifried, 1979, October
13,p. 63

With the increased use of computer
and video games, ancther discourse
emerged that worked to delineate their
Lr:msu and dangers. On the one

gemes were said to
increase l:umd-eye coordination, to aid
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in the development of spatial and vi-
sual skills, to inspire a child-like creativ-
ity, to teach problem-solving skills, to
allow the natural release of male ener-
gies that would, in other times, be ex-
pressed on the war-path, and are useful
to train military pilots. On the other
hand, critics lodged that computer
games decrease creativity, detrimen-
tally demand complete absorption into
the playing of the game, encourage
values of masculine domination, vio-
lence, and consumerism. In 1982, the
U.S. Surgeon General, citing that such
games “can lead to aberrant behavior
in children,” wamed that “the games
are addictive” and that avid, even
pathological, computer gaming could
be a looming public health hazard
(“Surgeon General Sees Danger in
Video Games,” p. A16).

Yet, even while some people be-
friended computers very quickly, many
people were still intimidated by the
new technology. In the 1970s and
1980s, the term “computer phobia”
entered both the popular and medico-
psychological lexicon. The Encyclope-
dia of Phobias, Fears and Anxielies, a
professional reference for clinical psy-
chologists, included the term in its 1986
edition. Drawing on the research of
Professor Weinberg described earlier,
computer-phobia is defined as

fear, distrust, or hatred ol computers. ..
Some individuals who are faced with learn-
ing to work with computers show symp-
toms of classic phobia, such as nausea,
dizziness, cold sweal, and high blood pres-
sure. Many computer phobics hide their
fears because ol peer pressure to make
efficient use of computers. . . . However, as
an ability to type is essential for adaptation
to computers, secretaries are less likely to
suffer from computer phobia. Individuals
who fear computers can overcome their

phobia by gradually exposing themselves
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to electronic calculators, games, and even-
tually single computer programs. (p. 113}

Throughout the 1980s, computer book
titles such as Overcoming Compuier Fear
(1984), Technostress (1984), and Silicon
Shock (1985), and popular articles such
as “A Computer Sent Me to Jaill”
(Stossier, 1985) and “Terminal Fear:
The Office Computer is Not Your En-
emy” (Myers, 1983} suggest that, for
many people, computers were ex-
tremely unpleasant objects and their
introduction into some people’s lives
caused extreme duress. Rather than
the public being uncontrollably and
inevitably drawn in by the introduc-
tion of computer technologies, there
was much cultural work involved in
the deliberate, if somewhat gradual,
exposure of people to computers, and
the strategic re-articulation of com-
puter technologies to the home, such
that conditions were produced as to
allow for the irresistible invasion de-
scribed by the Time editors. In “Home
Computers Mean Power,” Stine (1981}
worked to allay common fears that the
rise of compulers necessarily results in
electronic intimidation and a loss of
privacy. Indeed, he predicted that this
technology is key to winning greater
ersonal freedom (p. 12). Wallich
1982) asks, “Man and Machine: Mak-
ing Friends at Last?” and explains that
“as more and more people come in
contact with compulters, ‘user-friendly’
systems that iry to help you work with
them will become essential™ (p. 27).
Quite succinctly, Salsberg, editor of
Personal Computing overtly states that
ple must work to overcome their
ear of computers because “we are rap-
idly moving into an awesome informa-
tion age where hardly anyone will be
untouched by computer technology.
This being the case, the smart move is
lo embrace computers as early as you
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2 (p. 6) Computer camps for
swimming,

and computing, and worked to make

computers fun and adventurous.

o[acampcouldhelpsoothetheamn
eties that overwhelm many adults when
confronted with the computer (Elmer-
Dewitt, 1983). BoohsucE:: The Whole
Earth and Deli written
by people aligned with the computer
liberationists offered a “computer cul-
ture made easy” and introduced com-
puter lingo and com culture to
the computer techn neogh
(Rogerl. 1984, p. 102). Uset'ulgul es to
personal computers were often
pu in magazines such as Busi-
ness Wuk (“How to Conquer Fear of
Computers,” 1982), Personal Computing
(“Telchmg CEOs To Use Personal
ters,” 1985), and Psychology To-
m “Curing Cyberphobia,” 1983)
ich gave advice about how to man-
age technologlcnl change and trans-
form the computerphobe into a conf-
dent and competent computer user. In
some com bia management
seminars, the symbol of success was at
the end of the seminar, when a student
could successfully print out his/her own
‘“graduation certificate” using the
course computer: “Congratulations!
You are now computer confident!”
This mass-mediated cultural manage-
ment of computer-phobia was integral
to, if not necessary for, the posaibility
for mainstreamning of the com-
puter. To extend on this work it took to
cajole the computer into the home,
another dimension of the discourse on
tl{)ute'r: and computer phobia, that
is the particular intersections with
which it connects to the discourse on
gender and the family, must be ex-
plored—specifically, how the “domesti-
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cation” of the personal computer re-

lied heavily on very ideals
m fenrslabout - thegenderand

ily relations? organiza-
tion zld di of the nuclear fam-

setting ily played a significant role in the dis-

course on com out the
1970s and 1 mewpemndwm
puter was successfully re-articulated
and connected to class family
ideals which transformed the familiar
and frigh icon into a domesti-
cated friend of the family.

1980s: Bringing Home “Baby”

Campbell- and (1996)
descnbe that mulyQBl mm‘ ;
indicated that the personal computer
was still placed in & space of tension
between its existence as a business ma-
chine and a tool for the home. Thus,
when IBM launched the IBM Personal
Computer, it was

ambiguously aimed at both the business
and home user. The machine was astutely
named the IBM Personal Computer, sug-
gesting that the TBM machine, and the
computer were For
e business user, the fact that the machine
bored:eIBMlc:ﬁmluﬁcl-thlegitl
mate it inside For the
home user, however, the market research
revealed that although the personal com-
puter was perceived as a good thing, it was
also seen as inti IBM ijtzelf
waa seen as “cold and aloof.” (p. 256)

During this time, IBM successfully

somhzedorhulmmzedthemmagepf-y
the use of a Charlie lookalike
and a reference to his film Modern Times
(1936), often said to be a statement
aboutaworldthatumcreuu:gly tech-
nology driven and hon(:le to) e aver-
age person. Pankenier (1981) suggests
that this ad campaign worked to stand
the fear of technology on its head and
would help the open up a new
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technological world of the non-techni-
cian. The Tramp, he asserts, with his
ever t red rose, has given [BM a
human face (p. 54). The IBM PC subse-
quently became the standard for the
industry. IBM strategically positioned
itself on the side of the “everym an”
through its professed goal of building
user-friendly computer systems. Other
personal computer manufacturers also
worked at “softening their starchy im-
age” by recruiting familiar celebrity
endorsers for their products. The goal
was to make these slightly intimidating
machines seem warmer and more em-
ic. Apple Computer recruited Dick
Cavett; Texas Instruments signed Bill
Cosby; Commodore linked itself with
William Shatner; and Atari hired Alda
as their spokesperson (7ime Magazine,
1980, July, p. 54). By 1982 there were
approximately two million personal
and home computers (Faflick, 1982)
and by 1986, an Atlantic Institute poll
found that compared to Japanese and
Germans, Americans were at ease with
computers and were comlortable with
the idea of being part of a computer-
ized society (Atlantic Institute Poll,
1986). As one popular journal de-
scribed it, man and machine were
“making friends at last™ (Wallich, 1982).
Significantly, this friendship was, for
the most part, between men and their
computers, and it was during this time
that the term “‘computer widow” was
coined to refer to women like Sylvia
Scott, who said she had lo vie with a
TRS-80 for her husband’s attention (p.
14). Faflick describes the problem:

Throughout the nation, thousands of
couples who have survived Monday Night
Foolball, jogging and the ERA debates are
facing a trickier challenge. The computer
that they were told would bring the family

er may now be driving them apart.
Says San Diego Psychologist Thomas Mc-
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Donald: “They're beginning lo realize
they're losing their spouses to a machine.”
(Fadtick, p. 80)

Similarly, Van Dusen (1983) explained
that

Since the Second World War, a succession
of strains ranging from birth control pills to
increesingly ea:ys divorces has huerdpm’me
North American family. Now an eme:
new factor is putting stress on the nuciear
unit: the home computer. Mental health
professionals are beginning to see the new
electronic member of the family as a threat
to the human beings who own it an, in
theory, control it . . . “The home computer
is being marketed as a man's toy, and the
woman'’s involvement with it is Iumhed to
somethmgshe cnnﬂl her recipes on™ says
."“Many women
fume silently about the ml:ruder hopmﬁ
that their computer-cbsessed partner wi
tire of the toy. But in many cases that never
s” ... Bradley McRae, a Halifax
ychologlsr, "said that one woman client's
antipathy toward the machine was so in-
tense that she simply refused to dust the
terminal, perhaps secretly hoping that it
would clog. (p. 57)
Articles such as “The Computer As
Rival,” “The Real Apple of His Eye:
How Families Come A \part in the Face
of the Micro Invasion,” and “My Hus-
band’s Computer Was My Compeu-
lion” appeared in popular magazines

such as ing and Time. In
her book Silicon : How to Sur-
a High-Tech Relationship (1985), Jean

Hollands counselled women about how
to cope with their husband’s neglect as
a result of his *computer enthusiasm.”
Hollands argued that men’s brains pre-
dis se them to a love of technology,
she offered ways that women can
Ieam to appreciate this masculine trait,
and in some cases, “train” their hus-
bands to be good mates. Hilts sug-
gested that women learn to
their husband’s affection for the com-



pulerushedednred, ‘How can a wife

that makes her hus-
bandsohappy‘-’”(p 72). Other articles
also that women join in their
husbands’ hobby or, if they could not

puter “ ‘addiction’ uthesourceofcon
siderable an from the families
of [network] members with terminals
at home because members are prone
to sneaking off after dinner for a ses-
sion, rather than talking or helping
with the dishes” (p. 112). In some cases,
the solution was to move the existing
comy terminal into a common or
ublic area of the home: “The Forrests
ve eased the strain on their relation-
ship by moving the computer from the
basement into the kitchen. ‘Now,’ said
Janet Foster, ‘we can talk to each other
while he is at the computer.’” (Van
Dusen, 1983, p. 57).

These same issues—guidance as to
how to f computers into the
home, where to put the computer
(where not to put l.l:‘el compulter), gen
erational disputes, and other relnted
discussions—are dispersed throughout
the literature in articles such as
“The Plugged In Family (Working
Woman, 1984, April, p. 129}, “Home
Computersmd amilies: The Empow-
erment Revolution” (Wakefield, The
Futurist, 1986, September), and “The
Pleasures and Perils of Computi
Home” (1984). Books marketed for a

audience included titles such
as, Compuler-Age Parenting: Learning
Together With Your Family Personal
Computer (Schnr[, 1984) and My Per-
sonal other Family Crises
{Schneider, 1984) Several popular ar-
ticles appeared which “guided” fami-
lies as to how to bring the computer

at object of com
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into the family (Haiman, 1985; Keizer,
1982; Kmdely & Field, 1982; Levine,
1981; Scharf, 1984; Wakeﬁeld, 1985;
Zarley, 1983). This altention paid to
computers and family functioned to
re-articulate computers from being ei-
ther a cold, distant, and feared military
machine, or a tool used in isolation by
a socially d ional male, and trans-
formed them into socially-friendly and

y-friendly machines. Also, in the
1970sl.heUgbegantoseeaaigniﬁ-
cant rise in the divorce rate and in-
crease in female-headed households
among middle-class families. Thus, it
can also be said that the discourse on
computers functions in connection to
broader cultural management of
struggles around roles for
women and the ion of the
nuclear family. In 1984, Christopher
anley asked, “Are computen bring-

,' 6) or tearing them

’ 5[5 76). Zarley offered advice
apart who wanted to integrate
computers mto their homes mth the

to Professor_]en'y “’ illis who
that “the personal computer can brmg
families to the way no other ma-

chine can” {p. 76). Yet, according to
Zarley, there was strategy involved:

What happens is that one person buys the
computer for a fic purpose, then tries
loingzlvelhere’seocfl thepgmﬂyinmmput-
ing. But that's a bit of a no-win situation: If
he succeeds, the becomes an
as wife and kids bid
for time at the machine; if he doem't suc-
ceed, if he remains the sole user, the family
may resent the time he spends with the
computer. Thus, getting your family in-
volved is one way to lmit the tensions
caused by one member of the family spend-
ing 30 much time at the computer. If you
can spread your enthusiasm to the reat of
your family, you'll be on the way to inte-
grating the computer into the household
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and removing the resentment the family
might feel toward the new machine. When
it comes to getting kids involved, games
are a good way to start. (p. 76)

But Zarley counselled it is important
not to limit its use lo one ap

Make it a universal machine. (p. 76—
83). Campbell (1986) similarly ex-
haults the ability of the computer to
bring the family together as she de-
scribed *“How my computer has put
punch in my marriage!... Sitting
around the terminal has now replaced
watching TV.... We still get really
excited aboul it; it's almost like a date.
Who would have thought that a ma-
chine would make us feel closer? ...
[M)Iy computer is now like family” (p.
29).

A 1981 issue of The Evening
Post includes an article and photo col-
lage, entitled “A Family Computer Al-
bum,” in which photo captions empha-
size the computer as [riend of the
family, both in terms of friendly inter-
actions with individuals as well as be-
ing a friend to the notion or concept of
the “family” as a social institution:
“When in need of answers or entertain-
ment, families in this Midwest commu-
nity are finding their computer a friend
indeed” (Olsen, p. 71). Indeed, in these
photos, the computer functions to bring
the family closer together:

Willing to talk or ready to listen, the com-
puler is the Dennis Manhart family’s tire-
less friend. (p. 70)

Members of the Rich Teobald family keep
their computer in the dining room where
they put in many happy, helpful hours
creating their own games 10 teach reading
and math. (p. 71)

Cindy Bauer is drawn into the computer
game helping husband Wil and daughters
Kristy and Terry. (p. 73)
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The article 8 to describe vari-
ous individual and family experiences
with the introduction of the persona.l
computer into the home: overcoming
fear and anxiety, teaching children,
adult education, beginning in-home
employment. A similar article appeared
in Parents magazine in July of 1983.
Titled “A Computer In the Family,” in
this piece, “|a] father tells how he and
the rest of his family managed to turn
the unfriendly newcomer into a respon-
sive, indispensable addition [to the fam-
ily]” (Levine, p. 53). The opening pho-
tograph is of the four members of the
Levine family gathered around their
family computer which is centered in
the photograph. The group is framed
by an outline of yet another computer
screen. The caption reads, “And com-
puter makes five.” The [father, James
A. Levine discussed the difficult transi-
tion his family underwent when he
brought home their new “baby,” an
Apple II Plus compuler (p. 54). His
wife, Joan, was a “self-confessed com-
puter-phobe” who was able to over-
come her inhibitions and eventually
learn “the joys of word processing™ {p.
57). Levine confessed the worries he
had prior to buying the computer but
described how he and his family were
able to overcome their computer-inte-
gration difficulties, in part, as each them
learned how to utilize it differently (e.g.
games for the children, word process-
ing for Joan, eic....). Eventually,
Levine celebrated, for all members of
the family got “hooked” on the com-
puter.

A convergent discourse to the public
dialogue about computers and the fam-
ily was the discourse on computers and
women. In 1983 Isaac Asimov warned
that *“the future is rushing toward us,
and women must not be caught unpre-
pared. It is going to affect the home
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and the family-and it's also going to
affect the status of women in general”
(p. 65). He predicted that, in its ability
to allow women to work from home,
“one of the most significant uses for
computers [will be], that of finally rais-
ing the role of women in the world to
full equality with that of men” (p. 66).
As Asimov understood the future, since
the computer would

, and there

and de-gender the
wouldbenogenderedjobl(p 67).
Also in 1983, a prominent figure in
involved with the Moral Majority again
linked these two domains but from the
other side when he stated that “We are
agminst the women'’s rights movement,
and we are very concerned about the
menace of home computers”
quoted in Van Gelder, 1983, p. 36).
Yet, contrary to earlier predictions, ac-
ing to Sanders (1986), between
1978 and 1982 the gender gap in com-
puter programming courses wi
rather than narrowed. Van Gelder
(1985) explained that in high schools,
“girls and minority students [were] of-
ten relegated to the backseat when it
comes to allocating quality and quan-
tity time on school computers. In addi-
tion, because computer courses were
treated as if they were advanced
courses, and were therefore given to
those students who were considered to
be the best math students (very often
males), girls lost out on computer learn-
ing” (p. 90). One Wisconsin high school
solved problem of scarce computers
by reserving them for boys—who
needed them for career prrhon.
Girls also were relegated to the back-
seat because tended to encour-
age boys to use computers but not
girls; boys were aggressive at demand-
ing their time at the computers; boys
actually gained social status by being
good with computers while girls lost

status; and girls believed that com
puter classes were not necessary

their fatures (Van Gelder, 198.'5[:11.l
that too onlythehardstyleu

Turkle ts that “The
resrectedmcom puter classes. The soft
style tends to be seen as just fooli

around” (in Van Gelder, 1985 P- QDf
In 1984on1y20%ofplcturesmthe
major computing magazines were of
women or girls, and most of them
weren't using a computer but were
gazing y at the men who were.
In addition, almost all the [aces repre-
sented were white, and 76% of the
arl:clesml.hemag.nzl

subject of public dialogue throughout
the 1980s. Van Gelder her
anxieties about a possibly stratified fo-
ture society,

with a techn elite—those who've
gotien the hands-on experi from an

early age—that's upper class white and male.
No one’s going to ire to make it

:huway;itwillbeu imple func-
tion of no one's it from

Iumng.'l‘he world strike me

y non lexl.lr. What's
keeping us out is our own .Isnota
ma.chme damn it, it’s the future. (p. 38)

She proceeded to put forth ways that
women could learn to use and eventu-
ally “fall in love with” their computers.

The import of the computer revolu-
tion in the work was emphasized
in the Ladies Home Journal (1983 Sep-
tember). Their special issue on comput-
ers told women “How to Get Smart
About Computers.” The editors of the
magazine recruited

experts for clear explanasions about how

ters work, how to purchase ome,
and to train for computer jobs that
pay handsomely. So, [they advised,] don’t
skip to the recipes or the beauty or the
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fashion. They're terrific, but they can wait.
This is a package you simply can’t afford to
pass up. You know computers are a [act of
life today, making fundamental changes in
the way we work, bebave and even think.
Don't let yourself be left behind. . .. The
future can be yours. (p. 65}

For women in 1980s who still struggied
to join the computer revolution and
who still were afraid of the computer,
activities called “Computer Parties” be-
gan to emerge. These small women-
only get-togethers were offered in large
cities like New York and offered
women the opportunity to learn about
computers “at a low-key ... class in
their own homes or the homes of
friends. We’re typing to help women
overcome their resistance in a non-
threatening way” (“A Computer Les-
son,” 1984, p. 65). They told women to
forget the “Tupperware parties” and
get involved in the computer revolu-
tion. More advice for female techno-
phobes included an emphasized neces-
sity for women to view the computer
not as a “tool” (which is mn.scu.line),
but as “just another machine ... an
P’ (Van Gelder, 1985, p 89—
91). Hait (lQSB)deacnbeshowhercmn
puter atiraction turned to passion, as
she made a similar move to dis-engage
the association of computers with (mas-
culine) tools and machinery, and re-
articulated them Lo the more feminine
home appliances: “How did I learn to
love my computer? Just the way I
learned to use and love my dishwasher,
my microwave and my three-speed,
live-cycle washing machine. To use it
is o love it” (p. 72). Software manufac-
turers initiated mm:larly gendered ap-
plications such as recipe database pro-
grams and dinner-party seating
pro : “[M]any a hostess will reliev-
edly clutch this software to her bosom
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as she looks to the challenges of the

8-9 social season” (Seligman, 1986,
p- 89).

By the late 1980s and early 1990s,
women commonly used computers at
both work and e {and to work
from home). The mdulhzehad to re-
spond to the female L, yet they

with how o do so.
that in 1990 the nervous “

akers, palms swealing, h'{
women” (p. 48). He explained thal
computer manufa.ctl.lrers?epn to buy
more advertising space in women’s
magazines as changes in computer buy-

ing patterns—due in part lo the in-
creased number of women working at
home—forced the industry to recognize
and address female consumers of com-
puters:

TABLE 1
AD REVENUES FROM COMPUTER

COMPANIES
1989

1988  (Jan.- Sept)
wnwu- iy 656,150 1,037,550
orking 1 .

90035 217560
w 37,925 71,105

34,590 57.825
jamd 0 41,700

Data [rom Publishers Information Bureau
(Cited in Lewyn, 1990, p. 48).

But, as Elamcd. com
a difficult ime wnﬂng
l:he between pandering or patron-

izing female consumers, and ignoring
them. Qume computer, for example,
attem to to women with
pastel colors for the control buttons of
its laser printers and the function keys

of it computer terminals, but this effort



did not increase sales. Lewyn described
plches fared even worse, ot exacapl
fared even worse. For exam

ncheckbook and &
Wogrnm “Women’s

are” wure—named“Women s Ware
(For Modern Men Too)” at the
tion of Gloria Steinem, and was

30 that it looked like a pai

of pants on a hanger (p. 48). hﬁ::
recently, Mattel's reeent (1997) intro-
duction of computer-literate Barbie
functions to fll;rther re-articulate ool;le-

ter techno| to approplute
I::le activity. Ultimately, it is impor-
tant to note ho:;rf significant tett:l;:
gendered aspects of computer
nologies have influenced, and still infiu-
ence, its ction, distribution, and
the “configuring of users.”

Conclusion

The cultural and industrial em;
on women’s attitudes and uses of the

compuler was key for the “cajoling” of

on “normal” and ‘lbnormal,"or ap-
" and “i " com-

puter use shifts and trouble emerges
when it is said that women’s new-
found love of the has trans-
fomedmtondelh'uchveandth:eﬂen
ing obsession, both at work and at
home As Foucault (1972; 1978) ex-

quirements at any particular time. This
esuydesm’bedlomeol'thed:mnive
pmoenes such as the of

ilin,” which functioned
wwu'dﬂ'le“

tenmto
ﬂ:ehandsol'womenand!

into the home. 'l‘hecurrentfon‘nl.tlon
of “computer addiction” as a pecu-
liarly female phenomenon, is part of
the continued * ion of users,”
or “tinkering” of the to-
wu'dpotenunlandevenmll “stabiliza-
tion.” That is to say that the current
discourse on computer addiction still
functions toward social-technological

ﬂlecomputermtoﬂiehmdsofwomen “normalization.” The particulars as to

and into the home. As described previ- Ao this strand of the discourse works

ously, by the mid-1990s, the discourse are subject for further study. O
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