
Do Internalized Feminine Norms Depress
Girls’ STEM Attitudes & Participation?



The causes of girls’ lower participation and interest in STEM have been much 
debated. Three general types of barriers have been studied: institutional 
obstacles (family, classroom settings, etc.), interpersonal (pressure from peers, 
parental attitudes), and personal (attitudes and values) (Wyer, 2003). 

Of these, institutional and interpersonal obstacles have attracted the most 
attention. If personal barriers have been less studied, perhaps this is  

be-cause of the conviction that, as Eileen Byrne (1993) notes, when a 
plant fails to grow one looks first at the soil, water and sun; one  
doesn’t start by blaming the plant (p. 49).  

Thus, researchers have generated a wealth of useful hypotheses 
about institutional and interpersonal barriers to girls’ participation in 
STEM, including the absence of feminine role models (Marx, 2002), 
negative parental attitudes (Yee & Eccles, 1988; Lindberg, et al., 
2008), stereotype threat (Spencer, et al., 1999), “chilly” classroom  

climate (Morris, 2003; Salter, 2003), and a “masculine pedagogy”  
in STEM teaching that privileges logic, objectivity and detachment 

(Keller, 1989; Ng, 2002). 

Many of these hypotheses engage, in some way, with the effects of feminine 
norms, if only through the actions others take or the attitudes they hold. But 
the mechanism through which these external norms impacts girls’ attitudes 
and behaviors remains unclear. 

Research outside the STEM area suggests that the internalization of feminine 
norms and conventions is a central rite of passage for young girls (Eder & 
Parker, 1995, Wiseman, 2002; Lerner & Steinberg, 2009) However, under-
standing how girls themselves internalize feminine norms related to STEM, 
and what effect this has on their academic interests is both crucial and missing 
from STEM research and policy. 

Shifts in attitudes during adolescence are a promising area for investigation, 
because from roughly grades five through nine, STEM interest levels undergo 
a measurable decline (Catsambis, 1995; Fennema, 1996; Jones, et al., 2004). 

By eighth grade, only half as many girls as boys are interested in STEM careers 
(NSF, 2003), and this decline seems to inversely correlate with age, overlap-
ping with the “gender intensification” period of late adolescence/ early  
teens when Hill and Lynch (1983) hypothesized that awareness and desire  
to conform to traditional gender norms accelerates, and belief in gender  
ideals rigidifies. 
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The decline in STEM interest which begins in adolescence increasingly  
manifests itself in STEM participation in the last years of high school, 
when girls can express their own wants. Teenage girls score lower than 
boys on math SAT tests, take fewer AP tests in calculus, physics, and 
computer science, and are less likely to select college STEM majors 
(AAUW, 2010). We propose that these trends are connected to 
girls’ perception of STEM as masculine and their internalization of 
feminine norms. 

Girls are caught in a “double conformity” bind, in which they must 
opt out of femininity or opt out of STEM. The title of Nosek and col-
leagues’ study of undergraduate women (2002) and math stereotypes, 
neatly encapsulates this problem in the syllogism: 

Math = Male, Me = Female; Therefore Math  Me

Their study focused on the two prepositions on the left side of this equation 
by investigating the effect of undergraduate women’s identification as female 
(e.g., gender identity) on math attitudes and their personal association with 
math (e.g., math identity). 

Like Nosek, researchers and programmatic interventions have often focused 
on the left or external side of the equation (Math=Male) and the need to 
make STEM classes less male-identified. 

We propose instead that research, policy and philanthropy needs to also focus 
on the right side of the equation (Math Me). To do so, means first looking 
more closely at what is meant by femininity and feminine norms.
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In conducting focus groups with young girls of color, we found some support for a conflict between femininity and STEM. 
For instance, while participants at first claimed they could be both smart and feminine, they then went on to describe a 
pretty classmate with long hair who “no one sees as a pretty girl in that class because she is so smart. She’s like a nerd.”

When asked specifically if they could be feminine, smart and popular with boys, their response was “Yes, but not in junior 
high!”, because as they became more interested in boys, they had to “dumb it down then.”  

When presented with research that around 3rd grade girls stop doing as well in math and science, participants agreed  
that one likely reason was because that’s when girls start noticing boys, implying an inherent conflict.  Comments included 
the following:

“[This is when] girls start giving up [on math].” 
“It’s when they start noticing the boys.” (All participants agree.)
 “[This is when they] start thinking ‘I can’t be pretty.’”
“Girls focus more on ‘oh, he wants me to be pretty.’” 

Some participants complained that as they got older, they had to spend so much time on appearance (“I would wake up at 
4 am to get ready for junior high”) that little time and energy was left for schoolwork. Many participants believed that late 
elementary and junior high is when girls start “slacking on academics and start worrying about their appearance.”

This competition for time and attention appeared to have an unexpected connection to lower math participation. For 
instance, participants noted that they all loved math in elementary school. However, they complained that as they focused 
more on being pretty by late elementary, they began to fall behind, and once behind catching up became impossible.  
Subsequently they lost all interest in math.  



Efforts to understand the role of internalized feminine norms on STEM must 
be guided by theory, in particular exactly what is meant by femininity, a  
concept used in a variety of contexts.  

 Traditional femininity is understood as an amalgam of attitudes that promote 
connectedness, conflict avoidance, beauty, motherhood, and nurturing. Thus 
femininity has been mostly thought of in the literature as either a personality 
trait or a social role (Bem, 1981; Eagly, 1987). 

Trait theory explores the degree to which one exhibits learned characteristics 
considered feminine or masculine. A common drawback of trait approaches is 
the emphasis on traits as “hard-wired,” and their circular quality, in which one 
is feminine to the degree that one is not masculine, and vice versa (Pleck, et 
al, 1993a, 1993b).

Social role theory explores the ways members of each sex are subject to differ-
ent expectations, resulting in gendered behaviors and attitudes. For example, 
females conform to cultural expectations by being more communal as girls, 
and working in the home as women (Eagly, 1987). A common shortcoming  
of social role approaches is their focus on external cues, which offers little 
room or explanation for the differences we see among individuals (Sczesney  
& Kuhnen, 2004).  

Social constructionism offers an alternative way for us to think about feminin-
ity (Kimmel & Messner, 1989) . It understands gender norms as constructed 
through beliefs, practices, and social scripts which hold that all women are 
naturally feminine, and all men naturally masculine. This binary arrangement 
then organizes individuals’ interests, beliefs, and behaviors (Gergen, 1985).  
Social constructionism is thus consistent with feminists theory which under-
stands patriarchy as instilling a set of normative expectations that lead women 
to regulate their own behavior (Foucault, 1978; Bartky, 1990; Butler, 1995). 

Thus social constructionists stress the importance of individuals’ own  
internalization of gender norms, and how these organized their thoughts,  
feelings, and behaviors (Pleck, et al., 1993b; D. Tolman, personal  
communication, March 13, 2010).  

For social constructionists, a person acted the way they did not simply  
because they had feminine traits, or had learned a female social role, but 
because they had internalized specific beliefs and attitudes about femininity 
(Pleck, et al., 1993a, 1993b). This is central to our understanding of why  
girls drop out of STEM. 

From a social constructionist standpoint, we might now rewrite Nosek’s  
syllogism to highlight traditional gender norms and the double conformity 
bind that can result for girls as:

Math = Masculine, Me = Feminine; Therefore Either Math  Me Or Me  Feminine
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This refocuses attention back on the right (internal) side of the equation—
Either Math Me Or Me Feminine. Insufficient attention has been paid  
to how girls, as active agents, might be able to alter or rewrite the  
equation themselves.

Moreover, as Damarin (2008) notes, despite its decidedly feminist bent, 
research on girls and STEM has seen relatively little engagement with 
contemporary feminist theory as represented by major developments 
like deconstruction, gender performativity, and social construction-
ism. Looking at internalized femininity represents an overdue  
correction, and an important opportunity for the field to begin 
engaging with such ideas. 

If research has avoided focusing on girls alone as the site of 
obstacles or agency, it may be because they are justifiably wary of 
another round of “blaming the victim,” in which girls are proposed as 
the source of and solution to their own inequality (Browne and Eng-
land, 1997). 

Yet improving understanding of the effects of internalized norms is not blam-
ing victims for their own inequality. Rather, it is a necessary examination of the 
means through which inequality is accomplished and sustained—and also how 
it may be resisted (Friere, 1970; Ward, 1996). 

For instance, studies have found that African-American girls resist narrow, 
traditional ideas of feminine beauty better than their middle-class White peers 
(Taylor, et al., 1995). For example, they are less likely to internalize idealized 
presentations in girl-oriented magazines and ads. Similar studies found that 
working class White girls are better able to resist narrow notions of femininity 
than their middle-class White peers (Brown, 1998).   

Findings like these underscore the importance of considering the role of race/
ethnicity and social class in girls’ agency and how their responses to ideolo-
gies meant to oppress them. If there is a link between feminine ideals and 
STEM, such findings hold the promise of developing an effective intervention. 

In fact, one advantage of a social constructionist approach is that it under-
stands gender norms as neither hard-wired nor dictated by environment,  
so that healthier alternatives for girls are always possible. An effective  
intervention would enable girls to feel less conflicted and experience  
themselves as having more scholastic and career options.
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Studies have offered some support for the idea that internalized femininity 
impacts girls’ math and science participation. 

For instance, Burke (1989) found links between self-identified gender role 
and academic performance, data consistent with the idea that students 
who identified as feminine avoided school behavior which might be con-
sidered masculine. 

Smith (1992) found that increased awareness of traditional feminine norms 
in adolescence depressed achievement in science subjects. 

Santos and colleagues (2006) found that girls aged 12-13 who had less 
feminine traits performed better at math and Kumari (2009) found that 
undergraduate women whose gender identity was more male and less 
female performed better in math. 

Cvencek, et al. (2010) found that belief in math-gender stereotypes and 
their interaction with girls’ self-identity begin as early as first grade.  
Somewhat similarly to our hypothesis, Faulkner (2007) found that women 
in engineering experience identity conflicts she termed “gender inauthen-
ticity” and are forced to choose between proving they are “real engi-
neers” and “real women.”

Some of these studies do not draw a bright-line distinction between  
external feminine norms and expectations, and internalized ones:  a girl 
who is worried about the former might ask herself, “If I take math will  
others see me as less feminine?” Rather than, “Will taking math make me 
or make me feel unfeminine?” 

This distinction is crucial to the work being proposed here. Moreover, it is 
worth noting that—presumably because of Title IX (1972)—there is substantial 
research linking internalized feminine norms and adolescent girls’ lower  
interest and participation and in school sports (for instance Cahn, 1994;  
Feder-Kane, 2000; Shakib, 2003). 

The journey of adolescence into a more mature body and femininity is a cen-
tral rite of passage for almost every girl. It is highly unlikely that this is totally 
unrelated to the growth of negative feelings about math and science which 
appear to commence about the same time. 

We not only need to begin researching this in detail, we need to begin de-
veloping the kinds of model interventions which might help inoculate girls 
against the pressures they encounter.

In that vein, the following questions seem central: 

1.  What is the nature of the relationship between internalized feminine norms  
     and STEM? 
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Does this relationship vary for different areas of math and science?

Does this relationship vary by different demographic variables such as age, 
race, ethnicity, and socioeconomic level?  

If it varies by age, is there any interaction with the “gender intensification” 
period?

2.  Which different dimensions of feminine norms have value in predicting girls’  
     attitudes towards STEM?

3.  What kinds of activities are most effective in helping girls think critically  
     about internalized femininity— specifically in challenging traditional notions  
     about femininity and STEM?

Badger, K., Craft, R. S., Jensen, L. (1998). Age and 
gender differences in value orientation 
among American adolescents. Adolescence. Fall.

Bartky, S. L. (1990). Femininity and domination: Studies 
in the phenomenology of oppression. New York: 
Routledge.

Bern, S. L. (1981). Bem Sex Role Inventory Professional 
Manual. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press. 

Bern, S. L. (1993). The lenses of gender: Transforming 
the debate on sexual inequality. New Haven: Yale 
University Press.

Blanchard, R., & Freund, K. (1983). Measuring masculine 
gender identity in females. Journal of Consulting and 
Clinical Psychology, 51, 205-214.

Blickenstaff, J. C. (2005). Women and science careers: 
leaky pipeline or gender filter? Gender and  Education. 
17(4), October 2005, 369–386

Browne, I., & England, P. (1997). Oppression from within 
and without in sociological theories: An application to 
gender. Current Perspectives in Social Theory. 17, 77-104

Brown, L. M., & Gilligan, C. (1992). Meeting at the 
crossroads: Women’s psychology and girls’ 
development. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Burke P. J. (1989) Gender Identity, Sex, and School 
Performance. Social Psychology Quarterly, 52(2), 159-
169

Butler, J. (1989). Gender Trouble: Feminism and the 
Subversion of Identity. New York: Routledge.

Byrne, E. M. (1993). Women and science: the snark 
syndrome. London: The Falmer Press.

Cahn, S. K. (1994). Coming on strong: Gender and 
sexuality in twentieth-century women’s sports. New 
 York: Free Press. 

Catsambis, S. (1995). Gender, race, ethnicity, and 
science education in middle grades. Journal of Research 
in Science Teaching, 32(3), 243–257.

Cvencek, D., Meltzoff, A. N., Greenwald, A. G. (2010) 
Math-Gender Stereotypes in Elementary- 
 School Children. Unpublished paper, University of 
Washington. 

Collins, P. H. (1990). Black feminist thought: Knowledge, 
consciousness, and the politics of  empowerment, 
Volume 2. Boston: Unwin Hyman.

Crawford, Mary, & MacLeod, Margo (1990). Gender 
in the college classroom: An assessment of the “chilly 
climate” for women. Sex Roles, 23(3-4). 

Damarin, S. (2008). Toward thinking feminism and 
mathematics together. Signs: Journal of  Women in 
Culture and Society. 34(1). 

de Beauvoir, S. (1961). The second sex. New York: 
Bantam Books.

Delamont, S. (1978) ‘The contradictions in ladies’ 
education’, in Delamont, S. and Duffin, (Eds.), The 
Nineteenth Century Woman: Her Cultural and Physical 
World, Beckenham, Croom Helm. 

Doepen, D., Lawsky, E. and Padwa, L., Modified 
Fennema-Sherman. Attitude Scales. 1993.

Dyer, S. K. (Ed.) (2001). Under the Microscope: A Decade 
of Gender Equity Projects in the Sciences. Washington, 
DC: American Association of University Women 
Educational Foundation.

Eagly, A. H.,Wood,W., & Diekman, A. B. (2000). Social 
role theory of sex differences and similarities: A current 
appraisal. In T. Eckes & H. M. Trautner (Eds.), The 
developmental social psychology of gender (pp. 123–
174). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Eder, D. and Parker, S. (1995). School Talk: Gender 
and Adolescent Culture. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers 
University Press. 

Faulkner, W. (2007). Nuts and bolts and people: Gender-
troubled engineering identities. Social Studies of 
Science. 27(3), June, 331-356.

Feder-Kane, A. M. (2000). A radiant smile from a lovely 
lady: Over determined femininity in ladies’ figure 
skating. In S. Birrell & M. G. McDonald (Eds.), Reading 
sport: Critical essays on power and representation. 
Boston: Northeastern University Press.

Fennema, E., and Sherman, J. A. (1973). Fennema-
Sherman Mathematics Attitude Scales: Instruments 
designed to measure attitudes toward the learning of 
mathematics by females and males. Journal for Research 
in Mathematics Education, 4 , 76-84.

Fischer, A. R., Tokar, D. M., Good, G. E., & Snell, A. F. 
(1998). More on the structures of Male Role Norms: 
Exploratory and multiple sample confirmatory analyses. 
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 22, 135-155.

Foucault, M. (1978). The history of sexuality, volume 
one: An introduction. Robert Hurley, (Trans.). New York: 
Vintage.

Freire, P. (1970). Pedagogy of the oppressed. New York: 
Seabury Press.

Galambos, N. L., Petersen, A. C., Richards, M., & 
Gitelson, I. B. (1985). The Attitudes Toward Women 
Scale for Adolescents: A study of reliability and validity. 
Sex Roles 13, 343 356.

Galambos, N. Almeida, D., & Petersen, A. (1990). 
Masculinity, femininity and sex role attitudes in early 
adolescence: Exploring gender intensification. Child 
Development, 61, (1990), 1905-1914

Gergen, K. J. (1985). The social constructionist 
movement in modem psychology. American 
Psychologist, 40, 266-275.

Gomez, C. A., & Marin, B.V. (1996). Gender, culture, and 
power: Barriers to HIV-Prevention Strategies for Women. 
The Journal of Sex Research, 33(4) (1996), 355-362.

Hill, J. P., & Lynch, M. E. (1983). The intensification 
of gender-related role expectations during early 
adolescence. In J. Brooks-Gunn & A. C. Petersen 
(Eds.), Girls at puberty: Biological and psychosocial 
perspectives. New York: Academic Press.

Isaacson, Z. (1989). Of course you could be an engineer, 
dear, but wouldn’t you rather be a nurse or teacher or 
secretary? In P. Ernest (Ed.), Mathematics teaching: The 
state of the art. (pp. 188-194). London: Falmer Press. 

Jack, D. C. (1991). Silencing the self: Women and 
depression. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Jones, L. R., Mullis, I. V. S., Raizen, S. A., Weiss, I. 
R., & Weston, E. A. (1992). The 1990 science report 
card: NAEP’s assessment of fourth, eighth, and twelfth 
graders. Washington, DC: National Center for Education 
Statistics.

Jacobs, J. E., Lanza, S., Osgood, D.W., Eccles, J. S., & 
Wigfield, A. (2002). Ontogency of children’s self-beliefs: 
Gender and domain differences across grades one 
through 12. Child Development, 73, 509-527. 

7



Keller, E. F. (1989) Women scientists and feminist 
critiques of science. In J. K. Conway, S. C. Bourque, &, J. 
W. Scott (Eds.) Learning about women: gender politics 
and power (pp. 77-92). Ann Arbor, MI: University of 
Michigan Press. 

Kerr, B. A., (1994) Smart girls two: A new psychology of 
girls, women and giftedness. Dayton, Ohio: Psychology 
Press.

Kimmel, M. S. & Messner, M. A. (1989). Introduction. In 
M. S. Kimmel & M. A. Messner’s (Eds.), Men’s lives (pp. 
1-15). New York: Macmillan.

Klein, S. S., Richardson, B. & Fox, L. H. (Eds.) (2007). 
Handbook for Achieving Gender Equity Through 
Education. Routledge: New York, New York. 

Kloosterman, P., Tassel, J.,Ponniah, A. G., Esses, N. K. 
(2008) Perceptions of mathematics and gender. School 
Science and Mathematics, 108(4), 149-162. 

Kumari, S. (2009). Mathematics Anxiety and Cross 
Gender Identity in Young Adult  Males and Females. 
Dissertation, Patiala, India: Thapar University

Lindberg, S. M., Hyde, J. S., and Hirsch, L. M. 
(2008) Gender and mother-child interactions during 
mathematics homework: The importance of individual 
differences. Merrill-Palmer  Quarterly, 54( 2), 232-255

Lerner, R. M., and Steinberg, L. D. (2009). Handbook of 
Child Psychology. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley Publishing.

Mahalik, J.R., Morray, E. B., Coonerty-Femiano, A., 
Ludlow, L. H., Slattery, S. M. & Smiler, A. (2005). 
Development of the Conformity to Feminine Norms 
Inventory. Sex Roles, 52(7/8). 

Margolis, J., & Fisher, A. (2002). Unlocking the 
clubhouse: Women in computing. Cambridge, MA: MIT 
Press.

Marx, D. M. (2002). Female Role Models: Protecting 
Women’s Math Test Performance. 
 Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28(9), 1183-
1193.

Marshal, M. N. (1996). Sampling for qualitative research. 
Family Practice, 13(6).

McHale, S., Kim, J., Dotterer, A. M., Crouter, A., & 
Booth, A. (In press). The Development of Gendered 
Interests and Personality Qualities from Middle 
Childhood through Adolescence: A Bio-Social Analylsis. 
Child Development. 

McKinley, N. M., & Hyde, J. S. (1996). The Objectified 
Body Consciousness Scale: Development and validation. 
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 20, 181-215.

Morris, L. (2003). The chilly climate for women: A 
literature review. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting 
of the Mid-South Education al Research Association, 
Biloxi, MS, November 5-7. 

Mulhern, F. & Rae, G. (1998). Development of a 
shortened form of the Fennema-Sherman Mathematics 
Attitudes Scales. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement. 58(2), 295-306.

National Science Foundation (NSF). (2003). Back to 
School: Five Myths about Girls and Science. National 
research center for career and technical education 
dissemination [press release]. www.NRCCTE.org. 
Arlington, VA: Author

Ng, A. (2002). Pedagogies of Gender in the Classroom. 
Education Horizons: Journal of Excellence  in Teaching 
7(3). 

Noll, S. M., & Frederickson, B. L. (1998). A mediational 
model linking self-objectification, body shame, and 
disordered eating. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 22, 
623-636.

Nosek, Brian A.; Banaji, M. R.; Greenwald, A. G. (2002) 
Male=Math, Me=Female, therefore Math Me. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology. 83(1), Jul, 44-59.

Paulhus, D. L. (1984). Two-component models of Socially 
desirable responding. Journal of Personality & Social 
Psychology, 46, 598-609.

Pleck, J. H., Sonenstein, F. L., & Ku, L. C. (1993a). 
Masculinity Ideology: It’s impact on adolescent males’ 
heterosexual relationships. Journal of Social Issues, 
49(3), 11-29.

Pleck, J. H., Sonenstein, F. L., & Ku, L. C. (1993b). 
Masculinity ideology and its correlates. In S. Oskamp 
& M. Costanzo (Eds.), Gender issues in contemporary 
society (pp. 85-110). Newbury Park, CA: Sage 
Publications.

Richards, M. H., Crowe, P.A., Larson, R., & Swarr, A. 
Developmental Patters and Gender Differences in the 
Experience of Peer Companionship during Adolescence. 
Child Development, 1998, 154-163.

Salter, D.W. (2003). Exploring the “Chilly Classroom” 
phenomenon as interactions between psychological 
and environmental types. Journal of College 
StudentDevelopment, 44(1), 110-121.

Santos, D., Ursini, S. ,Ramirez, M. P., & Sanchez, G. 
(2006). Mathematics Achievement: Sex Differences 
vs. Gender Differences. In Novotná, J., Moraová, 
H., Krátká, M. & Stehlíková, N. (Eds.).  Proceedings 
30th Conference of the International Group for the 
Psychology of Mathematics Education, Vol. 5, pp. 41-48. 
Prague: PME.
Sczesny, S., & Kuhnen, U. (2004). Meta-cognition 
about biological sex and gender-stereotypic physical 
appearance: Consequences for the assessment 
of leadership competence. Personalityand Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 30, 13-21.

Shakib, S., (2003). Female Basketball Participation: 
Negotiating the Conflation of Peer Status and Gender 
Status from Childhood through Puberty, American 
Behavioral Scientist, 46(10),1405-1422. 

Smith, T. E. (1992). Gender Differences in the Scientific 
Achievement of Adolescents: Effects of  Age and 
Parental Separation. Social Forces, 71(2) (Dec., 1992), 
469-484.

Spence, J. T. (1984). Masculinity, femininity, and gender-
related traits: A conceptual analysis and critique of 
current research. In B. A. Maher & W. B. Maher (Eds.), 
Progress in experimental research in personality Vol. 13, 
1-97. New York: Academic Press. 

Spence, J. T. (1993). Gender-related traits and gender 
ideology: Evidence for a multi-factorial theory. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 64, 624-635. 

Spence, J. T., & Helmreich, R. (1972). The Attitudes 
Towards Women Scale: An objective  instrument to 
measure attitudes towards the rights and roles of 
women in contemporary society. JSAS: Catalog of 
Selected Documents in Psychology, 2, 66-67. 

Spence, J. T., Helmreich, R., & Stapp, J. (1974). The 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire: A measure of sex-
role stereotypes and masculinity and femininity. JSAS: 
Catalog of Selected Documents in Psychology, 4, 43-44.

Spencer, Steele, & Quinn (1999). Stereotype threat and 
women’s math performance. Journal of Experimental 
Social Psychology, 35(1).

Swigonski, M. E (1993). Feminist Standpoint Theory and 
the Questions of Social Work Research. Affilia, 8(2),171

Taylor, J. M., Gilligan, C., & Sullivan, A. M. (1995). 
Between voice and silence: Women and girls, race and 
relationship. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Thompson, E. H., & Pleck, J. H. (1986). The structure 
of male role norms. American Behavioral Scientist, 29, 
531–543.

Thompson, E. H., Pleck, J. H., & Ferrera, D. L. (1992). 
Men and masculinities: Scales for masculinity ideology 
and masculinity-related constructs. Sex Roles, 27, 
573–607. Thorne, B. (1994) Gender play: girls and boys 
in school. Piscataway, NJ: Rutgers University Press.

Tolman, D. L., & Debold, E. (1993). Conflicts of body 
and image: Female adolescents, desire, and the no-
body body. In P. Fallon, M. Katzman, & S. Wooley (Eds.). 
Feminist perspectives on eating disorders (pp. 301-317). 
New York: Guilford Press.

Tolman, D. L., & Porche, M. V. (2000). The Adolescent 
Femininity Ideology Scale: Development and validation 
of a new measure for girls. Psychology of Women 
Quarterly, 24, 365-376 

Tolman,, D. L., Impett, E. A., Tracy, A. J., and Michael, 
A. (2006) Looking good, sounding good; Femininity 
ideology and adolescent girls’ mental health. Psychology 
of Women Quarterly.30, 85-95. 

Walkerdine, V. (1998). Counting Girls Out (Studies in 
Mathematics Education Series), New York: Routledge.

Ward. J. V. (1996). Raising resisters: The role of truth 
telling in the psychological development of African 
American girls. In B. J. R. Leadbeater & N. Way (Eds.), 
Urban girls: Resisting stereotypes, creating identities (pp. 
85-99). New York: New York University Press.

Why so few? -- Women in science, technology, 
engineering, and mathematics. (2010). Washington, 
 DC: AAUW American Association of University Women.

Wilchins, R. (2004). Queer Theory/Gender Theory: An 
Instant Primer. Alyson Books: New York, NY

Wiseman, R. (2002). Queen Bees and Wannabes: 
Helping Your Daughter Survive Cliques, Gossip, 
Boyfriends, and the New Realities of Girl World. London: 
Crown.

Wyer, M. (2003) Intending to stay: Images of scientists, 
attitudes towards women, and gender as influences on 
persistence among science and engineering majors. 
Journal of Woman and Minorities in Science and 
Engineering, 9, 1-16.

Yee, D. K., & Eccles, J. S. (1988). Parent perceptions and 
attributions for children’s math achievement. Sex Roles, 
19, 317–333.

1731 Connecticut Avenue NW
Fourth Floor
Washington, DC 20009
T 202.462.6610

F 202.462.6744

8


