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For psychologists, recognizing and honoring 
diversity is a core value. This value is evident 
in national and regional organizations’ 

diversity statements, ethical guidelines, handbooks, 
convening of diversity councils, and through the 
learning outcomes for undergraduate psychology 
majors (APA, 2013; APA, 2017a, 2017b). Recently, 
Psi Chi adopted a diversity statement including 
language that calls for action, “supporting and 

encouraging people of varied racial, ethnic, 
gender identity, sexual orientation, and social class 
backgrounds to both participate in conducting 
psychological research, education, practice, 
training, and service, and to recognize and value 
diverse people within these contexts” (Mission 
and purpose, 2018). These developments 
are encouraging in light of psychology’s well-
documented racist (e.g., Guthrie, 2003; Winston, 
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2004) and sexist past (Tiefer, 1991). The discipline 
of psychology has come a long way in meeting the 
lofty goals set by Psi Chi’s written commitments to 
diversity, which is particularly important because 
educational literature has suggested that exposure 
to stories about successful individuals who possess a 
shared identity to minoritized students has positive 
educational outcomes such as increasing interest 
in their chosen field (Rosenthal, Levy, London, 
Lobel, & Bazile, 2013). And, evidence has suggested 
that exposure to diverse faculty members has 
positive outcomes on students’ experiences (CGC2; 
Committee on Women in Psychology, 2017). 

Despite these benefits, there are limitations in 
psychology students’ knowledge of and exposure 
to diverse psychologists. Further, there are still 
significant barriers faced by women and people of 
color in achieving educational and occupational 
equity. In this article, we explore what psychology 
majors know about our diverse history, in particular 
their ability to recognize pioneers of psychology who 
are female and people of color, which illuminates 
the historical and contemporary barriers that 
continue to prevent women and people of color 
from attaining the eminence enjoyed by their 
White, male counterparts. 

Historical Barriers
In the field of psychology, contributions of 
women and people of color have been greatly 
underappreciated. This is evidenced even in 
the early history of the American Psychological 
Association (APA), which began in 1892 as a 
men’s only organization. Despite the significant 
contributions women were already making to the 
field, they were prohibited from joining (Furumoto 
& Scarborough, 1986). Not only were women 
absent, but also people of color; all of the original 
members of the APA were White men (Guzman, 
Schiavo, & Puente, 1992). Although gender and 
racial inequity within psychology continued, many 
women and people of color pursued advanced 
degrees. Initially, these pioneers faced barriers in 
obtaining doctoral degrees, and universities would 
deny them their degree based solely on race and/or 
gender (Russo & O'Connell, 1980). Many women 
of the 19th century were being denied entry into 
graduate programs explicitly due to their gender, 
and being denied PhDs despite completing the 
requirements. Women like Mary Whiton Calkins 
in 1895 (who studied at Harvard), Christine  
Ladd-Franklin in 1882 (Johns Hopkins), and Lillien 
Martin (Gottingen, under Muller) were all denied 

their PhDs after completing their studies (Russo & 
O’Connell, 1980). 

For women who were able to obtain a doctoral 
degree, an additional barrier arose with regard to 
finding employment in major university settings: 
nepotism policies. Antinepotism policies prevented 
women from gaining employment in the same 
institutions where their husbands worked (Russo 
& O’Connell, 1980); a prime example of this is 
Mary Cover Jones. In 1929, she was working as a 
research associate at the University of California, 
Berkeley. However, due to her husband’s affiliation 
with the university, she was denied the status of full 
professor and did not achieve this promotion until 
1959 at age 63, 30 years later. By the year 1976, one 
in every four universities still had an antinepotism 
policy in place. This prevented many women from 
securing paid positions in academia and research 
(Furumoto & Scarborough, 1986). Although 
women and people of color faced significant chal-
lenges entering and staying in the academic and 
research fields of psychology, many began to find 
jobs in applied psychology, developmental psychol-
ogy, and educational psychology. Women were often 
encouraged in this direction because these fields 
were seen as more fitting for “female skills” such as 
care taking and child rearing (Rutherford, 2015). 
However, many women would continue writing and 
conducting research with their husbands. 

Although publishing with a spouse is a cre-
ative method to stay in the field, it might have 
contributed to a lack of recognition these women 
received for the research they conducted (Russo 
& O’Connell, 1980). For example, Mamie Phipps 
Clark conducted research with her husband, 
Kenneth Clark, that served as evidence in Brown v. 
Board of Education, the Supreme Court case which 
desegregated American schools. Although some 
people are aware of this research, it is almost always 
in reference to Kenneth Clark; very few people attri-
bute it to Mamie, who was the primary researcher 
(Aldridge & Christensen, 2013). 

Minoritized women experience all of these 
barriers (educational, occupational, gender 
discrimination) with the added effect of racial 
discrimination. In 1863, the first African American 
individuals earned their college degrees, but the 
first PhD in psychology earned by an African 
American woman named Inez Beverly Prosser 
was not until 1933. In 1977, 44 years later, 6.7% of 
psychology doctorates were awarded to people of 
color, and only 2.7% went to women of color (Russo 
& O’Connell, 1980). Being at the complicated 



SPECIAL ISSUE

PSI CHI
JOURNAL OF

PSYCHOLOGICAL 
RESEARCH

86 COPYRIGHT 2019 BY PSI CHI, THE INTERNATIONAL HONOR SOCIETY IN PSYCHOLOGY (VOL. 24, NO. 2/ISSN 2325-7342)

Hidden Figures | Alvarez, Jones, Walljasper-Schuyler, Trujillo, Weiser, Rodriguez, Ringler, and Leach

junction of two historically oppressed groups, 
in this case, being both female and a person of 
color, is known as intersectionality. First described 
by Crenshaw (1989), intersectionality refers to 
the compounded marginalization experienced 
by someone who identifies with more than one 
minoritized or oppressed group. Although the 
term had not yet been coined, Mamie Phipps Clark 
(1983) was keenly aware of this when she noted, 

although my husband had earlier secured 
a teaching position at the City College 
of New York, following my graduation it 
soon became apparent to me that a Black 
female with a PhD in psychology was an 
unwanted anomaly in New York City in the 
early 1940s. (p. 271) 

For the amount of work that she accomplished 
in her lifetime, she had to persist through a number 
of barriers before reaching eminence and success. 
Yet, her name is still not as recognized as that of her 
husband’s, even within psychology. 

Contemporary Barriers
Since the time of these pioneering women, it would 
seem that the discipline is approaching gender 
and racial equity. However, contemporary move-
ments including worldwide Women’s Marches and 
organizations like 500 Women Scientists suggest 
that the fight for equity is nuanced and lengthy. 
Although psychology’s foremothers have paved 
important pathways, women continue to experience 
“modern misogyny” in the era of “postfeminism” 
(Anderson, 2017). According to Anderson (2017), 
modern misogyny primarily stems from the belief 
that the goals of the feminist movement have been 
achieved as evidenced by antidiscrimination laws 
and changing norms regarding women in the 
workforce. Contemporary women who point out 
inequity and oppression are met with disbelief. 
Calls for modern feminist movements are at times 
viewed as attempts to gain more rights than men 
or implicate that women are superior to men 
instead of trying to eradicate oppression that still 
exists. Although less overt, contemporary barriers 
to women’s participation in the academy, and thus 
recognition as “eminent,” abound.

In 1995, The APA introduced a report that 
indicated women were beginning to outnumber 
men in graduate enrollment and obtaining ter-
minal degrees. This report, and the follow up, the  
Changing Gender Composition (CGC2; Committee 
on Women in Psychology, 2017), demonstrated 

steady increases in women’s degree attainment 
compared to men and increases in degree comple-
tion by women of color. However, these numerical 
improvements have not necessarily resulted in 
better outcomes for women. The Committee on 
Women in Psychology (2017) concluded, “debt 
levels have risen and . . . women students, particu-
larly older and minority women, emerge from their 
training programs with considerably higher debt 
than do their male, White, younger counterparts” 
(p. 46) and that “the salaries of women lag behind 
men’s salaries in psychology more than in any other 
field” (p. 73). Thus, although more women are 
entering the field, it is with more debt and lower 
salaries. 

As the CGC2 illustrates, as time has passed, 
the gender and ethnic composition of psychology 
has changed dramatically, yet women and people 
of color still experience disadvantages in the 
profession. For example, women made up 59.3% 
of doctorate recipients between 1975–2007, but 
as of 2007, only 49% of tenure-track psychology 
professors were women (Cundiff, 2012). It is 
important to point out that tenure is a lengthy 
process and not all female PhD recipients choose 
a career in academia. Meanwhile, those who 
do must also contend with the “leaky pipeline” 
in which women are less represented at higher 
levels of the academic career (González Ramos, 
Navarette Cortés, & Cabrera Moreno, 2015). This 
phenomenon, primarily examined in science, 
technology, engineering, and mathematics fields 
including psychology, begins as early as high 
school and undergraduate programs, with women 
“leaking” at higher rates than men (Blickenstaff, 
2005). Moreover, in the academy, women are less 
represented in administration, engage in more 
institutional “housekeeping” (committee work), 
and receive inequitable teaching distributions, 
which detracts from research productivity and 
ultimately, tenure (Gasser & Shaffer, 2014). Thus, 
although there have been strides toward equitable 
representation in the higher education, including 
experimental research indicating that hypothetical 
female applicants are preferred at a 2:1 ratio over 
male applicants (Williams & Ceci, 2015), the road 
to equity is a long one. 

For women of color, representation is even 
more concerning because only 14% of tenure-
track psychology professors were women of color 
in 2007 (Turner, 2013). Pipeline trends also 
apply to researchers who are people of color as a 
whole; the proportion of doctoral recipients who 
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identified as a racial-ethnic minority between the 
years 1975 and 2007 was only 12.3% (APA Center 
for Workforce Studies, 2010). Minoritized women 
have found that attaining tenure-track positions 
does not necessarily grant them access to the world 
of feminist support their female, White peers 
may experience. Furthermore, women of color 
are expected to take on a myriad of other duties 
including advising students of color, representing 
a minoritized group as a committee member, and 
being a general support system for students of color. 
These responsibilities are on top of the course load 
and other duties already assigned to them, taking 
time away from scholarly productivity (Turner, 
González, & Lau, 2011). Although these faculty are 
overburdened with such responsibilities, research 
has emphasized the need for faculty of color to be a 
model for minoritized students. In fact, minoritized 
students report feeling more supported and satisfac-
tion overall when mentored by individuals with a 
similar identity (CGC2; Committee on Women in 
Psychology, 2017). Additional workload, pressure 
to be a representative of one’s identity, and lack of 
support exemplify systemic barriers, often referred 
to as institutional sexism (or racism, as the case 
may be), which combine to create a seemingly 
inescapable system of inequity not just between 
women and men, but between White women and 
women of color. 

Taken together, it is clear both historically and 
in modern times that women and people of color 
face significant obstacles to entry and acceptance 
in the academy. It is here where contributions to 
the field in the form of scholarly productivity are 
most likely to occur. And, it is worth remembering 
that an extended program of research is considered 
one of the features that makes one “eminent” as a 
psychologist (Sternberg, 2016). Thus, obstacles to 
entry into the academy and scholarly productivity 
while there may account for the contributions 
of women and people of color being underap-
preciated historically. This may also explain why 
undergraduate psychology students are consistently 
less able to recognize and name accomplishments 
of psychologists who are women and people of color 
(Woody, Viney, & Johns, 2002). 

The Current Study
Regardless of the fact that many of these eminent 
researchers conducted seminal studies such as 
Mamie Phipps Clark, many students are unaware 
of psychology’s diverse roots. This suggests that the 
accomplishments of women and people of color 

within the field may be underrepresented in psy-
chology coursework. Woody et al. (2002) asserted 
that students will better understand the applications 
of psychology if they are first taught the history of 
psychology. In addition, if undergraduate majors 
are not familiar with the significance of psycholo-
gists who are women and people of color, they will 
not be able to thoroughly grasp the importance of 
psychology’s diverse historical context. 

In an ever-changing multicultural climate, 
it is important that psychology majors possess 
this foundational knowledge. Moreover, we have 
an explicit commitment to “Ethical and Social 
Responsibility in a Diverse World” as a one of the 
five goals outlined in the APA (2013) Guidelines 
for the Undergraduate Psychology Major. The 
authors of which further suggested, “diversity issues 
need to be recognized as an essential feature and 
commitment of each of the five domains” (2013, 
p.12). Therefore, we believe it is important to 
explore undergraduate students’ knowledge of 
pioneers of psychology, particularly women and 
people of color.

Hypotheses
Based on the review of relevant literature, three 
preregistered hypotheses (https://osf.io/9chk7/) 
were tested in this study. The first was that female 
pioneers of psychology would be recognized at 
lower rates (have an overall lower recognition 
score) than male pioneers of psychology. Our 
second hypothesis was that pioneers of psychology 
who are people of color would be recognized at 
lower rates (have an overall lower recognition 
score) compared to pioneers of psychology who are 
White. Lastly, our third hypothesis is that psychol-
ogy students who have had a history of psychology 
course would recognize pioneers of psychology at 
higher rates (higher recognition scores) compared 
to students who have not had a history of psychol-
ogy course when controlling for GPA.

Method
Participants
Junior and senior psychology majors were recruited 
from eight colleges and universities across the 
United States. A total of 397 participants accessed 
the survey. Upon data clean-up, the sample became 
much smaller, with 26 respondents removed from 
the sample for not completing the survey; six 
participants were removed who identified as majors 
other than psychology; five graduate students were 
removed; 112 first-year students and sophomores 

https://osf.io/9chk7/
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were removed; 56 participants were removed for 
not providing demographic information; and upon 
exploratory data analysis, one outlier was removed 
due to response bias. Our final sample consisted of 
247 participants (197 women, 49 men, 1 indicated 
“other”, median age = 22, age range: 19–60) who 
predominantly identified as White/Non-Hispanic 
(71.3%). Other ethnic groups represented were 
Hispanic/Latin American (13.8%), Black/African 
American (6.9%), Asian American (4%), and Other 
(4%). The class standings of participants consisted 
of undergraduate juniors and seniors (90 juniors, 
157 seniors). 

Measures 
We created a survey to measure junior and senior 
psychology majors’ ability to recognize eminent 

male and female pioneers in the field. Our survey 
was modeled after the name recognition task 
developed by Woody et al. (2002), being that it was 
the only previous survey of its kind. Their measure 
featured the names of 51 eminent psychologists, 
but only eight of them were women. Our final 
survey retained 20 of the 51 psychologists included 
in their task. We attempted to address the gender 
gap by asking students to rate their recognition 
of 21 male pioneers and 21 female pioneers (all 
pioneers are listed in Table 1 and https://osf.io/
uf36h/ ). A total of nine pioneers included in the 
final measure were people of color including five 
women of color (Phipps Clark, Prosser, Bernal, 
Whitehurst) and four men of color (Clark, White, 
Williams II, Sumner). 

To generate names, a general Google search for 

TABLE 1

Median and Mean Recognition Scores for Each Pioneer

Women Median  
Recognition Rating

Mean Recognition 
Rating (SD) Men Median  

Recognition Rating
Mean Recognition 

Rating (SD)

Karen Horney 0.00 1.02 (1.19) Sigmund Freud 3.00 2.90 (0.39)

Mary Ainsworth 0.00 0.97 (1.02) B.F. Skinner 3.00 2.68 (0.62)

Elizabeth Loftus 0.00 0.68 (0.98) Ivan Pavlov 3.00 2.72 (0.66)

Carol Gilligan 0.00 0.40 (0.71) Jean Piaget 3.00 2.49 (0.80)

Anna Freud 2.00 1.46 (1.07) Carl Rogers 2.00 1.87 (1.13)

Mary Whiton Calkins 0.00 0.49 (0.79) Carl Jung 2.00 1.96 (1.14)

Margaret Floy Washburn 0.00 0.52 (0.76) Abraham Maslow 3.00 2.40 (0.89)

Ann Johnson 0.00 0.26 (0.62) Wilhelm Wundt 2.00 1.96 (1.12)

Eleanor Maccoby 0.00 0.29 (0.58) Erik Erikson 3.00 2.36 (0.90)

Melanie Klein 0.00 0.26 (0.58) John B. Watson 3.00 2.17 (1.02)

Mamie Phipps Clark* 0.00 0.39 (0.75) Albert Bandura 3.00 2.12 (1.14)

Leta Stetter Hollingworth 0.00 0.26 (0.59) Kenneth Bancroft Clark* 0.00 0.40 (0.74)

Sandra Bem 0.00 0.15 (0.44) Joseph L. White* 0.00 0.26 (0.56)

Inez Beverly Prosser* 0.00 0.19 (0.49) Robert Lee Williams II* 0.00 0.40 (0.71)

Martha Bernal* 0.00 0.18 (0.46) Francis Cecil Sumner* 0.00 0.32 (0.63)

Ruth Howard* 0.00 0.26 (0.56) Gordon Allport 0.00 0.62 (1.02)

Dorothea Lynde Dix 0.00 0.68 (0.97) Alfred Binet 1.00 1.49 (1.12)

Florence Goodenough 0.00 0.19 (0.47) Edward Lee Thorndike 1.00 1.43 (1.16)

Mary Cover Jones 0.00 0.26 (0.59) Paul Broca 1.00 1.36 (1.18)

Keturah Elizabeth Whitehurst* 0.00 0.32 (0.62) William James 1.00 1.15 (1.19)

Christine Ladd Franklin 0.00 0.17 (0.42) James McKeen Cattell 0.00 0.72 (1.07)

Note. A score of 0 indicates “never heard of this person,” 1 = “heard of the name, but cannot name one thing the person did,” 2 = “know of the person’s name and a minimal number of their contributions,” 
and 3 = “can recall the person and the majority of their accomplishments easily.” 
*Indicates psychologists of color. 
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“famous psychologists” yielded 51 people including 
seven women (Horney, Ainsworth, Loftus, Gilligan, 
A. Freud, Calkins, and Washburn). All seven women 
were included in the task. The top 11 men on the 
same list were included (S. Freud, Skinner, Pavlov, 
Piaget, Rogers, Jung, Maslow, Wundt, Erikson, 
Watson, and Bandura). Other online sources 
including the Association for Psychological Science 
(Isanski, 2011) and the Complete University Guide 
(n.d.) were used to add Johnson, Maccoby, and 
Klein. Many of the same names were yielded with 
a search for “most famous female psychologists.” 
Between this search, the pioneers profiled in the 
APA Women’s Program Office’s “I am Psyched!” 
pop-up museum (APA Women’s Program Office, 
n.d.), and women featured in Woody et al. (2002), 
Phipps Clark, Prosser, Howard, Hollingworth, Bem, 
Bernal, Dix, Goodenough, Jones, Ladd-Franklin, 
and Whitehurst were added to the list of women. 
A separate search for men of color in psychology 
yielded Clark, White, Williams II, and Sumner 
(Wallace, 2015). To ensure gender balance, an 
additional six men were selected from the task 
used by Woody et al. (2002; Allport, Binet, Broca, 
Thorndike, James, Cattell), bringing the total to 42 
pioneers of psychology. 

Participants were asked to rate how well 
they recognized each psychologist with a 4-point 
Likert-type scale. The scale was identical to that of 
the Woody et al. (2002) measure: 0 = never heard of 
this person, 1 = heard of the name, but cannot name one 
thing the person did, 2 = know of the person’s name and a 
minimal number of their contributions, and 3 = can recall 
the person and the majority of their accomplishments easily.

It is important to note that Woody et al. (2002) 
treated this scale as interval data, thus reporting 
mean scores. However, it could be argued that the 
current measure produces ordinal data, rather 
than interval, being that distances between scale 
options are unknown. Thus, both mean and median 
recognition scores were calculated for the each of 
21 women and 21 men (see Table 1). Subscales were 
created by calculating median recognition scores 
for all the women together, all the men together, 
all the people of color together, all the Whites 
together, all the women of color, all the White 
women, all the men of color, all the White men, 
and an overall median recognition score for all 42 
pioneers. For the purposes of comparison to Woody 
et al. (2002), mean subscales were also calculated 
and are reported along with medians. Median and 
mean recognition subscales are reported in Table 2.  

 Reliability estimates were not reported for the 

original measure in the Woody et al. (2002) article. 
However, reliability estimates for the current form 
of the measure are as follows. Based on Cronbach’s 
(1951) guidelines, reliability was good for the full 
scale (α = .90), White pioneers (α = .89), men pio-
neers (α = .86), White men pioneers (α = .86), and 
women pioneers (α = .82). Reliability estimates were 
found to be in the acceptable range for pioneers of 
color (α = .78) and the White women pioneers (α 
= .77). Based on Cronbach's guidelines, reliability 
estimates for women of color pioneers (α = .64) and 
men of color pioneers (α = .63) are questionable. 
However, Vaske, Beaman, and Sponarski (2016) 
pointed out that it is not uncommon for alpha 
levels to drop with fewer items in a scale, allowing 
for greater flexibility in interpreting results. 

In addition to the name recognition task, 
participants responded to demographic questions 
and identified whether their university offered a 
History of Psychology/History and Systems course 
(hereafter referred to as “History of Psychology”) 
and History of Women or Gender Studies course. 
If these courses were available, student were asked 
whether they had taken them and the grade they 
received. Further, students self-reported their 
overall grade point average as well.

Procedures 
Prior to conducting the current study, institutional 
review board approval was obtained (#18-27). Par-
ticipants completed a Qualtrics survey online and 
on their own time through the use of a computer 
or personal device. No incentives for participa-
tion were offered to participants. The survey was 

TABLE 2

Subscale Scores for Name Recognition Task 

Subscale Mean Subscale (SD) Median Subscale

Women 0.45 (0.34) 0.00

Men 1.60 (0.48) 2.00

People of color 0.30 (0.38) 0.00

White 1.23 (0.42) 1.00

Women of color 0.26 (0.37) 0.00

White women 0.51 (0.37) 0.00

Men of color 0.35 (0.48) 0.00

White men 1.91 (0.55) 2.00

Overall Recognition Score 1.03 (0.37) 0.00

Note. A score of 0 indicates “never heard of this person”, 1 = “heard of the name, but cannot 
name one thing the person did,” 2 = “know of the person’s name and a minimal number of their 
contributions,” and 3 = “can recall the person and the majority of their accomplishments easily.”
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distributed electronically, via e-mail to eight dif-
ferent colleges and universities across the United 
States which had professional ties to the faculty 
researchers. Regions represented in the sample 
include: Eastern, Southeastern, Rocky Mountain, 
and Western. Location specific links were generated 
and shared with psychology professors who agreed 
to provide access to their students. Additionally, 
undergraduate researchers distributed a link gen-
erated for their home institution on social media 
platforms (including Facebook and Twitter) and 
other electronic sources including campus and 
personal email. 

Results
Exploratory data analysis of mean subscales 
revealed skewness values of greater than 1.0 for the 
dependent variable subscales for women, people of 
color, women of color, White women, and men of 
color. In other words, recognition was so low for the 
pioneers represented by the items used to calculate 
these subscales, and their means were so positively 
skewed that the assumption of normality was 
violated. Because this scale may also be considered 
ordinal data, median subscales were calculated. 
Exploratory analyses on median subscales yielded 
excessive skewness for the same subscales. Due to 
these violations, and because this scale arguably 
represents ordinal data, nonparametric statistical 
tests were employed using both mean and median 
subscales, and means are reported in order to 
directly compare results to the Woody et al. (2002) 
study. Original and final datasets may be accessed 
at https://osf.io/sy6ue/. 

Hypothesis 1
A paired-samples nonparametric t test (Wilcoxon 
Signed Ranks test) was used to evaluate differ-
ences in participants’ ability to recognize women 
versus men pioneers of psychology. The Wilcoxon 
Signed Ranks test demonstrated that median 
women recognition scores were significantly lower  
(Mdn = 0.00) than men recognition scores (Mdn = 2.00),  
z = -12.95, p < .001, r = -.82. An additional Wilcoxon 
Signed Ranks was conducted to examine mean 
subscale differences and demonstrated that mean 
women recognition scores were significantly lower 
(M = 0.45, Mdn = 0.38) than men recognition scores 
(M = 1.61, Mdn = 1.62), z = -13.63, p < .001, r = -.87. 
These results support our first hypothesis that 
women pioneers would receive lower recognition 
scores than men pioneers by junior and senior 
undergraduate psychology students. 

Hypothesis 2
Another nonparametric t test was conducted 
to identify differences in participants’ ability to 
recognize White pioneers of psychology compared 
to those who are people of color. The Wilcoxon 
Signed Ranks test revealed that median recognition 
scores for people of color were significantly lower 
(Mdn = 0.00) than recognition scores for pioneers 
who were White (Mdn = 1.00), z = -10.62, p < .001, 
r= -.68. Again, similar results were yielded when 
examining mean subscales. A second Wilcoxon 
Signed Ranks test revealed that mean recognition 
scores for people of color were significantly lower 
(M = 0.30, Mdn = 0.11) than recognition scores for 
pioneers who were White (M = 1.23, Mdn = 1.24), 
z = -13.61, p < .001, r = -.87). 

Because the White pioneers outnumbered 
the pioneers who are people of color, we opted 
to select a random matched sample (generated 
by SPSS) of nine White pioneers from our survey 
to compare to the nine people of color. The 
random sample included four White men and five 
White women: Thorndike, James, Rogers, Broca,  
Hollingsworth, Calkins, Johnson, Goodenough, 
and Horney. Another Wilcoxin Signed Ranks test 
was conducted using these parameters and similar 
results were yielded. The random sample of White 
pioneers attained higher recognition scores (Mdn 
= 0.00) than the nine people of color (Mdn = 0.00), 
resulting once again in a significant difference 
between the two groups, z = -7.91, p < .001, r = -.50. 
Taken together, these results support our second 
hypothesis that pioneers who are people of color 
would receive lower recognition scores than White 
pioneers by undergraduate psychology students. 

Mean subscale analyses mirror these findings. 
A Wilcoxin Signed Ranks test was conducted 
using the mean subscale of the identical sample 
of White pioneers and demonstrated higher rec-
ognition scores (M = 0.88, Mdn = 0.89) for White 
pioneers than the nine people of color (M = 0.30,  
Mdn = 0.11), resulting once again in a significant dif-
ference between the two groups, z = -12.65, p < .001,  
r = -.80. Furthermore, a visual examination of mean 
and median recognition scores reveals that pioneers 
who are both women and people of color received 
the lowest scores (M = 0.26, Mdn = 0.2), which 
supports the idea that intersectionality presents an 
additional barrier to recognition. A final Wilcoxin 
Signed Ranks test was conducted to examine this 
more closely. When using mean subscales between 
White women (M = 0.50, Mdn = 0.45) and women 
of color (M = 0.26, Mdn = 0.20), a significant 
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difference was yielded, z = -10.22, p < .001, r = -.65. 
However, the same analysis using median subscales 
did not yield significance. 

Hypothesis 3
Our third hypothesis considers the influence of a 
History of Psychology course on our participants’ 
ability to recognize pioneers of psychology. Of 
our sample, 47 (19%) participants had previously 
completed their school’s History of Psychology 
course, 99 (40%) participants were currently 
enrolled in their school’s History of Psychology 
course, 54 (21.9%) of participants had not taken 
their school’s History of Psychology course, and 14 
(5.7%) of participants reported that their school 
did not offer a History of Psychology course at all 
(n = 33 had missing data). Our survey also asked 
participants to report whether their school offered 
a History of Women or Gender Studies course. So 
few respondents (n = 23; 9.3%) had taken their 
school’s History of Women/Gender Studies course 
that we opted against analyzing data with this as an 
independent variable. 

A Kruskal-Wallis (nonparametric Analysis of 
Variance) was conducted using the median overall 
recognition score as the dependent variable to 
evaluate whether taking a History of Psychology 
course influenced participants’ ability to recognize 
pioneers of psychology. These analyses excluded 
participants who reported that they were currently 
enrolled in a History of Psychology course. Thus, 
the analysis included 47 participants who indicated 
that they had completed a History of Psychology 
course and 54 who reported that they had not. 
Results yielded a significant difference in median 
overall recognition scores between students who 
completed a History of Psychology course, X² (2) 
= 16.41, p < .001, r² = .40, with a mean rank score 
for those who completed a History course of 63.72, 
and a mean rank of 39.93 for those who have not. 

To test this hypothesis as outlined in our 
preregistration, we also examined this using mean 
subscales. An Analysis of Covariance using the 
overall recognition score as the dependent variable 
and overall GPA as the covariate was conducted to 
evaluate whether taking a History of Psychology 
course influenced participants’ ability to recognize 
pioneers of psychology. These analyses excluded 
participants who reported that they were currently 
enrolled in a History and Systems course and those 
who did not report their GPA. Thus, the analysis 
included n = 46 who indicated that they had com-
pleted a History of Psychology course and n = 53 

who reported that they had not. Results yielded a 
significant difference in mean overall recognition 
scores between students who completed a History 
of Psychology course (M = 1.26, SD = 0.35) and 
those who have not (M = 0.93, SD = 0.29), F(1, 96) 
= 25.85, p < .001, partial η² = .21, controlling for 
GPA. These results supported our third hypothesis 
and corroborate results from the Kruskal-Wallis 
assessing medians, indicating that students who 
completed a History of Psychology course have 
higher recognition scores than students who had 
not taken the course. See Table 3 for medians and 
means by group.

Exploratory Analysis
Beyond our preregistered hypotheses, we elected 
to examine these data through additional analyses. 
First, to determine whether differences exist in 
participants’ recognition of different groups of 
psychologists, a nonparametric Friedman test of dif-
ferences among repeated measures was conducted. 
Specifically, a total of eight median subscales was 
included for men, women, people of color, Whites, 
White women, White men, women of color, and 
men of color pioneers. The Friedman test yielded 
an astounding Chi-Square value of 1288.05, which 
was significant at the p < .001 level. We conducted 
a second Friedman analysis using mean subscales, 

TABLE 3

Mean Recognition Subscales Scores and Median 
Recognition Subscale Scores for Participants Who 

Have Taken a History of Psychology Course and Have 
Not Taken a History of Psychology Course

Completed History of 
Psychology Course 

(n = 47)

Have Not Taken History  
of Psychology 

(n = 54)

Subscale

Mean 
recognition 
score (SD)

Median 
recognition 

Score 

Mean 
recognition 
score (SD)

Median 
recognition 

score

Women 0.61 (0.38) 0.00 0.36 (0.24) 0.00

Men 1.92 (0.38) 2.00 1.50 (0.40) 1.50

People of color 0.35 (0.39) 0.00 0.20 (0.23) 0.00

White 1.51 (0.38) 2.00 1.13 (0.34) 1.00

Women of color 0.32 (0.44) 0.00 0.19 (0.25) 0.00

White women 0.69 (0.38) 0.00 0.41 (0.26) 0.00

Men of color 0.39 (0.40) 0.00 0.20 (0.33) 0.00

White men 2.28 (0.47) 3.00 1.80 (0.47) 2.00

Overall 
Recognition 
Score 1.26 (0.35) 1.00 0.93 (0.29) 0.00
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which also yielded a large Chi-Square value of 
1425.58, also significant at the p < .001 level. The 
Friedman allows for a nonparametric version of 
a repeated-measures analysis and demonstrates 
significant differences among our subscales. How-
ever, with such astronomical Chi Square values, 
these results must be reported with caution. The 
recommended follow-up post hoc for a Friedman 
analysis is individual Wilcoxin Signed Rank tests 
(Laerd Statistics, 2018), some of which have already 
been reported (see Hypotheses 1 and 2). 

A second exploratory analysis involves 
examining the potential influence of a History of 
Psychology class more closely. A series of Mann-
Whitney U tests were conducted to examine 
differences among students who had and had not 
completed History of Psychology on the dependent 
measures of the eight median subscales for men, 
women, White pioneers, people of color pioneers, 
White men, White women, men of color, women 
of color, with a Bonferroni adjusted p value of 
.006 (calculated using a p value of .05 with 8 
comparisons). 

Significant differences were found. Students 
who had taken a History of Psychology course rated 
pioneers higher than those who had not taken the 
course on the dependent median subscales for men, 
Whites, White men, and White women pioneers. 
Recognition of men was better for participants 
who completed a History of Psychology course  
(Mdn = 2.00) than participants who had not  
(Mdn = 1.50), U = 738.00, z = -3.79, p < .001, r = -.38. 
Recognition of Whites was better for participants 
who completed a History of Psychology course 
(Mdn = 2.00) than those who had not (Mdn = 1.00), 
U = 653.50, z = -4.14, p < .001, r = -.41. Recognition 
of White men was better for participants who 
had completed a History of Psychology course  
(Mdn = 3.00), than participants who had not  
(Mdn = 2.00), U = 713.50, z = -4.17, p < .001,  
r = -.42. Lastly, recognition of White women was 
better for participants who had completed a History 
of Psychology course (Mdn = 0.00) than participants 
who had not (Mdn = 0.00), U = 829.50, z = -3.86,  
p < .001, r = -.38.

All of these subscales, with the exception of 
White women, were normally distributed so the 
tests may be reported with confidence. Caution 
should be taken with the finding regarding White 
women pioneers due to a nonnormal distribution 
of this subscale, which increases the likelihood of 
Type 1 error. Although it is important to mention 
that other subscales also possessed nonnormal 

distributions, it is also notable that no significant 
differences were yielded for those: women, 
people of color, women of color, men of color. 
In other words, taking a History of Psychology 
course resulted in no appreciable difference in 
participants’ recognition scores for women overall 
and people of color. 

Discussion
The results of the current study reflect a dishearten-
ing reality in the field of psychology, and the nation 
as a whole. Undergraduate majors’ inability to 
recognize female pioneers in psychology compared 
to male pioneers, as well as pioneers of color versus 
White pioneers, is reflective of a national trend in 
gender and racial inequality (Pew, 2016, 2017). 
Further, the combined racial and gender inequal-
ity represented in the results of the current study 
provides support of intersectionality being a barrier 
to women of color in the field of psychology not 
only in the past, but in current day (Cundiff, 2012; 
Turner, 2013). Illustrative of the aforementioned 
modern misogyny, even though she is not a woman 
of color, but is one of the few contemporary 
pioneers, Elizabeth Loftus only received a mean 
recognition score of 0.68, and a median recognition 
score of 0.

As elucidated previously, there were a number 
of roadblocks for women and people of color 
in their advancement in the field of psychology 
(Furumoto & Scarborough, 1986). The current 
study illustrates that not only did women and 
people of color experience educational, occupa-
tional, and gender discrimination a century ago, 
but suggests that they are still experiencing such 
discrimination present day in the classroom. With 
recognition scores so low for women and people of 
color, it is a possibility that these pioneers are not 
recognized by students because their histories and 
contributions may be absent from the classroom. 
Based on these findings, it is plausible that not only 
are women and people of color underrecognized, 
they are also underrepresented in the curriculum. 
By not talking about their contribution in our 
classrooms, programs, and in our textbooks, the 
profession continues to silence these women and 
men of color. Instead of perpetuating the problem 
of discrimination within our history, the field of 
psychology should not only recognize the achieve-
ments of these women and people of color, but 
utilize their achievements as a way to celebrate 
our diverse roots. Further, the pioneers can also be 
used as models for the ever increasing minoritized 
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students in psychology programs. 
Although the APA has charged institutions 

of higher learning with including more diversity, 
exhibiting respect for diverse groups, and increas-
ing awareness related to issues of privilege, power, 
and discrimination within their programs, it is pos-
sible that this has been implemented inconsistently 
at the curricular level with regard to the historical 
roots of our field (APA, 2013). Thus, a disservice is 
likely being done to undergraduates in psychology 
because they are not learning the full scope of the 
role that women and people of color have played 
in the development of this field, and how their 
history of discrimination and oppression can help 
the field continue to improve. When minoritized 
groups’ contributions and historical barriers are 
not part of the curriculum, it is difficult to notice 
when discriminatory practices are occurring in less 
overt, more modern ways. 

It is essential to note that taking a class on 
the History of Psychology is one important step to 
recognizing the impact of women and people of 
color in this field. Indeed, the results of this study 
suggest that, overall, students who completed a  
History of Psychology course have higher recogni-
tion scores of pioneers when compared to students 
who have not completed a History of Psychol-
ogy course. This finding is important because 
these results not only reflect students’ individual 
awareness about pioneers of psychology, but also 
illuminate what students are learning in their 
psychology classes up until they complete a History 
of Psychology course (Woody et al., 2002). Of note 
however, even among the group who completed a 
History course, there was lower recognition scores 
of marginalized groups, which was also found in 
the overall sample. Astoundingly, it appears that 
the benefits of a History of Psychology course 
disproportionately fall on White, male pioneers, 
rather than the other groups. Specifically, recogni-
tion scores of White males were half a point higher 
for those who had completed History of Psychology 
courses as compared to those who had not. When 
examining mean scores for people of color and 
White women, the difference in recognition scores 
is less powerful, at only approximately a 0.2 or 
less. In other words, students who had completed  
History of Psychology only recognized White 
women and people of color marginally more than 
those who had not completed the course. Thus, 
with a similar trend as the overall sample, students 
in these courses are still lacking in knowledge 
about pioneers in psychology who are both women 

and people of color, but they are lacking most in 
knowledge about those who were women of color. 
This suggests a lack of knowledge of an entire 
section of pioneers in psychology by students even 
after completing a History of Psychology course. 
This disparity calls for further investigation of the 
information sources for such courses.

Limitations 
Limitations to our research include the lack of 
diversity in the present sample. The majority of 
students who completed the survey were White/
Non-Hispanic, women. On one hand, this can pose 
severe limitations to the research. However, when 
looking at the gender representation of psychology 
majors, the current sample matches the field, in 
which approximately 77% of graduates are women 
(Olson, 2014). Surprisingly, with women dominat-
ing the field of psychology for the last 40 years, one 
would assume there would be better recognition of 
female pioneers. However, because men still hold 
the majority of positions in academia (APA, 2014), it 
is possible that highlighting the accomplishments of 
women is an unrecognized need among this group. 

Although the gender breakdown was fairly 
representative of the field, the ethnic breakdown 
is skewed toward White students. The overall 
population of White undergraduates in psychology 
is only 55%, with Hispanic or Latino individuals 
representing 19%, and Black or African students 
encompassing approximately 12% of the majors, 
and other groups to a lesser degree. Further, White 
women only represent 44% of undergraduate 
degree earners in the United States (Data USA, 
2016). Thus, the current study might have yielded 
different results if there was a better ethnic repre-
sentation within the sample.

Further limitations include the online nature 
of the survey, and a limited sample of universities 
within the United States. Although online survey 
platforms have a number of advantages, they can 
also lend to participants being distracted while 
completing the research. Thus, if this survey were 
given in paper format in a controlled environment, 
participants might have yielded better recognition 
scores. Further, the institutions which participated 
in the current study did so via professional contacts 
of the faculty researchers, or personal contacts of 
the student researchers via social media and e-mail. 
Therefore, it is possible that other universities 
not solicited would have garnered better scores. 
For instance, psychology majors at Minority  
Serving Institutions, Historically Black Colleges and  
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Universities, or all women’s universities might have 
had a different educational experience with regard 
to pioneers of psychology; thus, yielding more 
positive results. 

Future Directions
To fully understand U.S. junior and senior psy-
chology students’ knowledge and recognition of 
pioneers of psychology, further research is needed. 
Woody and colleagues (2002) paved the way for 
such an exploration. However, the researchers did 
not have a representative illustration of female pio-
neers in their survey. The current study is the first 
of its kind to engage in an in-depth analysis using 
a diverse group of pioneers in the field including 
those with marginalized identities. However, one 
study is not enough. More work needs to be done 
looking at specific types of institutions that may be 
teaching their psychology majors differently such 
as those with underrepresented populations and 
those in certain regions of the country. 

Further, a sample with more ethnically diverse 
participants also needs to be utilized in future stud-
ies. And, of the utmost importance, understanding 
is needed for why students recognize only White 
men as the pioneers of the field. Future research 
needs to explore what information is included in 
textbooks for various classes to ensure that text-
books begin to reflect the reality of the past, rather 
than an illusion of history. In addition, research 
needs to assess the content of what professors are 
teaching with regard to the History of Psychology. 
Although students did not recognize women and 
pioneers of color, this does not mean that their 
professors are not teaching about them. Thus, a 
study exploring what is actually being taught, and 
how it is being taught (e.g., via text books, in class 
activities, supplemental readings) should also be 
conducted. 

Recognizing Diversity:  
Responding to National Calls
In recent years, APA (2017) has updated their 
Multicultural Guidelines, in which the taskforce 
emphasized that psychologists should increase 
their awareness of how educational settings impact 
students’ self-identity. With more and more women 
and persons of color within the field, this seems to 
be a necessary step within all psychology programs 
in the United States. However, the guidelines go a 
few steps further to indicate that psychologists are 
supposed to attend to their power and privilege in 
interactions with students. 

One way such power and privilege may be 
demonstrated within the classroom is by not only 
attending to the history of individuals who look 
like the professors teaching the material, but 
rather attending to the history of our field that 
represents all students in the classroom as well. In 
a charge to the profession, the guidelines expect 
that psychologists explore ways to address privilege 
once it is identified. Thus, the first logical step is for 
programs to explore ways they are being inclusive 
of the actual history of the profession, rather than 
what has been taught for decades. Once this has 
been identified, then in line with these guidelines 
is the inclusion of multicultural curriculum within 
programs. Psychology programs should explore, at 
all levels, what they are teaching to undergraduates 
about the field and infuse multicultural history in 
every course from General Psychology to upper 
division electives (e.g., Social Psychology, Health 
Psychology). Lastly, the guidelines emphasize the 
need for psychologists to “aspire to recognize and 
understand historical and contemporary experi-
ences with power, privilege, and oppression” (APA, 
2017b, p. 45). 

Moreover, Vazire (2017a, 2017b) has claimed 
that in modern times, a drive for “eminence” itself 
perpetuates privilege and is at odds with scientific 
transparency and integrity. “Those with the most 
prestige will be heard the loudest” (Vazire, 2017a, 
p. 6). Diverse voices are at risk of being silenced 
if dominant culture, particularly male, voices are 
overrepresented, and scientific rigor may be sac-
rificed (Vazire, 2017a, 2017b). This is concerning 
especially in light of gendered publication bias. 
West, Jacquet, King, Correll, and Bergstrom (2013) 
reported findings from over eight million scientific 
papers, indicating that men predominate in first 
and last author positions, and reviewers prefer 
pieces authored by male-sounding names over 
female-sounding names. In some ways, it may come 
as no surprise that our findings indicate that junior 
and senior psychology majors primarily recognize 
White men as pioneers of the field. 

Still, the rapidly changing demographics of 
psychology as a whole suggests that role models 
who do not fit the stereotypical “old, White male” 
are relevant and timely. The CGC2 (Committee 
on Women in Psychology, 2017) not only suggests 
that more women of color are entering doctoral 
programs, but also that there is a shortage of faculty 
of color to mentor these students. Students of color, 
at every level of their education, are hard pressed 
to find faculty who resemble them. Between the 
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demographics of the faculty, and the content of 
the classes, it is no wonder that certain pioneers 
are more easily recognized than others. Numerous 
national organizations have taken on the task to 
bring awareness to psychology’s diverse history 
and galvanize the next generation of psychologists 
of color including The Drs. Nicholas and Dorothy 
Cummings Center for the History of Psychology 
and Psychology’s Feminist Voices Oral History 
and Digital Archive Project, which recognized the 
need for young women of color to be inspired and 
see themselves as future psychologists when they 
partnered with the APA Women’s Program Office 
to create the national tour for the museum exhibit 
“I Am Psyched!” This need has not only been rec-
ognized on a national level through the APA, but 
also through social media movements. 

Twitter trends like #ThisIsWhatAPsychologist 
LooksLike and Kevin Nadal’s #ThisIsWhatAProfessor 
LooksLike have attempted to bring awareness to 
the diversity of the profession and the academy. 
Nadal (2018) notes, 

it has become so important for me to 
ensure that young people of color, par-
ticularly those with multiple marginalized 
intersectional identities, could indeed 
recognize that they, too, could become 
professors. Perhaps many of us do not 
know what is possible because we don’t 
have exposure to professors or others who 
look like us. (para 11) 

Therefore, we challenge psychology faculty and 
students alike to rise to the calls of international, 
national, and regional organizations, and their 
commitments to promoting and honoring diversity. 
Psychology should attend to whose voice is missing 
and begin recognizing and valuing diversity in all 
contexts, starting with the classroom. 

References
Aldridge, J., & Christensen, L. M. (Eds.). (2013). Mamie Phipps Clark (1917–1983). 

In Stealing from the mother: The marginalization of women in education 
and psychology from 1900–2010 (pp. 105–112). Lanham, MD: Rowan & 
Littlefield Education.

American Psychological Association. (2013). APA guidelines for the 
undergraduate psychology major: Version 2.0. Retrieved from  
http://www.apa.org/ed/precollege/undergrad/index.aspx  

American Psychological Association. (2014, October). How is the gender 
composition of faculty in graduate psychology departments changing? 
Monitor on Psychology, 45(9), 11. Retrieved from  
http://www.apa.org/monitor/2014/10/datapoint.aspx

American Psychological Association. (2017a). Ethical principles of psychologists 
and code of conduct. Retrieved from https://www.apa.org/ethics/code/

American Psychological Association. (2017b). Multicultural guidelines: An 
ecological approach to context, identity, and intersectionality. Retrieved 
from http://www.apa.org/about/policy/multicultural-guidelines.pdf

American Psychological Association, Center for Workforce Studies. (2010). 
Summary report doctoral recipients from United States universities 
(selected years). Retrieved from http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/

American Psychological Association, Committee on Women in Psychology. 
(2017). The changing gender composition of psychology: Update and 
expansion of the 1995 task force report. Retrieved from https://www.apa.
org/pi/women/programs/gender-composition/index.aspx 

American Psychological Association, Women’s Program Office (n.d.). Inspiring 
histories, inspiring lives: Women of color in psychology. Retrieved from 
http://www.apa.org/pi/women/iampsyched/

Anderson, K. J. (2017). Modern misogyny and backlash. In C. B. Travis & J. W. 
White (Eds.), APA Handbook of the Psychology of Women: Vol 1: History, 
theory, and battlegrounds (pp. 27–46). Washington, DC: American 
Psychological Association. 

Blickenstaff, J. C. (2005). Women in science careers: Leaky pipeline or gender 
filter? Gender and Education, 17, 369–386.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540250500145072

Crenshaw, K. (1989). Demarginalizing the intersection of sex and race: A black 
feminist critique of antidiscrimination doctrine, feminist theory and 
antiracist politics. University of Chicago Legal Forum, 1989(1). Retrieved 
from http://chicagounbound.uchicago.edu/uclf/vol1989/iss1/8 

Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests. 
Psychometrika, 16, 297–334. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02310555 

Cundiff, J. L. (2012). Is mainstream psychological research ‘womanless’ and 
‘raceless’? An updated analysis. Sex Roles, 67, 158–173.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-012-0141-7  

Data USA. (2016). General psychology. Retrieved from  
https://datausa.io/profile/cip/420101/#demographics

Furumoto, L., & Scarborough, E. (1986). Placing women in the history of 
psychology: The first American women psychologists. American 
Psychologist, 41, 35–42. http://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.41.1.35

Gasser, C. E., & Shaffer, K. S. (2014). Career development of women in academia: 
Traversing the leaky pipeline. The Professional Counselor, 4, 332–352. 
https://doi.org/10.15241/ceg.4.4.332

González Ramos, A. M., Navarette Cortés, J., & Cabrera Moreno, G. (2015). 
Dancers in the dark: Scientific careers according to a gender-blind model 
of promotion. Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, 40, 182–203.  
https://doi.org/10.1179/0308018815Z.000000000112  

Guthrie, R. V. (2003). Even the rat was White: A historical view of psychology. 
Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon.

Guzman, L. P., Schiavo, R. S., & Puente, A. E. (1992). Ethnic minorities in the 
teaching of psychology. In A. E. Puente, J. R. Matthews, & C. L. Brewer 
(Eds.), Teaching psychology in America: A history (pp. 182–213). Washington, 
DC: American Psychological Association.

Isanski, B. (2011). History of women in psychology. Retrieved from https://www.
psychologicalscience.org/observer/the-history-of-women-in-psychology 

Laerd Statistics. (2018). Friedman test in SPSS statistics. Retrieved from  
https://statistics.laerd.com/spss-tutorials/friedman-test-using-spss-
statistics.php

Mission and purpose. (2018). Diversity and inclusion statement. Retrieved from  
https://www.psichi.org/page/purpose

Nadal, K. (2018). You can’t be what you can’t see: On increasing the visibility of 
professors of color. Fierce Advocate: Voices of John Jay College. Retrieved 
from http://fierceadvocate.jjay.cuny.edu/index.php/2018/03/14/kevin-
nadal-is-increasing-the-visibility-of-people-of-color/

Olson, R. (2014, June 14). Percentage of bachelor’s degrees conferred to women, 
by major. Retrieved from http://www.randalolson.com/2014/06/14/
percentage-of-bachelors-degrees-conferred-to-women-by-
major-1970-2012/

Pew Research Center. (2016, June 27). On views of race and inequality, Blacks 
and Whites are worlds apart: 3. Discrimination and racial inequality. 
Retrieved from http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2016/06/27/3-
discrimination-and-racial-inequality/

Pew Research Center. (2017, October 18). Wide partisan gaps in the U.S. over how 
far the country has come on gender equality. Retrieved from http://www.
pewsocialtrends.org/2017/10/18/wide-partisan-gaps-in-u-s-over-how-far-
the-country-has-come-on-gender-equality/

Phipps Clark, M. (1983). Mamie Phipps Clark. In A. N. Connell & N. F. Russo 
(Eds.), Models of achievement: Reflections of eminent women in 
psychology. New York, NY: Colombia University Press.   

Rosenthal, L. l., Levy, S., London, B., Lobel, M., & Bazile, C. (2013). In pursuit of 

Alvarez, Jones, Walljasper-Schuyler, Trujillo, Weiser, Rodriguez, Ringler, and Leach | Hidden Figures

http://www.apa.org/ed/precollege/undergrad/index.aspx
http://www.apa.org/monitor/2014/10/datapoint.aspx
https://www.apa.org/ethics/code/
http://www.apa.org/about/policy/multicultural-guidelines.pdf
http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/
https://www.apa.org/pi/women/programs/gender-composition/index.aspx
https://www.apa.org/pi/women/programs/gender-composition/index.aspx
http://www.apa.org/pi/women/iampsyched/
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540250500145072
http://chicagounbound.uchicago.edu/uclf/vol1989/iss1/8
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02310555
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-012-0141-7
http://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.41.1.35
https://doi.org/10.15241/ceg.4.4.332
https://doi.org/10.1179/0308018815Z.000000000112
https://www.psychologicalscience.org/observer/the-history-of-women-in-psychology
https://www.psychologicalscience.org/observer/the-history-of-women-in-psychology
https://statistics.laerd.com/spss-tutorials/friedman-test-using-spss-statistics.php
https://statistics.laerd.com/spss-tutorials/friedman-test-using-spss-statistics.php
https://www.psichi.org/page/purpose
http://fierceadvocate.jjay.cuny.edu/index.php/2018/03/14/kevin-nadal-is-increasing-the-visibility-of-people-of-color/
http://fierceadvocate.jjay.cuny.edu/index.php/2018/03/14/kevin-nadal-is-increasing-the-visibility-of-people-of-color/
http://www.randalolson.com/2014/06/14/percentage-of-bachelors-degrees-conferred-to-women-by-major-1970-2012/
http://www.randalolson.com/2014/06/14/percentage-of-bachelors-degrees-conferred-to-women-by-major-1970-2012/
http://www.randalolson.com/2014/06/14/percentage-of-bachelors-degrees-conferred-to-women-by-major-1970-2012/
http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2016/06/27/3-discrimination-and-racial-inequality/
http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2016/06/27/3-discrimination-and-racial-inequality/
http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2017/10/18/wide-partisan-gaps-in-u-s-over-how-far-the-country-has-come-on-gender-equality/
http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2017/10/18/wide-partisan-gaps-in-u-s-over-how-far-the-country-has-come-on-gender-equality/
http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2017/10/18/wide-partisan-gaps-in-u-s-over-how-far-the-country-has-come-on-gender-equality/
https://datausa.io/profile/cip/420101/#demographics


SPECIAL ISSUE

PSI CHI
JOURNAL OF

PSYCHOLOGICAL 
RESEARCH

96 COPYRIGHT 2019 BY PSI CHI, THE INTERNATIONAL HONOR SOCIETY IN PSYCHOLOGY (VOL. 24, NO. 2/ISSN 2325-7342)

the MD: The impact of role models, identity compatibility, and belonging 
among undergraduate women. Sex Roles, 68, 464–473.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-012-0257-9

Russo, N. F., & O'Connell, A. N. (1980). Models from our past: Psychology's 
foremothers. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 5, 11–55.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1980.tb01032.x

Rutherford, A. (2015). Maintaining masculinity in mid-twentieth-century 
American psychology: Edwin Boring, scientific eminence, and the ‘Woman 
Problem.’ Osiris, 1, 250. https://doi.org/10.1086/683022

Sternberg, R. J. (2016). Becoming an eminent researcher in psychological 
sciences. In R. J. Sternberg, S. T. Fiske, & D. J. Foss (Eds.), Scientists making 
a difference: One hundred eminent behavioral and brain scientists talk 
about their most important contributions. (pp. 487–490). New York, NY: 
Cambridge University Press.

Tiefer, L. (1991). A brief history of the association for women in psychology: 
1969–1991. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 15, 635–649.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1991.tb00436.x

The Complete University Guide. (n.d.). Ten famous psychologists and their 
achievements. Retrieved from https://www.thecompleteuniversityguide.
co.uk/courses/psychology/ten-famous-psychologists-and-their-
achievements/?entry=4 

Turner, C. S. (2013). Advancing diversity in higher education. Journal of Diversity 
in Higher Education, 6, 155–157. http://doi.org/10.1037/a0034356

Turner, C. S. V., González, J. C., & Wong (Lau), K. (2011). Faculty women of 
color: The critical nexus of race and gender. Journal of Diversity in Higher 
Education, 4, 199–211. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024630

Vaske, J. J., Beaman, J., & Sponarski, C. C. (2016). Rethinking internal consistency 
in Cronbach's alpha. Leisure Sciences, 1–11.  
http://doi.org/10.1080/01490400.2015.1127189

Vazire, S. (2017a, April 18). Against eminence. Retrieved from  
https://osf.io/n37g9

Vazier, S. (2017b, July 4). Our obsession with eminence warps research. Nature. 
Retrieved from https://www.nature.com/news/our-obsession-with-
eminence-warps-research-1.22251

Wallace, B. (2015). Ten African and African American psychologists you should 
know. Retrieved from https://www.activeminds.org/blog/10-african-
african-american-psychologists-you-should-know/ 

West J. D., Jacquet, J., King, M. M., Correll, S. J., & Bergstrom C. T. (2013). The role 
of gender in scholarly authorship. PLOS ONE, 8, 1–6.  
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0066212

Williams, W. M., & Ceci, S. J. (2015). National hiring experiments reveal 2:1 faculty 
preference for women on STEM tenure track. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences, 112, 5360–5365.  
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1418878112

Winston, A. S. (2004). Defining difference: Race and racism in the history of 
psychology. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Woody, W. D., Viney, W., & Johns, J. C. (2002). Historical literacy of advanced 
undergraduate psychology students: Pedagogical implications for courses 
in the history of psychology. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 94, 1013–1024. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.2002.94.3.1013

Author Note. Leslie D. Cramblet Alvarez,  https://orcid.
org/0000-0002-0830-9606, Department of Psychology, Adams 
State University; K. Nicole Jones, Department of Social and 
Behavioral Sciences, Colorado Mesa University; Chelsea 
Walljasper-Schuyler, Department of Psychology, Adams State 
University; Marissa Trujillo, Department of Psychology, 
Adams State University; Mikayla A. Weiser, Department of 
Psychology, Adams State University; Jerome L. Rodriguez, 
Department of Psychology, Adams State University; Rachael 
L. Ringler, Department of Psychology, Adams State 
University; and Jonah L. Leach, Department of Psychology, 
Adams State University.

The authors would like to thank William Douglas Woody 
for his generosity as a consultant, enthusiastically sharing 
his expertise and feedback. We appreciate your unwavering 
support and guidance. We would also like to thank Krista D. 
Bridgmon and Jon E. Grahe for statistical consultations and 
feedback on earlier drafts. 

Correspondence concerning this article should be 
addressed to Leslie Cramblet Alvarez, Department of 
Psychology, Adams State University, Alamosa, Co, 81101. 
E-mail: lcramblet@adams.edu.

Hidden Figures | Alvarez, Jones, Walljasper-Schuyler, Trujillo, Weiser, Rodriguez, Ringler, and Leach

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-012-0257-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1980.tb01032.x
https://doi.org/10.1086/683022
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1991.tb00436.x
https://www.thecompleteuniversityguide.co.uk/courses/psychology/ten-famous-psychologists-and-their-achievements/?entry=4
https://www.thecompleteuniversityguide.co.uk/courses/psychology/ten-famous-psychologists-and-their-achievements/?entry=4
https://www.thecompleteuniversityguide.co.uk/courses/psychology/ten-famous-psychologists-and-their-achievements/?entry=4
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0034356
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0024630
https://doi.org/10.1080/01490400.2015.1127189
https://osf.io/n37g9
https://www.nature.com/news/our-obsession-with-eminence-warps-research-1.22251
https://www.nature.com/news/our-obsession-with-eminence-warps-research-1.22251
https://www.activeminds.org/blog/10-african-african-american-psychologists-you-should-know/
https://www.activeminds.org/blog/10-african-african-american-psychologists-you-should-know/
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0066212
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1418878112
https://doi.org/10.2466%2Fpms.2002.94.3.1013
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0830-9606
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0830-9606
mailto:lcramblet%40adams.edu?subject=


PhD in Educational Psychology
Engage in the science of learning. Prepare for a career 
where you can use your knowledge of human learning 
and development to help shape the school environment 
and public policy. Core program areas include learning, 
motivation, and research design.

MS or MA in Educational Psychology*
Broaden your ability to apply psychological principles 
to a variety of professional contexts or prepare for 
your future doctorate in social science.

MS in Quantitative Psychology*
Do you like numbers, statistics, and social science? 
Prepare for a career in research, assessment, and 
data analysis. Develop proficiency in advanced 
statistical techniques, measurement theory, and 
data analytics.

PhD in School Psychology (five-year program)
Prepare for a career as a licensed psychologist. 
Gain competencies in health service psychology 
to work in schools, private practice, or hospital 
settings. Accredited by the American Psychological 
Association (APA)** and approved by the National 
Association of School Psychologists (NASP). 
Scientist-practitioner model with advocacy 
elements. Specializations available. 

MA/EdS in School Psychology (three-year program)
Be immersed in community engaged, real-world 
field experiences and intervention opportunities in 
our scientist-practitioner-advocate program. Leads 
to licensure as a school psychologist. Approved by 
NASP and the National Council for Accreditation of 
Teacher Education (NCATE).  

MA in School Counseling (two-year program) 
Be a leader and advocate for educational equity for 
all students in PK–12 schools. Leads to licensure as 
a school counselor. Accredited by the Council for 

Ball State University practices equal opportunity in education and employment and is strongly and actively committed to diversity within its community.  
Ball State wants its programs and services to be accessible to all people. For information about access and accommodations, please call the Office of 

Disability Services at 765-285-5293; go through Relay Indiana for deaf or hard-of-hearing individuals (relayindiana.com or 877-446-8772); or visit  
bsu.edu/disabilityservices.  582418-18 mc

Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational 
Programs (CACREP) and nationally recognized 
by The Education Trust as a Transforming School 
Counseling program.

Certificates
High Ability/Gifted Studies,* Human Development 
and Learning,* Identity and Leadership Development 
for Counselors,* Neuropsychology*

Graduate assistantships and tuition waivers are 
available. 

bsu.edu/edpsy 
 
*Online programs are available. 
**Questions related to the PhD in school 
psychology’s accreditation status should be 
directed to the Office of Program Consultation and 
Accreditation, American Psychological Association, 
750 First St. NE, Washington, D.C. 20002; (202) 336-
5979; apaaccred@apa.org; or  
apa.org/ed/accreditation.

Find your career.
Eight graduate degree programs and four 
certificates in Educational Psychology

SPECIAL ISSUE

PSI CHI
JOURNAL OF
PSYCHOLOGICAL
RESEARCH

139COPYRIGHT 2019 BY PSI CHI, THE INTERNATIONAL HONOR SOCIETY IN PSYCHOLOGY (VOL. 24, NO. 2/ISSN 2325-7342)

ADVERTISEMENT

http://bsu.edu/edpsy
http://apaaccred@apa.org
http://relayindiana.com
http://bsu.edu/disabilityservices
http://apa.org/ed/accreditation


Submit an abstract* for a potential empirical manuscript to be published 
in our upcoming special issue. This issue welcomes articles that showcase 
psychological science in a variety of real-world settings such as human 
resources, teaching and learning, health services, industrial/organization, 
relationship counseling, and game design.

• Abstracts are due to Debi.Brannan@psichi.org by October 1, 2019.
• Selected manuscripts are due December 15, 2019.
• Publication for the issue is anticipated for Summer 2020.

This special issue is in direct support of the new 2019–20 Psi Chi theme of 
“Psychological Science for All.” Learn more at https://psichi.com/PCLabJan1819.

*Faculty and student authors are both eligible to submit. Only the first author is required to be a Psi Chi member.

SPECIAL ISSUE CALL FOR ABSTRACTS
Psychological Science in the Workplace and Life

SPECIAL ISSUE

PSI CHI
JOURNAL OF

PSYCHOLOGICAL 
RESEARCH

140 COPYRIGHT 2019 BY PSI CHI, THE INTERNATIONAL HONOR SOCIETY IN PSYCHOLOGY (VOL. 24, NO. 2/ISSN 2325-7342)

ADVERTISEMENT

http://www.ccsu.edu/grad
mailto:Debi.Brannan%40psichi.org?subject=
https://psichi.com/PCLabJan1819


SPECIAL ISSUE

PSI CHI
JOURNAL OF
PSYCHOLOGICAL
RESEARCH

141COPYRIGHT 2019 BY PSI CHI, THE INTERNATIONAL HONOR SOCIETY IN PSYCHOLOGY (VOL. 24, NO. 2/ISSN 2325-7342)

ADVERTISEMENT

https://www.psichi.org/general/custom.asp?page=PrivacyPolicy
mailto:susan.iles%40psichi.org?subject=


 ®

Publish Your Research in Psi Chi Journal

Become a Journal Reviewer

Resources for Student Research

Add Our Journal to Your Library

Undergraduate, graduate, and faculty submissions are welcome year round. Only the 
first author is required to be a Psi Chi member. All submissions are free. Reasons to 
submit include

• a unique, doctoral-level, peer-review process
• indexing in PsycINFO, EBSCO, and Crossref databases
• free access of all articles at psichi.org 
• our efficient online submissions portal

View Submission Guidelines and submit your research at www.psichi.org/?page=JN_Submissions

Doctoral-level faculty in psychology and related fields who are passionate about 
educating others on conducting and reporting quality empirical research are invited 
become reviewers for Psi Chi Journal. Our editorial team is uniquely dedicated to 
mentorship and promoting professional development of our authors—Please join us!

To become a reviewer, visit www.psichi.org/page/JN_BecomeAReviewer 

Looking for solid examples of student manuscripts and educational editorials about 
conducting psychological research? Download as many free articles to share in your 
classrooms as you would like.

Search past issues, or articles by subject area or author at www.psichi.org/journal_past 

Ask your librarian to store Psi Chi Journal issues in a database at your local institution. 
Librarians may also e-mail to request notifications when new issues are released.

Contact PsiChiJournal@psichi.org for more information.

Register an account: 
http://pcj.msubmit.net/cgi-bin/main.plex

https://www.psichi.org/
http://www.psichi.org/page/JN_BecomeAReviewer
http://www.psichi.org/journal_past 
http://pcj.msubmit.net/cgi-bin/main.plex
https://www.facebook.com/PsiChiCentralOffice
https://twitter.com/PsiChiHonor
https://www.instagram.com/psichihonor/
http://linkd.in/HSiVA3 

