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Abstract

To encourage the formation of science identity among girls,

many scholars and practitioners have suggested to assign same‐
gender science teachers to students so that the teachers can

serve as gender role models. However, direct evidence of any

long‐term effect of gender‐matching is scarce. In a nationally

representative survey of college students from the United

States, we investigated if gender‐matching between students

and their first high school science teachers was associated with

students’ stronger identity in those science subjects in college.

In physics, we found no gender‐matching effect. In chemistry,

there was a gender‐matching effect only for women students. In

biology, there were gender‐matching effects for students of

both genders. In addition, we found that students in general had

a lower science identity if they reported a negative influence of

opposite gender domination (IOGD) on their career choices.

However, for female students who were at the negative end of

the IOGD scale, female biology teachers raised the level of

biology identity to the grand average. Our findings suggested

that the gender role model effect was strongest when the

gender role models resonated with the overall disciplinary

gender representation at the school or societal levels.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Boys and girls enter high school with roughly equal levels of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics

(STEM) problem solving ability, but a gender gap favoring boys’ STEM interest and identity development emerges in

high school and increases in college (Hyde, Fennema, & Lamon, 1990; Jones, Howe, & Rua, 2000; Kahle & Lakes,

1983). Science identity means to think of oneself as related to science (Brickhouse, Lowery, & Schultz, 2000) or as

the kind of person who does science (Gee, 2001). It has been shown to be a precursor of STEM engagement and

persistence (Basu, 2008; Brotman & Moore, 2008; Carlone & Johnson, 2007; Dou et al., 2019; Hazari, Sadler &

Sonnert, 2013; Hazari, Sonnert, Sadler, & Shanahan, 2010; Graham, Frederick, Byars‐Winston, Hunter, &

Handelsman, 2013; Lee, 2002; Morgan, Isaac, & Sansone, 2001; Porfeli, Lee, & Vondracek, 2013; Regan, DeWitt,

Henriksen, Dillon & Ryder, 2015; Tytler, 2014). To encourage the formation of science identity among girls, many

scholars and practitioners have suggested to assign same‐gender science teachers to students so that the teachers

can serve as gender role models (Day & Allen, 2004; Fox, 1974; Nixon & Robinson, 1999; Ost, 2010; Pascarella &

Terenzini, 1977; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979; Robst, Keil, & Russo, 1998). However, studies of the gender‐
matching effect have yielded mixed results (Bottia, Stearns, Mickelson, Moller, & Valentino, 2015; Gilmartin,

Denson, Li, Bryant, & Aschbacher, 2007; Price, 2010). Moreover, direct evidence of any long‐term effect of gender‐
matching is scarce. In a nationally representative survey of college students from the United States, we asked

students to report the gender of their first high school teacher in physics, chemistry, and biology, in addition to a

long list of covariates, such as course type and grade received. The aim of this study was to investigate if gender‐
matching between students and their first high school science teachers was associated with students’ stronger

identity in those science subjects in college.

1.1 | High school as a critical period for science identity

Several studies documented a progressively declining level of science identity or interests in girls, compared with

boys, which directly parallels the lower numbers of educational opportunities and science experiences to which

girls are exposed (Bleeker & Jacobs, 2004; Catsambis, 1995; Hyde et al., 1990; Jacobs, Eccles, Sansone &

Harackiewicz, 2000; Linn & Hyde, 1989; Steinkamp &Maehr, 1984; Trusty, 2000). Such a decline in science identity

or interest was the sharpest at the beginning of high school (Potvin & Hasni, 2014; Tytler, 2014). Patall et al. (2018)

reported that female high school students experienced less daily autonomy support—encouraging students to see

themselves as the initiator of their actions—from their science teachers, perceived less psychological satisfaction

from STEM subjects, and were less engaged in science classes, compared with their male counterparts. Kahle and

Lakes (1983) found that, by age 17, girls commonly developed a narrow view of science and of what science can do

and tended to not see themselves as future scientists. The percentage of female students who believed that men

were better than women in mathematics jumped from 15% in ninth grade to 25% in 11th grade (Sansone, 2019). As

argued by Anderhag et al. (2016), education before high school often concerns everyday topics—interests that

anyone could acquire in daily life—but, starting from high school, science education emphasizes scientific purposes

that are gradually decontextualized from everyday interests. The majority of the students cannot spontaneously

develop an appreciation for the scientific purpose behind science learning and often rely on school teachers to

cultivate such an appreciation (Anderhag, Emanuelsson, Wickman, & Hamza, 2013; Carlone, Scott, & Lowder,

2014). Without this appreciation, students may feel left out from science even if they perform well in science

subjects (Archer et al., 2010; Carlone, Haun‐Frank, & Webb, 2011). Yet, in studies of those women who did choose

a career in STEM, most of them reported that their interest in science was ignited during high school (Ivie & Guo,

2006; Ivie, Czujko, & Stowe, 2002). Thus, high school can be considered a critical period during which between‐
gender and within‐gender bifurcations in science identity take place (Hazari et al., 2010).
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1.2 | Gender bias

A variety of factors have been identified as contributing to a male‐dominant culture in the STEM professions, which

in turn poses stereotype threats to women (Hazari et al., 2013). Background factors include gender differences in

parental support (Alexander, Johnson, & Kelley, 2012; Crowley, Callanan, Tenenbaum, & Allen, 2001), teacher

support (Patall et al., 2018), and prior enjoyable science experiences (Dou, Hazari, Dabney, Sonnert, & Sadler, 2019;

Jones et al., 2000; Maltese & Tai, 2011; Moller, Stearns, Southworth, & Potochnick, 2013; Riegle‐Crumb, Moore, &

Ramos‐Wada, 2011). Social factors include a discriminatory (Griffith, 2010; Hall & Sandler, 1982; Solnick, 1995),

segregated (Archer, Dewitt, & Osborne, 2015; Charles & Bradley, 2009; Morton & Parsons, 2018; Sikora &

Pokropek, 2012), and harassing study or work space (Clancy, Nelson, Rutherford, & Hinde, 2014).

As to psychological factors, when women enter male dominated professions, such as STEM fields, they are

susceptible to stereotypes or bias (Hanson, 1997; Logel, et al., 2009). In particular, it has been well studied that

gender stereotypes alone can hamper one’s identity, efficacy, and performance, known as stereotype threat (Carli,

Alawa, Lee, Zhao, & Kim, 2016; Good, Aronson, & Harder, 2008; Guimond & Roussel, 2001; Moss‐Racusin, Dovidio,

Brescoll, Graham, & Handelsman, 2012; Stoet & Geary, 2012). Research found that those who were vulnerable to

stereotype threats were likely to have a static rather than a growth perspective on their ability (Hill et al., 2017;

Wang & Degol, 2017). Indeed, Donovan et al. (2019) have shown that simply learning the genetic basis of sex

differences from a biology textbook can reinforce the belief in the biological basis of gender disparity in STEM. Such

a perspective can reinforce the notion that it takes biological and untrainable traits (Dweck, 2010) to be successful

in STEM, which the public has perceived as hard, relative to other subjects that have been considered soft (Leslie,

Cimpian, Meyer, & Freeland, 2015).

On the hard‐soft spectrum within science subjects, physics is usually placed on the hard end, followed by

chemistry, then biology. This sequence parallels the gender representation in each field, with women receiving

21.5% of bachelor’s degrees in physics, 47.2% in chemistry, and 58.5% in biology, in the year 2018 (National Science

Board, 2018). Numerous researchers have argued that this ranking of gender representation in science fields

reflects deep and nuanced stereotypes about gender and about subject fields. For example, biology fields have been

seen as affording communal goals (e.g., caring for persons or animals) to a higher extent than physics fields (Baker &

Leary, 1995; Dawson, 2000; Jones et al., 2000). At the same time, women stress, or have been socialized to stress,

the value of communal goals (e.g., Diekman, Brown, Johnston, & Clark, 2010; Tellhed, Bäckström, & Björklund,

2018). This helps to explain the rapid numerical growth and over‐representation of women in biology sciences vis‐
à‐vis the slow growth and under‐representation of women in physical sciences in the past 50 years. The subject‐
specific variation in gender differences and gender biases also calls for examining the gender matching effect

separately in each subject field, an approach this study adopted.

The common notion that “science is them, science is not me” also implies that the more of “them” are in science,

the less it is for me (Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald, 2002). Men and women who conform to traditional gender roles

are more inclined to choose the self‐gender‐group dominated professions (e.g., Murrell, Frieze, & Frost, 1991;

Strange & Rea, 1983). Both men and women have been found to have a weaker sense of belonging in a field when

they have a negative attitude toward working in a field dominated by the opposite gender (Harren, Kass, Tinsley, &

Moreland, 1979; Roets, Van Hiel, & Dhont, 2012). Although men report a higher level of comfort working in a

profession where they are outnumbered by women (e.g., nursing, teaching) than vice versa, they tend to gradually

adopt strategies to re‐establish masculinity as dominant in the workplace (Simpson, 2004; Williams, 1992).

Nevertheless, the general notion that science as such is a masculine profession has become outdated, even as a

stereotype, in the past decades. Instead, the stereotypes became discipline specific. As mentioned above, physics is

strongly associated with masculine traits; and biology, with feminine traits. As different science fields are

dominated by men (or women) to different degrees, each field may exert different levels of gender role

expectations and opposite gender pressure. Thus, for a girl who just started high school, a female biology teacher

may have very different effect than a female physics teacher. Would gender matching reinforce an existing strong
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gender representation, boosting female students’ identification with biology, or would gender matching alleviate

gender underrepresentation, boosting female students’ identification with physics, or both? An additional question

is how gender matching may help students cope with negative feelings of being dominated by the opposite gender.

1.3 | Gender matching theories

Betz and O’Connell (1992) distinguished two hypotheses to explain occupational choice, which are also helpful in

explaining occupational identity: the opportunity structure hypothesis and the role model hypothesis. The

opportunity structure hypothesis posits that one’s career interest is primarily influenced by those who can closely

communicate the knowledge about an occupation. In other words, young persons may develop a high interest in an

occupation because they have learned substantial knowledge about the occupation (e.g., career trajectory, skillset,

interpersonal relationships) from an expert who is close to them. Parents or teachers (regardless of their gender)

who can give career advice are typically considered strong influencers in the opportunity structure hypothesis

(Dryler, 1998; Jacobs & Bleeker, 2004; Sonnert, 2009).

The role model hypothesis posits that young people’s career interests are primarily influenced by persons who

are similar to them in certain aspects, such as race or gender. In other words, young persons may develop a high

interest in an occupation because they admire, or want to be like, an individual with whom they see a resemblance,

such as a parent or a teacher of the same gender (Lockwood, 2006; Nixon & Robinson, 1999; Rothstein, 1995). The

role model hypothesis has been heavily drawn upon to support having gender role models (by gender matching)

because they are thought to encourage career interests. Nevertheless, in our context, it may be possible that the

two hypotheses coincide. For girls, for instance, a gender role model may not only have the character or charisma

that makes them wish to learn from, or grow up to become, the model, but also practically teach them how to

persist as a gender minority, and how to counteract the gender stereotypes, which is specific knowledge that is

consistent with the opportunity structure hypothesis. Both hypotheses thus predict a positive gender matching

effect. Hence, in this study, when we use the term “gender role model,” we indicate the presence of a gender‐
matched teacher whose effect may be due to the role model effect, the opportunity structure effect, or a

combination thereof.

1.4 | Empirical evidence for a gender matching effect

Dee (2007) found a positive correlation between gender matching and academic achievement in science for both

boys and girls in eighth grade. In the high school years and beyond, some prior studies have reported no effect of

gender matching on female college students’ STEM enrollment (Canes & Rosen, 1995) or persistence (Price, 2010).

Nevertheless, other studies have found encouraging gender matching effects on STEM major recruitment

(Ashworth & Evans, 2001; Bottia et al., 2015; Rask & Bailey, 2002), persistence (Hoffman & Oreopoulos, 2009;

Rothstein, 1995), and performance (Carrell, Page, & West, 2010; Neumark & Gardecki, 1996). In a study of a

summer undergraduate research program, Morales et al. (2018) found that mentor and mentee gender matching

brought about larger gains in the mentee’s self‐reported “thinking like a scientist,” “feeling comfortable working

within the scientific field,” and “knowledge and skills in the scientific field” (p. 1034). In addition, they found that

women mentees benefited more than men from gender matching.

In perhaps the largest gender‐matching study to date, Bettinger and Long (2005) used a longitudinal data set

(N∼54,000 college students) and found mixed results. In college geology, mathematics, and statistics, female

students who first had female instructors were more likely than their female peers who had male instructors to

continue in their major by taking additional courses. However, in physics and biology, female students who first had

female instructors were less likely to persist. Interestingly, Bettinger and Long (2005) found that the gender‐
matching effect also applied to male students in a female dominated field, such as education, suggesting that
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stereotype threat can occur to either gender, depending on which gender is in the minority, and that a same gender

teacher can boost the learning interests of students of the minority gender in a specific field.

Most of the abovementioned studies focused on students who were already highly identified and enrolled in

STEM (Drury, Siy, & Cheryan, 2011; Lockwood, 2006; Marx & Goff, 2005; Stout, Dasgupta, Hunsinger, & McManus,

2011). However, the gender matching effects on the development of science identity before students enrolled in

STEM majors, an important precursor of STEM major choice, career intention, and retention, have not been fully

understood. In a study of 21,440 students in ninth grade, Sansone (2019) found that the probability that students

(either male or female) believed that men were better than women in mathematics or science dropped by 6% if the

students had female mathematics/science teachers, rather than male teachers. Nevertheless, in a study of 1,138

10th‐grade students, Gilmartin et al. (2007) found that the percentage of science teachers who were female had no

significant effect for either male or female students on a range of science identity measures (e.g., their science self‐
concept and their interest in science‐related college majors).

Over the course of their education, students typically have numerous STEM teachers. Gender‐matching studies

commonly focused on the proportion of teachers’ genders among all STEM teachers whom a student had

experienced, or the gender ratio among all faculty members in the department in which the student enrolled. Thus,

these studies were best suited to examine the effect of the cumulative exposure to same gender teachers but did

not narrow down to the effect of a specific teacher. Only Bettinger and Long (2005), to the best of our knowledge,

focused consistently on the gender of the first teacher in a subject at the college level. Nevertheless, the origins of

stereotype threats and the origins of a gender matching effect to counteract such threats might trace back to as

early as the very first teacher in each of the STEM fields in high school, which is the first instance of physics,

chemistry, and biology being differentiated as separate courses within the science domain, at least in the United

States. As noted, high school is a critical period where male and female science identities bifurcate and solidify.

Therefore, gender matching at the high school level may have lasting effects on students’ science identity in college.

Focusing only on the college teacher gender matching, or the average faculty gender ratio in a department, may

produce an incomplete picture of the potential gender matching effects.

In this study exploring students’ science identity, we hypothesized that the very first high school teacher in each

subject (physics, chemistry, and biology) may trigger a gender role effect on the students’ disciplinary identity in the

long run. We also hypothesized that gender‐matching may offset the identity threat induced by the negative

influence of the opposite gender being dominant.

1.5 | Science identity

Prior research has built a strong theoretical foundation for science identity functioning as a precursor of STEM

engagement and persistence (e.g., Hazari et al., 2013). As summarized by Kang et al. (2019, p. 421), based on social

practice theory, a student’s view of him/her self is “informed by and shaped through the encounters one has across

time and settings.” According to Gee (2001), science identity is a type of “affinity identity” (as opposed to other

types of identity, such as nature, institution, or discourse identity) in which “we are what we are because of the

experience we have had within certain sorts of affinity groups” (p. 101). Science identity is individual, yet highly

dependent on context and others’ perceptions (Burke, 2003; Cleaves, 2005), and influenced by interest,

competence, and performance (Carlone & Johnson, 2007; Fouad, Smith, & Zao, 2002; Lent, Brown, & Hackett,

1996).

Because the idea of identity is highly complex, it is not surprising that there have been numerous approaches to

defining and measuring science identity. Kane (2012) defined identity as the way people “make sense of themselves

and are made sense of by others” (p. 458), and defined disciplinary identity to be “the way [learners] perceive

themselves (and are perceived by others) as they participate in and develop a relationship with a particular

academic discipline” (p. 462). Similarly, Brickhouse and Potter (2001) defined science identity to be the way one

understands his/her participation in science and the ways in which others interpret that participation. Several
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researchers in the field have agreed with this concept of science identity (Aschbacher, Li, & Roth, 2010; Carlone &

Johnson, 2007). Hazari et al. (2015, 2007, 2010) defined science identity as individuals’ internalized designation of

their positions or roles in a science or science learning field. In their view, science identity primarily depends on

whether learners see themselves as a science person, or in other words, self‐recognition, as opposed to others’

recognition, which Hazari et al. called the external approach.

In this study, we operationalized science identity in two ways. First, we measured identity in each discipline,

using an item that asked to what extent the participants see themselves as a person of that subject field (e.g., “I see

myself as a physics person,” “I see myself as a chemistry person,” or “I see myself as a biology person”). Shanahan

(2007, 2008) observed that “being a physics person,” and so forth was a common phrase among students when they

discussed science identity. In addition, the “type of person” approach has been widely used in the measurement of

science identity (Carlone, 2004; Dou et al., 2019; Kang et al., 2019; Pugh, 2004; Rahm, 2007; Rahm & Ash, 2008)

and has been shown to be strongly correlated with all components in the theoretical framework of subject‐specific
identities, based on previous empirical studies and factor analyses (Hazari et al., 2007, 2010, 2015; Shanahan,

2007, 2008).

Second, we also incorporated the approach of the above‐mentioned scholars who have argued that “seeing

one’s self as a science person” is an aspect of science identity that is to a substantial extent constructed by the

perception of others’ recognition of the self (e.g., “other people see me as a science person”). For example, Carlone

and Johnson (2007) modeled a student’s science identity as incorporating the view of the self as well as the view of

others. For this reason, our second approach to operationalizing science identity included items that asked

participants if their parents or teacher saw them as a science person (e.g., “My parent sees me as a physics person,”

“My teacher sees me as a physics person”). For each subject of study, we averaged each participant’s rating in the

three items (“I/my parent/my teacher sees me as a […] person.”) to create a composite identity score in the

respective subject (i.e., physics, chemistry, biology identity composite score). The composite score approach

incorporated multiple aspects of the students’ science identity, whereas the one item—“I see myself”—approach

captures the most straightforward and essential element of science identity. It is noteworthy that in a recent study,

Dou et al. (2019) showed that the one item measure—“I see myself as a STEM person”—was strongly correlated

with another, composite, construct of science identity, and that both approaches yielded indistinguishable model

estimations.

Science identity is closely related to STEM competence, experience, and aspirations. Such factors influence

identity, but do not constitute the entirety of one’s identity. For example, it has been well documented that, even

when men and women had similar science performance, men tended to be overconfident about their science

competence. which led to a stronger belief in their science identity, compared with women who tended to

underestimate their science competence (Bench, Lench, Miner, Flores, & Liew, 2015; Watt, 2010). For another

example, science identity was found to be strongly related to motivations such as communal goals or agency goals

(e.g., Diekman, Weisgram, & Belanger, 2015). Thus, it is important that any study of identity control for the variance

explained by competence, experience, or aspiration. Such an approach increases researchers’ confidence that the

outcome of interest is indeed students’ identity, net of those other (connected) factors. For this reason, in every

analytic model, we have controlled for the year in which participants enrolled in their first physics, chemistry, or

biology course in high school. We also accounted for the type of the respective course (e.g. regular, honors, IB, dual

credit, or AP), positivity of their first experience with science (1 = strongly negative…4 = strongly positive), the

participants’ STEM career aspirations at the beginning of high school, highest education degree of parents, if any

parent’s job was related to STEM (1 = yes, 0 = no) and the participant’s race.

1.6 | Research questions

In a U.S. national sample of college students in the year 2007, we ask, for the disciplines of physics, chemistry or

biology, respectively: (a) Do students whose first teacher was a male report disciplinary identity differently from
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students whose first teacher was a female? (b) Do male and female students report disciplinary identity differently?

(c) In addition to examining these main effects of teacher gender and student gender, we ask if there are interaction

effects between the teachers’ and students’ gender, which can be understood as a gender‐matching effect. (d) Do

students who report the influence of opposite gender dominance (hereafter influence of opposite gender

domination [IOGD], the specific wording of the IOGD question will be shown in the sample and variables section) to

be positive for their career choice have a higher disciplinary identity, and conversely, do students who report IOGD

to be negative have a lower subject identity? (e) If so, does the impact of IOGD differ by the teacher’s (or student’s)

gender, which would appear as an interaction effect between IOGD and teacher’s gender (or student’s gender)? (f)

Given the literature showing that gender and race are interrelated in science identity formation (e.g., Carlone &

Johnson, 2007), we asked if there is a race‐specific gender matching effect, which would appear as an interaction

effect of teacher gender × student gender × student race (we did not have information about teacher’s race;

therefore, we did not examine the effect of race matching).

2 | SAMPLE AND VARIABLES

The Persistence Research in Science and Engineering project is a national survey administered to students in

undergraduate English composition classes in the fall semester of 2007. These classes are often required of all

students, regardless of their (intended) major, so that they constitute a strategic research site for comparing STEM‐
inclined students with students who want nothing to do with STEM.

The survey included questions on students’ demographics, career interests, high school science experiences,

and attitudes about science. The construction of the survey was guided by an extensive literature review and by an

open‐ended, free‐response questionnaire asking what factors, especially in high school, would impact students’

persistence in STEM. To this exploratory questionnaire, we received responses from 259 high school science

teachers and 153 scientists, which yielded over 100 pages of text that were analyzed.

To establish reliability, the survey was subjected to a test–retest study with 96 students, allowing

approximately a 2‐week interval between administrations. For continuous variables, the correlation coefficient

between the test and retest answers was used, whereas Cohen’s κ was employed for dichotomous variables. Taken

together, the mean test–retest reliability of the survey was 0.7, which indicates strong stability according to

Thorndike (1997). For face and content validity of the survey, we conducted focus groups with science education

experts (researchers and experienced practitioners) and students. To make sure that the items captured the

variation in students’ experiences, we piloted a draft of the survey with 49 students so that we were able to adjust

items and scales for the final survey.

A stratified national random sample of undergraduate students was used. The distinction between 4‐ and 2‐
year institutions served as the first stratification criterion. Among students of higher education institutions in the

United States, 56% attended 4‐year and 44% attended 2‐year institutions at the time. Each of the two groups thus

defined was further stratified by the size of the institution (small, medium, and large). Eventually, our sample

consisted of 34 higher education institutions.

Of the 6,860 students in our sampled institutions, 56.4% attended 4‐year, and 43.6% attended 2‐year
institutions. This proportion was extremely well in line with the corresponding proportion in the population, as

described above. Regarding our second stratification criterion, we had aimed at a sample that contained, among

both the 4‐ and 2‐year students, a third of students who attended large institutions, a third of students at medium

institutions, and at third who were at small institutions. Among the 4‐year students in our sample, 41.8% attended

large, 26.0% attended medium, and 32.2% attended small institutions; among 2‐year students, 39.6% attended

large, 24.6% attended medium, and 35.8% attended small institutions. Whereas the target proportions of 33.3% for

each group were not precisely attained, the actual proportions were deemed close enough to be an adequate

representation of the population.
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In addition to this stratified random sample of the national population of institutions of higher education, we

gathered smaller, special samples of institutions of particular interest: Historically Black Colleges, Hispanic serving

institutions, and women’s colleges. These yielded 645 additional students (312 from four women’s colleges, 311

from two Hispanic serving institutions, and 22 from one Historically Black College). In our final sample, 2,954

students had taken physics, 4,935 had taken chemistry, and 5,402 had taken biology in high school, which reduced

our analytic sample in the respective models.

As shown in Table 1, 47.1% of the student sample were male, 67.1% were white, 8.4% were black, and 5.7%

were Asian. The average of the highest educational degrees of the parents was between an associate college degree

and a bachelor’s degree. Of the sample, 30.6% had as least one parent whose job was related to STEM. On average,

the participants reported their earliest experience with science to have been somewhat positive (3.14 on a 1–4

Likert scale). The average SAT mathematics score was 528.65. At the beginning of high school, 26.7% of the sample

reported an interest in a STEM‐related career; at the end of high school, that percentage was 24.9%.

One item measured the IOGD. The wording of the items was “If a certain profession was dominated by people

of the opposite gender to yourself, how would that influence the likelihood that you would enter that profession?

(1 = strongly decreases likelihood, 2 = somewhat decreases likelihood, 3 = neutral, 4 = somewhat increases

likelihood, 5 = strongly increases likelihood.) On average, the participants reported a neutral IOGD on their career

decisions (3.12 on a Likert scale from 1 to 5). This item was field‐unspecific, as will be discussed below in the

Section 6.

Of the participants, 66.5% had a first physics teacher who was male, 49.0% had a first chemistry teacher who

was male, and 47.1% had a first biology teacher who was male. Furthermore, 63.9% took their first physics class as

a regular course, as opposed to an honors (25.2%), AP (7.5%), IB (0.6%), or other advanced type course (2.8%). Most

participants (37.7%) took their first physics class in their 11th year (average year: 10.96), and they received an

average grade of 3.39 (on a scale 0–4). A total of 69.0% took their first chemistry class in regular courses, and

24.6% took an honors course, 3.4% AP and 0.5% IB courses. Most participants (45.3%) took their first chemistry

class in their 11th year (average year: 10.51), and they received an average grade of 3.24. Regarding biology, 72.5%

took their first biology class as a regular course, and 21.5% took an honors course, 3.1% AP and 0.4% IB courses.

Most participants (43.7%) took their first chemistry class in their 11th year (average year: 9.53), and they received

an average grade of 3.37.

On a 1–6 Likert scale of self‐identity in, respectively, physics, chemistry, and biology (e.g., “I see myself as a

physics person: 1 = not at all, 6 = very much”), participants’ average scores were in the lower middle range: 2.38 for

physics, 2.25 for chemistry, and 2.43 for biology. Similar ranges were found for participants’ ratings of their parents

or teachers’ recognition of them as physics, chemistry, or biology persons. As expected, the three items had strong

correlations with each other (in physics, Corrself,parent = 0.80, Corrself,teacher = 0.67, Corrparent,teacher = 0.68; in

chemistry, Corrself,parent = 0.80, Corrself,teacher = 0.68, Corrparent,teacher = 0.70; in biology Corrself,parent = 0.82,

Corrself,teacher = 0.72, Corrparent,teacher = 0.73).

3 | ANALYSIS

The outcomes of interest were physics identity, chemistry identity, and biology identity. Recall that each identity

was operationalized in two ways—the one item, “I see myself,” approach and the three items, “average composite,”

approach. For each of the identity measures in each discipline, we built a regression model, for a total of six

separate regression models. The key predictors were (a) gender of first physics, chemistry, or biology teacher, (b)

gender of the student, (c) student’s IOGD measure, and (d) the interaction effects between the above key

predictors. We first ran models with only the main effects of the key predictors, then with interaction effects. We

retained the interaction effects that were statistically significant. Then we included the control variables to

examine if the main effects and interaction effects remained statistically significant.
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TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics for all variables

Proportion (%) Mean (SD)

Gender is male for

First physics teacher 66.50

First chemistry teacher 49.03

First biology teacher 46.26

Student 47.06

Interested in STEM careers by

End of high school 24.84

Race

White 67.07

Black 8.44

Asian 5.67

Other 15.19

Parent’s job relates to STEM 30.57

Grade took

First physics class 10.96 (1.06)

First chemistry class 10.51 (0.79)

First biology class 9.53 (0.74)

Grade received in

First physics class 3.39 (0.76)

First chemistry class 3.24 (0.83)

First biology class 3.37 (0.75)

SAT math score 528.65 (125.6)

Highest education degree of parents 2.14 (1.24)

(0 = less than HS, 1 =HS, 2 = some college/AS, 3 = BA/BS, 4 =Graduate School)

Positive experience with science 3.14 (0.79)

(1 = strongly negative/discouraging→4 = strongly positive/encouraging)

Influence of opposite gender dominance 3.12 (0.78)

(1 = strongly negative/discouraging→5 = strongly negative/discouraging)

I see myself as a […] person

Physic 2.38 (1.68)

Chemistry 2.25 (1.57)

Biology 2.43 (1.68)

(1 = not at all→6 = very much)

My parent sees me as a […] person

Physic 2.40 (1.67)

Chemistry 2.32 (1.59)

Biology 2.48 (1.66)

(1 = not at all→6 = very much)

My parent sees me as a […] person

Physic 2.40 (1.67)

Chemistry 2.32 (1.59)

Biology 2.48 (1.66)

Composite identity score in

Physic 2.52 (1.60)

Chemistry 2.44 (1.50)

Biology 2.59 (1.55)

(1 = not at all→6 = very much)

Abbreviation: STEM, science, technology, engineering, and mathematics.
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Because the participants were clustered in colleges, we started model building from multilevel models with

varying intercepts by school. However, multilevel models showed that the intraclass correlations were as low as

0.03, 0.02, and 0.01 for the physics, chemistry, and biology identity models, respectively. This indicated that the

college clustering effect explained extremely little of the variance. Therefore, we reduced the models to flat models.

All of the main effects and interaction effects that were significant before adding the control variables remained

significant after including the controls. We report the models that include the control variables, but our

interpretation of the models remains focused on the predictors and interaction effects we are interested in from a

theoretical perspective, not on the control variables.

4 | RESULTS

The standardized coefficients of the fitted models are presented in Table 2, along with the standard errors (SE) and

levels of statistical significance (the Likert scale variables were standardized to a mean of 0 and standard deviation

of 1; categorical variables such as gender, race, course type and STEM interests at the beginning of high school,

were treated as discrete dummy variables).1 Because the dependent variable and the continuous independent

variables had been standardized, the coefficients can be directly interpreted as effect sizes on the scale of standard

deviations. Within each subject field, the two models using different measures of identity yielded very similar

results. Thus, we will only report in text and visually illustrate the “I see myself” models.

First, M1.1 was a model predicting students’ physics identity. We found significant main effects of both

student’s gender (standardized coefficient b = 0.335, SE = 0.038, p < .001) and teacher’s gender (b = 0.091,

SE = 0.039, p < .05). Male students had a higher physics identity than did female students, and students with

men as their first physics teachers had a higher physics identity, compared with those who had women as their first

physics teachers. The effect size of teacher gender was about one‐fourth of the effect size of student gender.

Students with more positive IOGD2 had a higher physics identity (b = 0.068, SE = 0.018, p < .001). There were no

statistically significant interaction effects among the key predictors. We show the main effect of teacher’s gender

and student’s gender in Figure 1 (the error bars indicate the 95% confidence interval).

Second, M2.1 was a model predicting students’ chemistry identity. There was a significant effect of the

teacher’s gender (b = −0.081, SE = 0.039), which indicated a positive effect of having a female chemistry teacher.

There was also a significant interaction effect between teacher’s gender and student’s gender (0.122, SE = 0.058,

p < .05). Figure 2 shows this interaction effect with 95% confidence intervals. We can clearly see that, on the whole,

female and male students had about the same level of chemistry identity. Yet, if female students had a first

chemistry teacher who was a woman, they tended to have a significantly higher chemistry identity than did female

students with male chemistry teachers (effect size = 0.15 SD). In addition, and in line with what we found in M1,

students with more positive IOGD had higher chemistry identity (b = 0.101, SE = 0.015, p < .001). No interaction

effects were found between IOGD and the gender of the teachers or the gender of the students.

Lastly, M3.1 was a model predicting students’ biology identity. There was a significant main effect of the gender

of first biology teacher (b = −0.074, SE = 0.036, p < .05), with female teachers being associated with students’ higher

biology identity. There was also a significant main effect of the gender of students (b = −0.159, SE = 0.037, p < .001),

with female students reporting a higher biology identity. IOGD was also found to be significant (b = 0.040,

SE = 0.018), with more positive IOGD correlating with higher biology identity. Moreover, there were two

interaction effects: one between the gender of the teachers and the gender of the students (b = 0.120, SE = 0.054,

p < .05) and the other between the gender of the teachers and IOGD (b = 0.063, SE = 0.027, p < .05). To discern

1We also tested ordered logistic models for the 6‐point‐Likert scale outcome variables. The model parameters and conclusions were very close to the

linear ordinary least square (OLS) models. Hence, we only report OLS models in the table for simplicity.

2We also tested alternative models where IOGD was treated as a group of discrete dummy variables. The conclusion was the same.
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these intricate interaction effects, we first graphed only the interaction effect between the teachers’ gender and

the student’s gender in Figure 3, in the same fashion as Figures 1 and 2. We then graphed the two interaction

effects together, showing students of different genders with teachers of different genders at the two ends of the

IOGD scale (Figure 4). Note that there was no significant three‐way interaction.

Figure 3 shows that female students, on average, had a higher biology identity, compared with male students. In

addition, female students with female first biology teachers had a higher biology identity than did female students

with male first biology teachers (effect size = 0.07 SD). The same positive effect of gender‐matching was found for

the males. Male students with male first biology teachers had a higher biology identity than did male students with

female first biology teachers (effect size = 0.07 SD). In short, this relationship showed a benefit of teacher‐student
gender matching for student identity specifically in the subject of biology.

In Figure 4, we can still see the relationship shown in Figure 3 (though not as distinctly). This figure highlights one

clear finding: students who had a negative IOGD tended to also have a lower biology identity. This finding is similar to

the main effect of IOGD we found in M1 and M2. However, the exception was female students whose first biology

teacher was female. This was the only group at the negative end of IOGD that had an average biology identity that

was not significantly lower than the mean of the whole sample. If we focus on the positive end of the IOGD scale, we

can see that all groups had an above average biology identity, except for male students whose first biology teachers

were female, a group whose biology identity was not significantly different from the grand mean, although still

significantly higher than their counterparts at the negative end of the IOGD scale. In short, female first biology

F IGURE 1 Predicted physics identity (standardized) by the gender of students and the gender of the first
physics teachers, while controlling for other covariates in M1 at their means [Color figure can be viewed at

wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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teachers were particularly helpful in terms of biology identity for female students who reported being discouraged by

the dominance of males in the field, whereas female first biology teachers detracted from the biology identity of male

students who reported to be positively influenced by the opposite gender dominating the field.

Regarding the race variables, we found that black and Asian students had a higher science identity in chemistry,

compared with White students. Asian students also had a higher identity in biology than did White students. We

did not find any interaction effect between gender (either teacher gender or student gender), or gender matching,

and race. Thus, in response our intersectionality research question (6), we did not find gender matching to be race

specific.

Lastly, although serving as control variables and not the focus of this study, it is noteworthy that covariates

such as grade in respective courses, STEM career interests at the beginning of high school, and earlier positive

experience with science had significant and positive associations with science identity in each of the subject

fields. Such findings confirmed prior studies that showed science identity to be closely related to one’s

competence, aspiration and experience (Carlone & Johnson, 2007; Fouad, Smith, & Zao, 2002; Lent et al.,

1996). Controlling for these factors also allowed us to make the argument that the variance in science identity

explained by gender and gender matching was additional to the variance that had been explained by other

usual predictors.

F IGURE 2 Predicted chemistry identity (standardized) by the gender of students, the gender of the first
chemistry teachers, and the interaction between the two, while controlling for other covariates in M2 at their

means [Color figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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5 | DISCUSSION

The study had three main results: (a) The existence and direction of the main effects of teacher and student gender

varied from discipline to discipline. (b) Gender matching effects (interaction between teacher and student gender)

existed, but were largely discipline‐specific. In physics, there was no gender‐matching effect. In chemistry, we found

a gender‐matching effect only for women students. Only in biology were there gender‐matching effects for

students of both genders. (c) A main effect of IOGD was found consistently in all three disciplines; and, in biology,

there existed an interaction effect between IOGD and teacher gender. We will interpret these findings in the same

order listed above.

5.1 | Effects of teacher’s gender, student’s gender, and their interaction

In the field of physics, be it in schools or in the workforce, there are many more men than women. According to the

latest report from National Science Board (2018), only 21.5% of bachelor degrees in physics (excluding chemistry)

were awarded to females, as of 2015. Male teachers also dominate the physics teacher’s population, as confirmed by

our sample. There has been a dominant stereotype that physics is the most masculine and hardest among all hard

science subjects (Leslie et al., 2015; Vockell & Lobonc, 1981), and that it “is suited for men” (Cheryan, Ziegler,

Montoya, & Jiang, 2017; Hazari et al., 2010; Reid & Skryabina, 2003). Students can learn this stereotype from culture

F IGURE 3 Predicted biology identity (standardized) by the gender of students, the gender of the first biology
teachers, and the interaction between the two, while controlling for other covariates in M3 at their means [Color

figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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or simply from the general gender ratio among physics teachers. This may explain that male students have a higher

physics identity than do female students, on average, regardless of the gender of their actual physics teachers. Male

physics teachers elevated students’ physics identity, regardless of the students’ gender. A positive attitude or

stereotype toward male physics teachers (or, conversely, a negative attitude or stereotype toward female physics

teachers) may be held by students of all genders, perceiving male teachers to be more accurate, capable and

experienced. Indeed, as a previous study (Potvin, Hazari, Tai & Sadler, 2009) has shown, high school students of both

genders gave their female teachers significantly lower quality ratings than their male teachers (it seems doubtful that

this could be explained by a “true” quality difference). Moreover, physics was the only high school science subject in

which female students in that study rated female teachers lower than male teachers. As a result, students became

more interested in, and identified with, physics when it was taught by a male (Potvin et al., 2009).

In chemistry or biology, the dominance of males is not as noticeable as it is in physics. According to National

Science Board (2018), 47.2% of bachelor degrees in chemistry, and 58.5% of bachelor degrees in biology, were

awarded to women. In fact, biology has been largely considered a favorable STEM field for women in the United

F IGURE 4 Predicted biology identity (standardized) by the gender of students (shape), the gender of the first

biology teachers (colored line‐type), the influence of the opposite gender dominance (IOGD on the x axis), and the
interaction effect of gender of teacher × gender of student, and gender of teacher × IOGD, while controlling for
other covariates in M3 at their means. IOGD, influence of opposite gender domination [Color figure can be viewed

at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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States. More women than men study biology at both the undergraduate and graduate levels, and the biology

workforce has about an even gender ratio, with some reports showing that women outnumber men (Hill, 1997;

National Science Foundation, 2009). Consistent with these larger trends, and in contrast to physics identity, we did

not see an effect of student’s gender on chemistry identity, and we found a gender effect on biology identity where

female students’ identity was stronger than the males’.

In both chemistry and biology, we also see a clear gender role model effect of the teachers. Chemistry,

traditionally perceived in the middle range of difficulty among the hard sciences (harder than biology, softer than

physics), may discourage female students, but women students’ interests and identity in chemistry can be boosted

by having a first chemistry teacher who is a woman. By contrast, male students were not affected by the gender of

their first chemistry teachers. They did not need a gender role model in chemistry because they may not have

perceived or experienced any marginalization of men in chemistry.

Biology, commonly perceived to be the softest among the three hard science subjects (Leslie et al., 2015), has a

roughly even number of male and female participants, and in some subfields, even more females than males. This is the

field in which gender role models provided by the teachers are effective for both male and female students. Students of

both genders have a roughly equal chance to perceive being marginalized in their biology studies or training because of

their gender: sometimes male students outnumber or outachieve female students, or vice versa. This was precisely the

situation in which students of both genders looked up to matched‐gender teachers as their gender role models: from their

teachers, they may have inferred the likelihood of themselves being successful in the field of biology as men or as women.

Cheryan et al. (2011) showed that the teacher‐student gender matching effect was mediated by the gender

stereotype that the teacher embodied. It could be possible that the stereotype threats that female teachers

perceive as they teach in a field in which women are minorities unintentionally reinforce the gender stereotypes

students develop (this, in turn, may raise the stereotype threats for female teachers—and so on in a vicious cycle).

Previous studies have shown that students commonly hold stereotypes that physical science topics are for boys and

life science topics are for girls (Baker & Leary, 1995; Dawson, 2000; Jones et al., 2000). In the subject of physics, the

common stereotype against women may counteract the potential gender role modeling effect that a female teacher

may elicit. In the meantime, when the presence of the female teacher echoes a substantial representation of women

and reduced stereotypes against women, that is, in fields such as chemistry and biology, the positive effect of

gender matching becomes more prominent. Thus, we posit that the field specific identity gap between male and

female students, and the field specific teacher gender role model effects, can be explained by the gender

representation, and the potential stereotypes generated, in the respective fields.

It is important to note that this study investigates a long‐term effect of gender matching—how gender matching

that occurred during high school may be associated with students’ science identity measured at the beginning of

college. Our findings do not speak to the immediate or short‐term effect of gender matching. It is possible that the

effect of gender matching attenuates over time but is also possible that it gets stronger. Without any longitudinal

information, we cannot determine science identity development as a function of gender matching and time.

5.2 | Influence of the opposite gender dominance

Consistent with our review of the literature, students’ IOGD had effects on their identity in all three STEM subjects,

regardless of their gender and teacher gender (with the only exception being female students with female teachers in

biology, which will be discussed below). Students who hold negative viewpoints about the opposite gender being

dominant in their career fields or, to paraphrase, students who prefer to work in fields populated by people of their own

gender, reported a lower identity in all of the three STEM fields. A female student who did not want to participate (and

thus potentially find herself isolated) in a male dominated job would not identify herself with any of the STEM fields. By

contrast, male students who were negatively sensitive to being outnumbered by female coworkers may have felt that, in

STEM, the gender balance had already been flipped by the large number of, as well as the achievement of, female

students around them. Thus, they would have felt marginalized by the increasing number of female participants in
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STEM. An alternative and much simpler explanation would be that those who felt negatively about the opposite gender

being dominant tended to be more self‐conscious and insecure in general. People who are self‐conscious and insecure

may have weaker self‐identities in a large number of areas. Conversely, people who feel secure being the minority in a

group may be less conscious of peer and social pressure, and more exploratory and expressive of self‐identity. As a

result, they may report a higher level of identification with a larger number of fields in general.

5.3 | Interaction effect between teachers’ gender and IOGD in biology

Lastly, an interesting yet puzzling finding is the interaction effect between teachers’ gender and IOGD on students’ biology

identity, as shown in Figure 4. As indicated by the main effect of IOGD, students at its negative end had a lower biology

identity, and students at the positive end reported a stronger identity in biology (the same applied to physics and

chemistry identity). However, this was found not to apply to female students at the lower end who had female first biology

teachers, and male students at the higher end who had female first biology teachers. On the basis the information

available to us, we cannot further investigate this puzzle. Nevertheless, we offer a speculative explanation, as follows.

When female students’ first biology teacher was also female, the female students who initially felt negatively

about males dominating their field could have perceived a strong female presence in the field of biology, as signaled

by the female teacher, which brought the female students to the realization that women have achieved leadership

roles in the field of biology even though it was historically dominated by men. This gender role model presented a

good example that the minority group in a field can achieve equal, or even the majority, status through good work,

which might reduce anxiety and boost self‐efficacy for women students with negative IOGD. Thus, matching female

students with female teachers in biology may have offset the negative effect of having a negative IOGD measure

(which may indicate high self‐conscientiousness and insecurity). At the positive end of IOGD, some male students

who reported being comfortable with the dominance of females in the workplace might have assumed all STEM

fields to be dominated by men and that, even if they were placed in a women populated field, they might exert

masculinity to regain dominance (Simpson, 2004; Williams, 1992). But having a female teacher as their first biology

teacher may have brought them to realize the reality or serious possibility that females can take and retain the

leadership and dominant roles in the field of biology. The presence of a female biology teacher enhances the overall

representation of successful women in biology. This factor may flip the students’ stereotype that biology, like

physics and chemistry, remains dominated by men, so much so that it may enforce a new stereotype that biology is

for girls, as substantiated by the stereotype that girls are caring for animals and people (Baker & Leary, 1995).

For male students, even if they claimed to be comfortable with female dominance in general (readers should be

reminded that we only measured students’ IOGD in general, using one item, not specifically for each subject),

enrolling in a biology class taught by a female teacher is perhaps male students’ first ever encounter with a gender

stereotype threat in science that works against males. As a result, the male students at the positive end of IOGD

scale may have become less comfortable than they generally claimed to be, after they experienced stereotype

threat, such as in biology classes taught by female teachers.

The question remains why this interaction effect was only observed in biology, but not in physics and chemistry.

Using the same interpretive framework, we speculatively argue that this is because only in the field of biology have

women actualized gender stereotype flipping in the student population, the teaching population, and in the

workforce. As a result, female biology teachers may activate the macro cultural/societal assumption that life

science is a good fit for girls (Vockell & Lobonc, 1981; Watt & Eccles, 2008), which reassures female students and

poses a stereotype threat to male students. Conversely, the macro level assumption that girls are successful in

physics or chemistry remains unfounded; thus, it cannot be activated by the presence of female teachers to

leverage the effect of negative IOGD. With respect to biology teachers, both female and male students see that the

role model of a leading woman figure in biology can be actualized (i.e., actually be followed in real life with a

likelihood of success), as opposed to being merely an isolated and unrealistic symbol. In chemistry, female role

models are somewhat actualized from the perspectives of female students, but the signal is not so strong as to pose
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stereotype threats to male students; and in physics, the role model of female teachers remains an isolated

symbolization, but is not perceived as promising in terms of actualization.

6 | LIMITATIONS

A major limitation is that we only knew the gender of the first teacher in physics, chemistry, and biology. We did not

know the gender history of all STEM teachers of each student. Although, as we argued, the first teachers are

particularly interesting because they set the first impression and provide the first role model for students, knowing

a fuller picture of the gender composition of the students’ learning trajectory would present a more complex and

dynamic story. We also did not know the nature of the interaction between a student and his/her first STEM

teacher. Controlling for the grade that a student received for the course and controlling for the prior experience

(positive or negative) with science partially helped us parse out the quality of the teacher‐student interaction but

did not help us capture the typology and variation of the interaction. One additional piece of useful information

that we did not capture was the etiology behind students’ IOGD attitude. How did students become negatively or

positively affected by the dominance of the opposite gender? Future study should look into these questions more

carefully. In fact, the question of the influence‐of‐other‐gender‐dominance does not only concern gender, but many

other factors that can place an individual in a minority group, such as race, immigration status, and SES (Hazari,

Sonnert, & Sadler, 2013), as well as methodology and school of thought. STEM work often necessitates resolving

the tension between solitude (or eccentricity) and popularity (or commonality). Could teachers use gender‐based
science identity as a teaching opportunity to teach students to discover their identity and overcome barriers set by

other factors? This remains a theoretical question of pedagogical importance.

Using only one field‐nonspecific item for IOGD, we intended it to be a measure of the general comfort level of

being a gender minority and a proxy of gender role conformity, as earlier studies have shown gender role

conformity to be closely associated with the aspiration toward self‐gender dominated professions (e.g., Murrell

et al., 1991). Nevertheless, a study would benefit from measuring the IODG attitude in a field‐specific manner,

because students of each gender may experience different amounts of gender role expectations, gender stereotype

threat, and oppression from the other gender in different fields, and they may have different levels of tolerance or

motivation to persist in their study/work as a gender minority in specific fields. This was the first study, to the best

of our knowledge, that examined how IOGD may interact with the gender of the teacher to have an impact on

students’ science identity. To answer the abovementioned puzzles raised by the findings related to IOGD, future

studies should unpack the construct of IOGD by measuring it from multiple perspectives.

As briefly mentioned above, the formation of identity is often discussed in the framework of intersectionality

between gender and race. Our data allowed us only to examine if the gender‐matching effect on identity was race

specific (we did not find it to be the case); however, due to the absence of teacher’s race, we could not test the

effect of race‐matching or gender‐race‐matching. Future work should collect more information about the teacher,

particularly race, given the importance of gender‐race intersectionality.

In this study, we operationalized students’ science identity in two ways and controlled for some measures of

competence, experience, and aspiration. Nevertheless, we acknowledge that science identity is a rather multifaceted

construct. To identify with science, one needs not only see oneself as a “science person” or perceive others’ recognition,

but also to perceive the self as belonging to the science community. Thus, future studies should include items that measure

one’s belonging to the science community. For example, Kane (2012) not only asked students’ self‐perception and the

perceptions of other’s recognition of the self, but also asked them with whom they choose to work.

Last, but not least, a critical limitation of the study is that the data are over 10 years old and should only be

extrapolated to today with caution. The gender gaps and gender relationships in general are part of an

everchanging sociopolitical landscape. Progress in addressing gender gaps has been made in the past 10 years. For

example, as compared with 10 years ago, more women movie characters nowadays demonstrate heroic behavior
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and science competence. Yet, such changes notwithstanding, key indices of the gender gap have remained

surprisingly stable. For example, the gender pay gap has remained nearly the same since 2007, even with strong

social and political advocacy for equal‐work‐equal‐pay (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018). In terms of STEM

participation, although the numbers of women enrolling in STEM majors have grown remarkably in the past 50

years, if we only inspect the growth over the past 10 years, we can see that the trends are nearly completely flat:

women outnumber men in the field of biology, have about equal numbers to men in chemistry, and are

outnumbered by men in physics. These numbers have maintained by surprisingly constant margins over the past 10

years, and the gender gap even widened in the field of computer sciences (National Science Foundation, 2018). A

key implication of our findings is that gender role models need to resonate with gender representation at the

societal level to have an impact on students’ identity in an area of study. Considering the relatively stable level of

gender representation in the STEM workforce, we argue that our findings and their implications still have

significant practical importance today.

7 | CONCLUSION

In summary, we found that both male and female students who positively perceived the dominance of the opposite

gender (IOGD) in their desired profession had a higher identity in physics, chemistry, and biology. In physics, male

students and students with male first physics teachers had a higher physics identity. In chemistry, students of both

genders had about the same chemistry identity, on average, but female students with female first chemistry

teachers reported a higher identity than did female students with male first chemistry teachers. In biology, there

was a positive teacher‐student gender matching effect for both genders of students: female students had a higher

biology identity if they had female first biology teachers, whereas male students had a higher biology identity if

they had male first biology teachers. In addition, female teachers raised the level of biology identity for female

students who had low IOGD and attenuated the biology identity for male students who had high IOGD.

The key message from our findings is that the presence of gender role models needs to resonate with the

gender representation in the teaching and workforces at the school and societal level to have an impact on

students’ identity in a scientific discipline. In other words, not only the individual teacher, but also the collective

gender composition of a discipline, serve as role models. As shown in an international comparative study by

Miller et al. (2015), an individual’s gender‐science stereotypes are predicted by women’s representation in science

at a macro‐societal level. Our study suggests that when the two sources of role modeling signals (individual teacher

and societal representation) match with each other, the presence of male and female teachers can have the

strongest modeling effect for students of the same gender. A practical suggestion for initiatives that aim to

encourage female students to develop a science identity is to make them aware of the collective presence and

success of female professionals in each specific STEM field.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Funding for Project PRiSE (Persistence Research in Science and Engineering) was provided by the National Science

Foundation (grant #062444). Any opinions, findings, conclusions, or recommendations expressed in this material

are the authors’ and do not necessarily reflect the views of the National Science Foundation. The authors would

also like to thank J. Miller, A. Trenga, H. Coyle, F. Deutsch, N. Cook‐Smith, M. Filisky, R. Tai (University of Virginia),

and Z. Hazari (FIU) of the PRiSE team for their dedicated work. In particular, we are grateful to P. Rosenfield for his

initial investigation of teacher/student gender matching in our research group. We also benefited from the advice

and help from K. Bergin (NSF), L. McDermot (University of Washington), and M. Atwater (University of Georgia).

We also thank all the participating English professors and their students for making this study possible.

94 | CHEN ET AL.



CONFLICT OF INTERESTS

The authors declare that there are no conflict of interests.

ORCID

Chen Chen http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6065-8889

REFERENCES

Alexander, J. M., Johnson, K. E., & Kelley, K. (2012). Longitudinal analysis of the relations between opportunities to learn

about science and the development of interests related to science. Science Education, 96(5), 763–786.

Anderhag, P., Emanuelsson, P., Wickman, P.‐O., & Hamza, K. M. (2013). Students’ choice of post‐compulsory science: In

search of schools that compensate for the socio‐economic background of their students. International Journal of Science

Education, 35(18), 3141–3160.

Anderhag, P., Wickman, P. O., Bergqvist, K., Jakobson, B., Hamza, K. M., & Säljö, R. (2016). Why do secondary school

students lose their interest in science? Or does it never emerge? A possible and overlooked explanation. Science

Education, 100(5), 791–813.

Archer, L., Dewitt, J., & Osborne, J. (2015). Is science for us? Black students’ and parents’ views of science and science

careers. Science Education, 99(2), 199–237.

Archer, L., DeWitt, J., Osborne, J., Dillon, J., Willis, B., & Wong, B. (2010). “Doing” science versus “being” a scientist: Examining 10/

11‐year‐old schoolchildren’s constructions of science through the lens of identity. Science Education, 94(4), 617–639.

Aschbacher, P. R., Li, E., & Roth, E. J. (2010). Is science me? High school students’ identities, participation and aspirations in

science, engineering, and medicine. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 47(5), 564–582.

Ashworth, J., & Evans, J. L. (2001). Modeling student subject choice at secondary and tertiary level: A cross‐section study.

The Journal of Economic Education, 32(4), 311–320.

Baker, D., & Leary, R. (1995). Letting girls speak out about science. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 32(1), 3–27.

Basu, S. J. (2008). How students design and enact physics lessons: Five immigrant Caribbean youth and the cultivation of

student voice. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 45(8), 881–899.

Bench, S. W., Lench, H. C., Liew, J., Miner, K., & Flores, S. A. (2015). Gender gaps in overestimation of math performance. Sex

Roles, 72, 536–546.

Bettinger, E. P., & Long, B. T. (2005). Do faculty serve as role models? The impact of instructor gender on female students.

American Economic Review, 95(2), 152–157.

Betz, M., & O’Connell, L. (1992). The role of inside and same‐sex influencers in the choice of nontraditional occupations.

Sociological Inquiry, 62(1), 98–106.

Bleeker, M. M., & Jacobs, J. E. (2004). Achievement in math and science: Do mothers’ beliefs matter 12 years later? Journal

of Educational Psychology, 96(1), 97–109.

Bottia, M. C., Stearns, E., Mickelson, R. A., Moller, S., & Valentino, L. (2015). Growing the roots of STEM majors: Female math

and science high school faculty and the participation of students in STEM. Economics of Education Review, 45, 14–27.

Brickhouse, N. W., Lowery, P., & Schultz, K. (2000). What kind of a girl does science? The construction of school science

identities. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 37(5), 441–458.

Brickhouse, N. W., & Potter, J. T. (2001). Young women’s scientific identity formation in an urban context. Journal of

Research in Science Teaching, 38(8), 965–980.

Brotman, J. S., & Moore, F. M. (2008). Girls and science: A review of four themes in the science education literature. Journal

of Research in Science Teaching, 45(9), 971–1002.

Bureau of Labor Statistics (2018). Highlights of Women’s Earning in 2017. Retrieved from https://www.bls.gov/opub/

reports/womens‐earnings/2017/pdf/home.pdf

Burke, P. J. (2003). Relationships among multiple identities. In T. J. Owens, R. T. Serpe, & P. A. Thotis (Eds.), Advances in

identity theory and research (pp. 195–214). New York: Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers.

Canes, B. J., & Rosen, H. S. (1995). Following in her footsteps? Faculty gender composition and women’s choices of college

majors. ILR Review, 48(3), 486–504.

Carli, L. L., Alawa, L., Lee, Y., Zhao, B., & Kim, E. (2016). Stereotypes about gender and science: Women≠ scientists.

Psychology of Women Quarterly, 40(2), 244–260.

Carlone, H. B., Haun‐Frank, J., & Webb, A. (2011). Assessing equity beyond knowledge‐ and skills‐based out‐ comes: A

comparative ethnography of two fourth‐grade reform‐based science classrooms. Journal of Research in Science Teaching,

48(5), 459–485.

CHEN ET AL. | 95

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6065-8889
https://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/womens-earnings/2017/pdf/home.pdf
https://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/womens-earnings/2017/pdf/home.pdf


Carlone, H. B., Scott, C. M., & Lowder, C. (2014). Becoming (less) scientific: A longitudinal study of students’ identity work

from elementary to middle school science. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 51(7), 836–869.

Carlone, H. B. (2004). The cultural production of science in reform‐based physics: Girls’ access, participation, and

resistance. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 41(4), 392–414.

Carlone, H. B., & Johnson, A. (2007). Understanding the science experiences of successful women of color: Science identity

as an analytic lens. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 44(8), 1187–1218.

Carrell, S. E., Page, M. E., & West, J. E. (2010). Sex and science: How professor gender perpetuates the gender gap. Quarterly

Journal of Economics, 125(3), 1101–1144.

Catsambis, S. (1995). Gender, race, ethnicity, and science education in the middle grades. Journal of Research in Science

Teaching, 32(3), 243–257.

Charles, M., & Bradley, K. (2009). Indulging our gendered selves? Sex segregation by field of study in 44 countries. American

Journal of Sociology, 114(4), 924–976.

Cheryan, S., Siy, J. O., Vichayapai, M., Drury, B. J., & Kim, S. (2011). Do female and male role models who embody STEM

stereotypes hinder women’s anticipated success in STEM? Social Psychological and Personality Science, 2(6), 656–664.

Cheryan, S., Ziegler, S. A., Montoya, A. K., & Jiang, L. (2017). Why are some STEM fields more gender balanced than others?

Psychological Bulletin, 143(1), 1–35.

Clancy, K. B., Nelson, R. G., Rutherford, J. N., & Hinde, K. (2014). Survey of academic field experiences (SAFE): Trainees

report harassment and assault. PLOS One, 9(7), 102172.

Cleaves, A. (2005). The formation of science choices in secondary school. International Journal of Science Education, 27(4),

471–486.

Crowley, K., Callanan, M. A., Tenenbaum, H. R., & Allen, E. (2001). Parents explain more often to boys than to girls during

shared scientific thinking. Psychological Science, 12(3), 258–261.

Dawson, C. (2000). Upper primary boys’ and girls’ interests in science: Have they changed since 1980? International Journal

of Science Education, 22(6), 557–570.

Day, R., & Allen, T. D. (2004). The relationship between career motivation and self‐efficacy with protégé career success.

Journal of Vocational Behavior, 64(1), 72–91.

Dee, T. S. (2007). Teachers and the gender gaps in student achievement. Journal of Human Resources, XLII(3), 528–554.

Diekman, A. B., Brown, E. R., Johnston, A. M., & Clark, E. K. (2010). Seeking congruity between goals and roles: A new look at why

women opt out of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics careers. Psychological Science, 21(8), 1051–1057.

Diekman, A. B., Weisgram, E. S., & Belanger, A. L. (2015). New routes to recruiting and retaining women in STEM: Policy

implications of a communal goal congruity perspective. Social Issues and Policy Review, 9(1), 52–88.

Donovan, B. M., Stuhlsatz, M. A. M., Edelson, D. C., & Buck Bracey, Z. E. (2019). Gendered genetics: How reading about the

genetic basis of sex differences in biology textbooks could affect beliefs associated with science gender disparities.

Science Education, 103(4), 719–749.

Dou, R., Hazari, Z., Dabney, K., Sonnert, G., & Sadler, P. (2019). Early informal STEM experiences and STEM identity: The

importance of talking science. Science Education, 103(3), 623–637.

Drury, B. J., Siy, J. O., & Cheryan, S. (2011). When do female role models benefit women? The importance of differentiating

recruitment from retention in STEM. Psychological Inquiry, 22(4), 265–269.

Dryler, H. (1998). Parental role models, gender and educational choice. The British Journal of Sociology, 49(3), 375–398.

Dweck, C. S. (2010). Mind‐sets and equitable education. Principal Leadership, 10(5), 26–29.

Fouad, N. A., Smith, P. L., & Zao, K. E. (2002). Across academic domains: Extensions of the social–cognitive career model.

Journal of Counseling Psychology, 49(2), 164–171.

Fox, G. L. (1974). Some observations and data on the availability of same‐sex role models as a factor in undergraduate

career choice. Sociological Focus, 7(4), 15–30.

Gee, J. P. (2001). Identity as an analytic lens for research in education. In W. G. Secada (Ed.), Review of research in education

(25, pp. 99–125). Washington, DC: American Educational Research Association.

Gilmartin, S., Denson, N., Li, E., Bryant, A., & Aschbacher, P. (2007). Gender ratios in high school science departments: The

effect of percent female faculty on multiple dimensions of students’ science identities. Journal of Research in Science

Teaching, 44(7), 980–1009.

Good, C., Aronson, J., & Harder, J. A. (2008). Problems in the pipeline: Stereotype threat and women’s achievement in high‐
level math courses. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 29(1), 17–28.

Graham, M. J., Frederick, J., Byars‐Winston, A., Hunter, A. B., & Handelsman, J. (2013). Increasing persistence of college

students in STEM. Science, 341(6153), 1455–1456.

Griffith, A. L. (2010). Persistence of women and minorities in STEM field majors: Is it the school that matters? Economics of

Education Review, 29(6), 911–922.

Guimond, S., & Roussel, L. (2001). Bragging about one’s school grades: Gender stereotyping and students’ perception of

their abilities in science, mathematics, and language. Social Psychology of Education, 4(3‐4), 275–293.

96 | CHEN ET AL.



Hall, R. M., & Sandler, B. (1982). The classroom climate: A chilly one for women? Project on the status of women. Washington,

DC: Association of American Colleges and Universities.

Hanson, S. L. (1997). Lost talent: Women in the sciences. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Harren, V. A., Kass, R. A., Tinsley, H. E., & Moreland, J. R. (1979). Influence of gender, sex‐role attitudes, and cognitive

complexity on gender‐dominant career choices. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 26(3), 227–234.

Hazari, Z., Potvin, G., Lock, R. M., Lung, F., Sonnert, G., & Sadler, P. M. (2013). Factors that affect the physical science career

interest of female students: Testing five common hypotheses. Physical Review Special Topics‐ Physics Education Research,

9(2), 020115.

Hazari, Z., Sonnert, G., & Sadler, P. M. (2013). The science identity of college students: Exploring the intersection of gender,

race, and ethnicity. Journal of College Science Teaching, 42(5), 46–55.

Hazari, Z., Sonnert, G., Sadler, P. M., & Shanahan, M. C. (2010). Connecting high school physics experiences, outcome

expectations, physics identity, and physics career choice: A gender study. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 47(8),

978–1003.

Hazari, Z., Tai, R. H., & Sadler, P. M. (2007). Gender differences in introductory university physics performance. Science

Education, 91(6), 847–876.

Hazari, Z., Cass, C., & Beattie, C. (2015). Obscuring power structures in the physics classroom: Linking teacher positioning,

student engagement, and physics identity development. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 52(6), 735–762.

Hill, P. W., McQuillan, J., Talbert, E., Spiegel, A., Gauthier, G., & Diamond, J. (2017). Science possible selves and the desire to

be a scientist: Mindsets, gender bias, and confidence during early adolescence. Social Sciences, 6(2), 55–73.

Hill, S. (1997). Science and engineering bachelor’s degrees awarded to women increase overall, but decline in several fields.

National Science Foundation. Retrieved from https://wayback.archive‐it.org/5902/20150628164036/, http://www.nsf.

gov/statistics/databrf/sdb97326.pdf

Hoffmann, F., & Oreopoulos, P. (2009). A professor like me: The influence of instructor gender on college achievement.

Journal of Human Resources, 44(2), 479–494.

Hyde, J. S., Fennema, E., & Lamon, S. J. (1990). Gender differences in mathematics performance: A meta‐analysis.
Psychological Bulletin, 107(2), 139–155.

Ivie, R., & Guo, S. (2006). Women physicists speak again. American Institute of Physics. Retrieved from http://www.aip.org/

statistics/trend/report/iupap05.pdf

Ivie, R., Czujko, R., & Stowe, K. (2002). Women physicists speak: The 2001 international study of women in physics. AIP

Conference Proceedings, 628(1), 49‐70. AIP.
Jacobs, J. E., & Bleeker, M. M. (2004). Girls’ and boys’ developing interests in math and science: Do parents matter? New

Directions for child and Adolescent Development, 106(1), 5–21.

Jacobs, J. E., & Eccles, J. S. (2000). Parents, task values, and real‐life achievement‐related choices. In C. Sansone, & J. M.

Harackiewicz (Eds.), Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation: The search for optimal motivation and performance (pp. 405–439).

San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Jones, M. G., Howe, A., & Rua, M. J. (2000). Gender differences in students’ experiences, interests, and attitudes toward

science and scientists. Science Education, 84(2), 180–192.

Kahle, J. B., & Lakes, M. K. (1983). The myth of equality in science classrooms. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 20(2),

131–140.

Kane, J. M. (2012). Young African American children constructing academic and disciplinary identities in an urban science

classroom. Science Education, 96(3), 457–487.

Kang, H., Calabrese Barton, A., Tan, E., Simpkins, S., Rhee, H., & Turner, C. (2019). How do middle school girls of color

develop STEM identities? Middle school girls’ participation in science activities and identification with STEM careers.

Science Education, 103(2), 418–439.

Lee, J. D. (2002). More than ability: Gender and personal relationships influence science and technology involvement.

Sociology of Education, 75(4), 349–374.

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., & Hackett, G. (1996). Career development from a social cognitive perspective. In D. Brown, & L.

Brooks (Eds.), Career choice and development (3rd ed., pp. 373–422). San Francisco: Jossey‐Bass.
Leslie, S. J., Cimpian, A., Meyer, M., & Freeland, E. (2015). Expectations of brilliance underlie gender distributions across

academic disciplines. Science, 347(6219), 262–265.

Linn, M. C., & Hyde, J. S. (1989). Gender, mathematics, and science. Educational Researcher, 18(8), 17–27.

Lockwood, P. (2006). “Someone like me can be successful”: Do college students need same‐gender role models? Psychology

of Women Quarterly, 30(1), 36–46.

Logel, C., Walton, G. M., Spencer, S. J., Iserman, E. C., von Hippel, W., & Bell, A. E. (2009). Interacting with sexist men

triggers social identity threat among female engineers. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96(6), 1089–1103.

Maltese, A. V., & Tai, R. H. (2011). Pipeline persistence: Examining the association of educational experiences with earned

degrees in STEM among US students. Science Education, 95(5), 877–907.

CHEN ET AL. | 97

https://wayback.archive-it.org/5902/20150628164036/
http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/databrf/sdb97326.pdf
http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/databrf/sdb97326.pdf
http://www.aip.org/statistics/trend/report/iupap05.pdf
http://www.aip.org/statistics/trend/report/iupap05.pdf


Marx, D. M., & Goff, P. A. (2005). Clearing the air: The effect of experimenter race on target’s test performance and

subjective experience. British Journal of Social Psychology, 44(4), 645–657.

Miller, D. I., Eagly, A. H., & Linn, M. C. (2015). Women’s representation in science predicts national gender‐science
stereotypes: Evidence from 66 nations. Journal of Educational Psychology, 107(3), 631–644.

Moller, S., Stearns, E., Southworth, S., & Potochnick, S. (2013). Changing course: The gender gap in college selectivity and

opportunities to learn in the high school curriculum. Gender and Education, 25(7), 851–871.

Morales, D. X., Grineski, S. E., & Collins, T. W. (2018). Effects of gender concordance in mentoring relationships on summer

research experience outcomes for undergraduate students. Science Education, 102(5), 1029–1050.

Morgan, C., Isaac, J. D., & Sansone, C. (2001). The role of interest in understanding the career choices of female and male

college students. Sex Roles, 44(5/6), 295–320.

Morton, T. R., & Parsons, E. C. (2018). #BlackGirlMagic: The identity conceptualization of Black women in undergraduate

STEM education. Science Education, 102(6), 1363–1393.

Moss‐Racusin, C. A., Dovidio, J. F., Brescoll, V. L., Graham, M. J., & Handelsman, J. (2012). Science faculty’s subtle gender

biases favor male students. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 109(41), 16474–16479.

Murrell, A. J., Frieze, I. H., & Frost, J. L. (1991). Aspiring to careers in male‐and female‐dominated professions: A study of

Black and White college women. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 15(1), 103–126.

National Science Foundation. (2009). Division of science resources statistics. Women, Minorities, and Persons with Disabilities

in Science and Engineering: 2009. NSF, 09–305.

National Science Foundation. (2018). Science and engineering indicators 2018. Chapter 2: Higher education in science and

engineering. Retrieved from https://www.nsf.gov/statistics/2018/nsb20181/report/sections/higher‐education‐in‐
science‐and‐engineering/undergraduate‐education‐enrollment‐and‐degrees‐in‐the‐united‐states

Neumark, D., & Gardecki, R. (1996). Women helping women? Role‐model and mentoring effects on female Ph.D. student in

economics (No. w5733). National Bureau of Economic Research.

Nixon, L. A., & Robinson, M. D. (1999). The educational attainment of young women: Role model effects of female high

school faculty. Demography, 36(2), 185–194.

Nosek, B. A., Banaji, M. R., & Greenwald, A. G. (2002). Math=male, me=female, therefore math≠me. Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology, 83(1), 44–59.

Ost, B. (2010). The role of peers and grades in determining major persistence in the sciences. Economics of Education Review,

29(6), 923–934.

Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (1977). Patterns of student‐faculty informal interaction beyond the classroom and

voluntary freshman attrition. The Journal of Higher Education, 48(5), 540–552.

Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (1979). Student‐faculty informal contact and college persistence: A further investigation.

The Journal of Educational Research, 72(4), 214–218.

Patall, E. A., Steingut, R. R., Freeman, J. L., Pituch, K. A., & Vasquez, A. C. (2018). Gender disparities in students’motivational

experiences in high school science classrooms. Science Education, 102(5), 951–977.

Porfeli, E. J., Lee, B., & Vondracek, F. W. (2013). Identity development and careers in adolescents and emerging adults:

Content, process, and structure. In W. B. Walsh, M. L. Savicakas, & P. J. Hartung (Eds.), Handbook of vocational

psychology (fourth edition). New York, NY: Routledge.

Potvin, P., & Hasni, A. (2014). Interest, motivation and attitude towards science and technology at K‐12 levels: A systematic

review of 12 years of educational research. Studies in Science Education, 50(1), 85–129.

Potvin, G., Hazari, Z., Tai, R. H., & Sadler, P. M. (2009). Unraveling bias from student evaluations of their high school science

teachers. Science Education, 93(5), 827–845.

Price, J. (2010). The effect of instructor race and gender on student persistence in STEM fields. Economics of Education

Review, 29(6), 901–910.

Pugh, K. J. (2004). Newton’s laws beyond the classroom walls. Science Education, 88(2), 182–196.

Rahm, J. (2007). Youths’ and scientists’ authoring of and positioning within science and scientists’ work. Cultural Studies of

Science Education, 1(3), 517–544.

Rahm, J., & Ash, D. (2008). Learning environments at the margin: Case studies of disenfranchised youth doing science in an

aquarium and an after‐school program. Learning Environments Research, 11(1), 49–92.

Rask, K. N., & Bailey, E. M. (2002). Are faculty role models? Evidence from major choice in an undergraduate institution. The

Journal of Economic Education, 33(2), 99–124.

Regan, E., & DeWitt, J. (2015). Attitudes, interest and factors influencing STEM enrolment behaviour: An overview of

relevant literature. In E. K. Henriksen, J. Dillon, & J. Ryder (Eds.), Understanding student participation and choice in science

and technology education (pp. 63–88). Dordrecht: Springer.

Reid, N., & Skryabina, E. A. (2003). Gender and physics. International Journal of Science Education, 25(4), 509–536.

Riegle‐Crumb, C., Moore, C., & Ramos‐Wada, A. (2011). Who wants to have a career in science or math? Exploring

adolescents’ future aspirations by gender and race/ethnicity. Science Education, 95(3), 458–476.

98 | CHEN ET AL.

https://www.nsf.gov/statistics/2018/nsb20181/report/sections/higher-education-in-science-and-engineering/undergraduate-education-enrollment-and-degrees-in-the-united-states
https://www.nsf.gov/statistics/2018/nsb20181/report/sections/higher-education-in-science-and-engineering/undergraduate-education-enrollment-and-degrees-in-the-united-states


Robst, J., Keil, J., & Russo, D. (1998). The effect of gender composition of faculty on student retention. Economics of

Education Review, 17(4), 429–439.

Roets, A., Van Hiel, A., & Dhont, K. (2012). Is sexism a gender issue? A motivated social cognition perspective on men’s and

women’s sexist attitudes toward own and other gender. European Journal of Personality, 26(3), 350–359.

Rothstein, D. S. (1995). Do female faculty influence female students’ educational and labor market attainments? ILR Review,

48(3), 515–530.

Sansone, D. (2019). Teacher characteristics, student beliefs, and the gender gap in STEM fields. Educational Evaluation and

Policy Analysis, 41(2), 127–144.

Shanahan, M.‐C. (2007). Playing the role of a science student: Exploring the meaning of the science student role and its relationship

to students’ identification in science (Doctoral dissertation). Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, University of

Toronto.

Shanahan, M.‐C. (2008). What does it mean to be a science person?: Exploring the meaning and impact of identity

development in science. Presented at the Canadian Society for the Study of Education Annual Conference 2008,

Vancouver, BC, Canada (May 31–June 3, 2008).

Sikora, J., & Pokropek, A. (2012). Gender segregation of adolescent science career plans in 50 countries. Science Education,

96(2), 234–264.

Simpson, R. (2004). Masculinity at work: The experiences of men in female dominated occupations. Work, Employment and

Society, 18(2), 349–368.

Solnick, S. J. (1995). Changes in women’s majors from entrance to graduation at women’s and coeducational colleges. ILR

Review, 48(3), 505–514.

Sonnert, G. (2009). Parents who influence their children to become scientists: Effects of gender and parental education.

Social Studies of Science, 39(6), 927–941.

Steinkamp, M. W., & Maehr, M. L. (1984). Gender differences in motivational orientations toward achievement in school

science: A quantitative synthesis. American Educational Research Journal, 21(1), 39–59.

Stoet, G., & Geary, D. C. (2012). Can stereotype threat explain the gender gap in mathematics performance and

achievement? Review of General Psychology, 16(1), 93–102.

Stout, J. G., Dasgupta, N., Hunsinger, M., & McManus, M. A. (2011). STEMing the tide: Using ingroup experts to inoculate

women’s self‐concept in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM). Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 100(2), 255–270.

Strange, C. C., & Rea, J. S. (1983). Career choice considerations and sex role self‐concept of male and female

undergraduates in nontraditional majors. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 23(2), 219–226.

Tellhed, U., Bäckström, M., & Björklund, F. (2018). The role of ability beliefs and agentic vs. communal career goals in

adolescents’ first educational choice. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 104, 1–13.

Thorndike, R. M. (1997). Measurement and evaluation in psychology and education (6th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill.

Trusty, J. (2000). High educational expectations and low achievement: Stability of educational goals across adolescence.

The Journal of Educational Research, 93(6), 356–365.

Tytler, R. (2014). Attitudes, identity, and aspirations toward science In N. G. Lederman, & S. K. Abell (Eds.), Handbook of

research on science education volume II (pp. 82–102). New York and Oxon: Taylor & Francis.

Vockell, E. L., & Lobonc, S. (1981). Sex‐role stereotyping by high school females in science. Journal of Research in Science

Teaching, 18(3), 209–219.

Wang, M. T., & Degol, J. L. (2017). Gender gap in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM): Current

knowledge, implications for practice, policy, and future directions. Educational Psychology Review, 29(1), 119–140.

Watt, H. M. G. (2010). Gender and occupational choice. In J. C. Chrisler, & D. R. Watt (Eds.), Handbook of gender research in

psychology (pp. 379–400). New York: Springer.

Watt, H. M. G., & Eccles, J. S. (Eds.). (2008). Gender and occupational outcomes: Longitudinal assessments of individual, social,

and cultural influences. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Williams, C. L. (1992). The glass escalator: Hidden advantages for men in the “female” professions. Social Problems, 39(3),

253–267.

How to cite this article: Chen C, Sonnert G, Sadler PM. The effect of first high school science teacher’s

gender and gender matching on students’ science identity in college. Science Education. 2020;104:75–99.

https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.21551

CHEN ET AL. | 99

https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.21551



