WOMEN AND THE MAA
Women’s participation in the Mathematical Association of America has varied over time and,
depending on one’s point of view, has or has not changed at all over the organization’s first
century. Given that it is difficult for one person to write about the entire history, we present here
three separate articles dealing with this issue. As the reader will note, it is difficult to deal solely
with the question of women and the MAA, given that the organization is closely tied to the
American Mathematical Society and to other mathematics organizations. One could therefore
think of these articles as dealing with the participation of women in the American mathematical
community as a whole.
The first article, “A Century of Women’s Participation in the MAA and Other Organizations” by
Frances Rosamond, was written in 1991 for the book Winning Women Into Mathematics, edited
by Patricia Clark Kenschaft and Sandra Keith for the MAA’s Committee on Participation of
Women. The second article, “Women in MAA Leadership and in the American Mathematical
Monthly” by Mary Gray and Lida Barrett, was written in 2011 at the request of the MAA
Centennial History Subcommittee, while the final article, “Women in the MAA: A Personal
Perspective” by Patricia Kenschaft, is a more personal memoir that was written in 2014 also at
the request of the Subcommittee.
There are three minor errors in the Rosamond article. First, it notes that the first two AfricanAmerican women to receive the Ph.D. in mathematics were Evelyn Boyd Granville and Marjorie
Lee Browne, both in 1949. That was accepted knowledge in 1991, but recently it has become
known that Euphemia Lofton Haynes earned a Ph.D. earlier, in 1943. Information on Haynes can
be found at http://www.math.buffalo.edu/mad/PEEPS/haynes.euphemia.lofton.html. Second,
Anne Leggett only began editing the AWM Newsletter in 1977, not 1975. And third, Bettye
Anne Case began her term as Meetings Director of AWM in 1983, not 1973.
In addition to these three articles, we note that Sarah J. Greenwald, Anne M. Leggett and Jill E.
Thomley have recently written an article about the Association for Women in Mathematics for
The Mathematical Intelligencer, which puts the history of women in the MAA into a broader
context. To read it, click here.

Women in MAA Leadership and in the American Mathematical Monthly
Lida K. Barrett and Mary W. Gray
Often we are asked why there are not more women in leadership positions in
mathematics. It may seem to some that there are so few women in the field that it is a
question of supply. However, both historically and currently, the issue is not that simple,
if by history we confine ourselves to the life of the Mathematical Association of America,
founded in 1915. In the 1920’s it was less the case than now that to aspire to a leadership
role one probably needed a Ph.D., but it was still an objective measure of the presence of
women in the field and indicated that there were many women available. In 1921, 40%
(6 of 15) of the Ph.D.s in mathematics went to women, a figure that has not yet been
equaled. In the 1931-1935 period it was 15.7%. Then the figures declined even more,
hitting a low of 4 to 5% in the late 50’s and early 60’s. The percentages began a slow
incline upward after two events of 1972: Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
became applicable to college faculty and the Association for Women in Mathematics was
founded. AWM worked tirelessly to increase the participation of women in mathematics
and to improve the status of women in the field, and discrimination became illegal if not
nonexistent. A figure of 34% of the Ph.D.’s in mathematics going to women was reached
in 1998-1999 and since then the percentage generally has hovered in the high twenties.
Thus there has been little question of supply at the inception of the MAA or in recent
years.
It is often remarked that when a minority reaches the level of 15% there is a
critical mass, a mass that makes less exclusionary attitudes likely and leads to even more
substantial representation of the minority. Although this benchmark was reached (for the
second time after a decline of several decades) more than twenty years ago, the
subsequent pipeline effect has led only in isolated instances to substantial increases in the
proportion of women in the leadership of top departments or professional organizations.
It should be noted that the MAA has a better record (four women presidents in nearly 100
years) than the AMS (two presidents in 130 years), but not nearly as good as the ASA,
where four of the last seven presidents have been women for a total of twelve out of just
over 100. All ten of the American women who received Ph.D.’s in the nineteenth century
were active in the AMS soon after its founding in 1888, but the continuation of
participation or its spread to the MAA has been sporadic at best.
That the mathematical sciences have been particularly inimical to women is easy
to believe. However, prominent mathematicians have promoted the inclusion of women
going back to the end of the nineteenth century. Gösta Mittag Leffler was responsible for
getting a professorship for Sonya Kovalevskaya at the University of Stockholm (it took
100 years for there to be another women professor of mathematics there), Arthur Cayley
was noted for his advocacy on behalf of advanced education for women, G. H. Hardy
reportedly found the implication of sexism in the questioning of Olga Taussky-Todd
offensive1, and David Hilbert is known (at least in legend) for declaring that Emmy
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At her job interview for a position at Girton College, a member of the committee asked her, with
motivation we can imagine, "I see you have written several joint papers. Were you the senior or the junior
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Noether should not be excluded from the Göttingen University Senate on the basis of sex
as it was, after all, not a bathhouse. True, envious male mathematicians have asserted
through the ages that there were only two women mathematicians, one of whom
(Kovalevskaia, whose work was said to be due to Weierstrass) was not a mathematician
and other one of whom (Noether, sometimes referred to as “Der Noether” or the “father
of algebra” in not necessarily flattering ways) was not a woman. That the Christian mobs
of Alexandria slaughtered Hypatia probably is not, however, primarily attributable to
either her sex or her mathematics. Much more recently, however, a well-known
mathematician, former president of both the AMS and the MAA, asserted that at his
prominent institution they once hired a woman for the math faculty but she was not really
very good so that they did not hire more women. He also had earlier remarked that the
women Ph.D.’s trained at his department were not destined for the faculty of research
universities. On the other hand, such mathematicians as I. N. Herstein, Lipman Bers, and
Gail S. Young, Jr. were well known for their encouragement of women.
However, we were charged with examining the role of women in the MAA.
The part played by women in leadership in the MAA over the last fifty years can be
discerned by a look at the offices held by women at the national level. The list of national
officers and Section Governors appeared in the Monthly on a more or less regular basis
until 1983. Going back to MAA’s tenth year in a special issue of the Monthly in
November of 1924 there is a list of all the officers back until 1917; in each year there are
one or two woman listed as elected members of the Council. In the 1927 listing Clara E.
Smith of Wellesley College is listed as a Vice President. There are five women listed as
section officers. This pattern more or less can be seen to have continued in the lists that
are available.
Using the list of officers, the Board of Governors, and committees that appeared
in the Monthly from 1960, fifty-five years ago, to 1983, when the list of officers and
committees no longer appeared in the Monthly, we can see the pattern over this time.
In 1960 there were no women national officers. In the 27 sections, Jewel Bushey
as Governor of the Metropolitan New York section was the only woman Governor.
There were 24 committees and women served on just two, those related to secondary
schools-lecturers, and contests. In 1961, there were two female section governors. In
1963 the second vice president was Mina Rees who in 1964 received the first
Distinguished Service Award.
Throughout the rest of the 1960’s there were one or more woman serving as
section Governors and three to five on committees. In 1972 Dorothy Bernstein served as
First Vice President; there was one woman on the Board of Governors; and there were
women serving on twelve of the twenty nine committees of the Association.
In 1973 June Wood was the Second Vice President and in 1975 Betty Hinman
was Second Vice President. In 1975 women served on twelve committees; sometimes a
author?" G.H. Hardy, also on the committee, immediately interjected, "That is a most improper question.
Do not answer it!"
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woman served on more than one committee. In addition five women served on the Board
of Governors.
In an email, David Roselle, who served as secretary beginning in 1975, said, “I do
not think of myself as a good source of information about women and the MAA. The
MAA became a better organization as a result of there being additional women in the
profession. What I will say is that women were welcomed by the MAA and that I do not
recall any reluctance to appoint women to committees, as Executive Director, invited
speakers, authors, editors, etc. In brief, things related to women were as things related to
women (and all others) should be.”
The pattern of women’s participation as one of the officers and on the Board of
Governors continued. In 1982 there were 26 women as members of committees. Marcia
Sward became Associate Director of MAA. By 1984, the last time the Officers and
Committee Members were listed in the Monthly there were twelve women on the Board
of Governors; there were 32 committees and, counting the women on subcommittees,
thirty places were held by women.
The participation of women continued to grow as the size of MAA continued to
grow. Dorothy Bernstein became President elect in 1978 and served 1979 and 1980.
Lida K. Barrett was President in 1989 and 1990, followed by Deborah Haimo in 1991
and 1992. The secretary’s report in August 1999 reports the election of Ann Watkins,
who served as President in 2001 and 2002, with Barbara Osofsky serving as First Vice
President and Tina Straley being appointed as the new Executive Director succeeding
Marcia Sward, women in three key leadership roles.
The appendix is a chart, a record kept by the MAA office, which details the
participation of women in MAA over the period from 1998 to 2009.
The history of the MAA is closely linked with that of the American Mathematical
Monthly, so it seemed appropriate to look at the role of women in the Monthly. At the
beginning, it was customary to list most given names with initials only, so it is difficult to
know how many women can be numbered among the founders and early members.
However, there seem to be exceptions to this custom, interestingly nearly all of which
appear to be names which are generally identifiable as those of women. Thus it would
probably be possible to put a lower limit of the number of women in the early
membership lists, but not an upper limit. For what it is worth, we can note that the list of
104 at the founding meeting includes nine with names superficially identifiable as female
[19]. What is more interesting it that virtually all of these women are high school
teachers, graduate students, or faculty at small colleges, mostly colleges for women only.
Of the four officers and twelve Council members chosen, none is identifiably a woman,
but there was one woman selected for the twelve-member committee on publications.
The absence of women in more prestigious positions cannot, of course, be blamed solely
on the MAA itself. However, when the first president asserted in his “Tentative Platform
of the Association” that “No man can speak with authority concerning the future of this
Association,” it is unlikely that he intended that a woman should, as he later stated “The
chief motive may well be said to be that of service to the whole body of teachers of
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mathematics in American colleges. If I am right, the Association will not stop at
anything which will serve this body of men.” However, it was said that 125 of the 500
“charter members” were women. Progress was slow; a 1953 list of sectional governors
has no women.
What then of the Monthly? The language used by writers is instructive Often
there is an effort at inclusiveness as the recruitment of “men and women” to the study of
mathematics or the activities of the Association is noted. On the other had, any time the
topic turns to research, the attempt at inclusiveness fails. In fact, in the early days of the
organization it appears that the term “researcher” was unknown; instead we see repeated
references to the “man of research.”
Bias in language also had a habit of showing up in problems as late as the one
relegating women and dogs to the same status in 1962: In how many ways can a party of
m men, w women, and d dogs be arranged in a row so that neither two women nor two
dogs are together? Of course, perhaps that was a long-standing holdover from pre-MAA
days of the Monthly (1902) when a typical problem had women going to market to sell
their eggs. Eventually increased sensibilities led to an article entitled “Non-Sexist
Solution of the Ménage Problem” [4]. We also hear in 1977 of a talk, “Choosing a
Wife,” at an MAA meeting by Leonard Gillman, the declared reason for which was not
only to present some interesting mathematical reasoning, but to make a mathematical
contribution in support of equal status for women, obviously perceived to be necessary.
The talk was based on earlier Monthly articles and was followed by one by David Gale
and Marilda Sotomayor (described as his mathematical grandchild) demonstrating that
“Machiavellian” behavior in a matchmaking game could benefit women [11]. Although
through the years there have been relatively few articles by women, we do see women
proposing solutions to problems and very rarely as speakers at meetings or as officers of
regional groups early on in the MAA’s operation of the journal.
A 2001 Monthly article “Towering Figures in American Mathematics, 18901950” contains little about women, mentioning two students: Lucille Smith, noted as
“later Mrs. G.T. Whyburn” and the distinguished mathematician Mary Ellen Rudin, who
obtained her doctorate with R.L. Moore at the end of the period of review (at least not
described as the wife of Walter Rudin) [39]. There is a reference to Mina Rees, certainly
a major figure in American mathematics, if not “towering,” but she commands only a
passing reference to her own Monthly paper [36]. The influx of émigrés is described as
the most dramatic development of the 1930s but Emmy Noether doesn’t rate a mention.
The next year Mina Rees’s key role in funding mathematical sciences and in the
development of computer science in universities deserved an article [38]. Amy ShellGellasch notes that Columbia did not welcome female doctoral students and Rees later
obtained her Ph.D. at Chicago, a major producer of women Ph.D.’s in the pre-World War
II period (largely Leonard Dickson’s influence), if not a place for women to obtain
faculty positions. Rees, like most others, graced the faculty of a women’s college,
Hunter, before taking up the position with the wartime Applied Mathematics Panel that
led to her later enormous influence; interestingly she attributed her AMP appointment to
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her acquaintance with Courant and his reliance on the “buddy” system. Rees’ assistance
to young researchers included support of Mary Cartwright and Olga Tausky Todd. Rees
was a long-time activist in the MAA and AMS, receiving MAA’s first Award for
Distinguished Service to Mathematics. AMS and IMS also honored her. She was the
first female president of the AAAS, but was never in a leadership role in the mathematics
organizations.
Sophie Germain appears in the Monthly through a review by Joseph Dauben of
Sophie Germain: An Essay in the History of the Theory of Elasticity by Bucciarelli and
Dworsky [7]. The authors and the reviewer both consider Germain’s mathematics
disappointing, but attribute this to her lack of a sound mathematical foundation on which
to build her work, especially that in elasticity, and limited interaction with the active
contemporary mathematical community. Brief mention is made by the reviewer of the
work for which she is best known, partial results on Fermat’s Last Theorem.
There is a review [1] of Ann Hibner Koblitz’s biography in which the reviewer
pays tribute to Kovalevskaia as “the author of influential papers [who] was respected by
the mathematical community for mathematical abilities beyond those reflected in her
research.” An earlier article [34] emphasizes later work by other mathematicians
building on that of Kovalevskaia but rather cavalierly dismisses the contemporary
criticism of her early work, particularly that leading to the Bordin Prize.
Lenore Blum’s review of Constance Reid’s Julia: A Life in Mathematics
characterizes the 1970’s as a time of consciousness raising for women in mathematics
after the naiveté, denial and lying low of the 1960’s, concluding that subsequently
women mathematicians have proactively developed constructive programs to increase the
participation of women in mathematics [5]. With that came honoring of the two women
in the derogatory quotation, Emmy Noether and Sonya Kovalevskaia, in various
commemoratory ways. Also in 1996 the AWM held the Julia Robinson Celebration of
Women in mathematics and subsequently the book, a compilation of four articles on
Robinson’s life and work, in particularly the evolution of the solution to Hilbert’s tenth
problem, appeared.
Blum also relates the following quotation from Julia of Robinson’s election to the
NAS:
“When the University press office received the news, someone there called the
mathematics department to find out just who Julia Robinson was. ‘Why, that’s
Professor Robinson’s wife.’ ‘Well,’ replied the caller, ‘Professor Robinson’s wife
has just been elected to the National Academy of Sciences.’”
Robinson’s health would not accommodate a full time teaching load and the Berkeley
department had never before seen fit to offer her a real part-time position. The same year
as her election, the math department decided to give her a full professorship (with the
duty of teaching one-fourth time. Julia was the first female president of the AMS (19831984) (Cathleen Morawetz being the second and last (1995-1996)).
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But sometimes when women mathematicians write in the Monthly, there is little
evidence of sisterly appreciation of others’ work. Cathleen Morawetz, reported in
“Giants,” [32] on the progress and changes in applied mathematics from the founding of
the MAA until 1990. Outside of a vague mention of a nameless daughter of George
Boole and aunt of Geoffrey Ingram Taylor, a pioneer in the study of turbulence (Taylor is
one of Morawetz’s “giants”), we hear little of women.. The author’s references to her
own career do note her inability to lunch in Cambridge Commons or enroll in Caltech,
but hint at the advantages of the paternalistic buddy system. One is tempted to ask: will
subsequent women mathematicians name earlier women as their “giants.” Indeed, for
Blum, Robinson was a “giant.”
In its earliest years, the Monthly addressed the issue of women’s mathematical
education head-on. In 1917 we find a discussion “Relating to Required Mathematics for
Women Students,” one of the rare articles written by women in those years [26]. The
argument is made that “some college mathematics” is needed if a woman student “is to
have an education that will send her out into life with the best general equipment.” The
college mathematics thought to be essential is college algebra and trigonometry,
distinction being made between the routine of high school algebra and the logic and
reasoning involved in college algebra courses, bolstered by the contention that
mathematics—unlike economics or philosophy—furnishes the woman student with a
subject in which the validity of the conclusions drawn from its laws can easily be tested,
and in which “the personality of the instructor and the bias of the student can play no
part.” Apparently this is proposed as necessary because of the fact that “the woman is
prone to look at everything from the personal side.” The article continues to remark upon
the trend towards requiring science courses of women and the fear that removal of a
mathematics requirement will push them towards “non-mathematical sciences (if such
sciences truly exist) … These fields may be wide and they may be fertile, but by
permitting this limitation women are denying to themselves the equality of opportunity
with men that has been won for them at such a cost by the pioneers in the struggle for the
right of women to share in the higher education.” Whether mathematics should be
required of everyone (man or woman) and what mathematics should it be continue to be
the subject of discussion a century later in the MAA and elsewhere, but so also does what
equality of opportunity should mean and how should it be assured.
A 2001 article [17] recounted the role of mathematics in World War I, including
that of Elizabeth Webb Wilson, a “computer” before there were computers, who
constructed a new range table for field artillery at the office of mathematical ballistics,
where she worked with seven other women computers. In a bow to equal opportunity,
the 1924 report on research fellowships in mathematics recently funded by the
Rockefeller Foundation described one purpose as “the opportunity for more thorough
training of young men and women in research.” However, the fundamental requirements
of an applicant were said to include “promise for the future backed by the opinions of
men closely associated with him in scientific work” [27].
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With U.S. entry into World War II only months off, “On Education for Service”
made eloquent appeals for more extensive mathematical training for men and women,
foreshadowing the significant role to be played by women, especially as “computers” by
asserting “In particular, it would be desirable to have numerous women trained through
the stage of elementary mathematical statistics, for the use of government, the
professions, and industry.” Other recommendations include training for inductees into
the armed services in eighth and ninth grade “modern” mathematics and the study by
“each boy and girl of sufficient mathematical aptitude” of solid geometry and spherical
trigonometry as a patriotic action. [18] However, in 1943 another article on mathematics
in wartime mentioned that five institutions provided special courses involving
mathematics for the training of women, but could cite only one success story, a woman
who, “with an A.B. degree in mathematics (Phi Beta Kappa key!) obtained an attractive
position in the Research Laboratory of the United Aircraft Corporation at East Hartford,
Connecticut.” Apparently the Monthly editors failed to see how ridiculous this statement
appeared. [33].
Some thirty years after the pleas of 1917, perhaps as a result of the call for
patriotism cited above, the Women’s Bureau of the U.S. Department of Labor produced,
as part of a series of opportunities for women, a booklet on the outlook for women in
mathematics and statistics [28]. More than a prospective look, the booklet provided a
study of what women had been doing during World War II. The Monthly review notes
that the booklet might be a useful guide for all seeking to earn a living by following some
mathematical profession, but did not foresee how the propaganda to keep women out of
the paid work force would mean that few women might be among the successful job
seekers in the coming years. Similar booklets were produced in 1956 and 1957 [13].
On the other hand, the 1946 “Rehabilitation of Graduate Work” [20] speaks of the
need to continue the research done by men and proposes the creation of “as many as 6000
four-year scholarships to enable young men who show scientific promise to work for the
bachelor’s degree.” The article concludes by calling on the MAA to meet the challenge
of “widening the frontiers of mathematical truth,” but apparently not for women.
The famous Gardner report of 1956, “A National Weakness” [12] refers
repeatedly to the need for better mathematics education for all youngsters but then opines
“The national need for men [emphasis added] with scientific and mathematical
competence exists at all levels. It is not just that we need more creative scientists at the
Nobel Prize level. Behind the great creative minds in science moves an army of able and
superbly trained men who test and confirm (or reject) new discoveries ….” When he
reaches the level of well-trained and skillful laboratory technicians and assistants, the
gender-specific language disappears.
The result of the change in societal norms immediately after World War II was
reflected in an article the next time the question of women and mathematics appeared in
the Monthly, at the half way point between the period of the discussion of 1917 and the
present but after more than a decade of women retreating from the work force. Many
reached the conclusion that women were needed back in the paid work force if the
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education situation cited by Gardner was to improve. In a brief new item we learn of a
program at Rutgers for the “Re-Training in Mathematics of College Graduate Women”
[29]. Funded as a pilot program by the Ford Foundation, the “program was set up in
recognition of the fact that college graduate women who wish to start or resume
professional work after years of raising a family need guidance and re-training” and
recognizing that relearning old or learning new mathematics is essential to the process.
Several years later the Monthly reported [25] that 188 women and 2 men had successfully
completed one or more semesters of the program. As the program was motivated by the
shortage of qualified mathematics teachers, not surprisingly the majority of those
completing an entire program were teaching. Nearly half a century later we still have this
shortage although among the many programs designed to address the issue there may not
be any exactly like that of Rutgers in the 60’s. Should there be? Is the situation so
different now than it was then?
What has changed in the last forty years is the percentage of degrees in
mathematics at each level going to women. In 1961 [22] it is reported that 28.9% of
bachelor’s, 18.8 % of master’s and 5.3% of Ph.D.’s in mathematics and statistics were
awarded to women, a result much worse than the figures for Ph.D’s in either 1930 or
2009; as noted above, in 1921 the percentage of women among those getting Ph.D’s was
40% (admittedly that amounted to only 6), but in the period 1931-1935, the percentage
was 15.7% (63 women) [21]. W.L. Duren, in a article recounting his experience as a
graduate student at Chicago in the 1920’s [9], says “Only years later did I learn that it
was considered unladylike to study mathematics…I wonder if the current women’s
liberation has even yet succeeded in pushing the professional status of women to the level
already reached in the twenties.” Note that the wide presence of women with Ph.D.’s
was not reflected on the faculty of research institutions either then or now.
The employment of women mathematicians is a phenomenon little commented
upon in the Monthly. It is clear that the healthy production of women Ph.D.’s in the 20’s
and 30’s did not result in very many women being hired on the faculties of major
universities; those who were employed in higher education were generally at women’s
colleges. However, gradually such colleges, for whatever reason, began to employ more
men, eliminating jobs for women as faculty and as role models for women students,
without a concomitant rise in the percentage of women on the faculties at men’s colleges
or at integrated institutions. The conversion of many women’s colleges to co-ed
institutions may well have contributed to fewer jobs for women and to fewer women
inspired to go to graduate school in mathematics. Even today the production of women
Ph.D’s exceeds their intake on the faculties of top research institutions. Currently
annually statistics are gathered under the auspices of MAA and other mathematical and
statistical organizations but are generally published in detail only in the Notices of the
American Mathematical Society.
In 1961, an article by the distinguished mathematician and administrator Mina
Rees reported on the topic she knew so well, “Support of Higher Education by the
Federal Government” [35]. In discussing where the personnel will be found for the
mathematical tasks foreseen, she asks “What of women?” After admitting that
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“historically, women have characteristically not been productive mathematicians…In
teaching, however, and in many phases of applied mathematics that are now claiming
large numbers of our trained youth, women have performed most effectively.” She
continues with a rather negative assessment of the potential of women in mathematics,
but doesn’t address the always interesting issue of whether women are more attracted to
some fields than others. For example, the percentage of Ph.D’s in statistics going to
women is close to 50%, far higher than in other sub-disciplines in the mathematical
sciences.
Serious, more sustained attention to the issue of women in mathematics was
kicked off with an article with that title (authored by one of the current authors) [15].
The subject of “Women in Mathematics” was primarily to report on a panel at the 1971
Summer MAA meeting. Topics included the contemporary paucity of women on
mathematics faculties at research institutions, the existence of women mathematicians in
the past, the effect of cultural conditioning, and finally proposed efforts to increase the
participation of women in mathematics as well as their status within the profession.
Remedies that would “level the playing field” were favored in general by the panelists.
Gray described the founding of the Association for Women in Mathematics, which has
grown over its nearly forty years to an organization of several thousand women and men.
In a report in the Monthly on the same session, it was noted that the MAA could help
improve the image of women–as-mathematicians by including women in their leadership,
by featuring women in films, etc. [30]. Although it is true that the number of women
who lead and serve on MAA committees has increased since 1971, no systematic study
has been reported in the Monthly in the subsequent nearly forty years.
In the very next issue of the Monthly [14], Murray Gerstenhaber included his
views on the role of women in his predictions concerning undergraduate mathematics
education in 1984, including a gratuitous remark implying that women spend most of
their time on the phone. His opinions were perceived by many as presenting
“stereotyped, derogatory and negative views of women in the mathematical, academic
and professional world” in a follow-up article the following year [2]. In particular,
objections were raised to the implication that mathematics would need to be somehow
watered down to accommodate an influx of women whose “principal expertise [would
consist] in using a computer cleverly.”
The following year “Female Mathematicians, Where are you?”[21] focused on the
large dropout rate for women from bachelor’s in mathematics to Ph.D.’s: (from 36% to
7% in the 1966-1970 period). The author raises the question of whether graduate schools
are making a real effort to admit more women and award them assistantships, but also
asks what causes women to lose interest—could it be sexism in society or, the Larry
Summers question: “do females have less aptitude for doing mathematical research than
do males?” But by this time the Monthly began to report future meetings of the
Association for Women in Mathematics along with those of other mathematics
organizations.
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By 1976, more mathematicians had taken an interest in “Mathematics and Sex.”
[10]. This Monthly article focused on sex differences in the education of males and
females. One finding of interest in a small sample survey was that throughout K-12 there
was little difference in the liking of mathematics between girls and boys; other more
conventional results included that the influence of parents on what their children study is
significant and that parents may be conveying to their children a feeling that mathematics
is not an appropriate area of study for their daughters. Also important was the role of this
article in publicizing a key report by Lucy Sells identifying the fourth year of high school
mathematics as the “critical filter” reducing the participation of women in mathematics
and science [37]. Attrition rates for men and women from the calculus sequence in
college in surveys reported in the article differed substantially in favor of men; other
sources of lack of encouragement of women in college courses were also documented.
The problem of stereotyping of successful women mathematicians was also highlighted
as a deterrent to women’s pursuit of the profession. Figures cited showed that the
proportion of women on university faculties fell far below their percentage among those
receiving Ph.D’s, a phenomenon that still exists although both percentages have risen
substantially since the appearance of this article. The article itself as well as its extensive
list of references certainly should have provided a wake-up call for the profession.
Perhaps a specific follow-up might be a worthwhile task for the MAA, since little of a
similar nature has appeared in the Monthly in the last thirty-three years.
The next year found another article, again by one of the present authors, focusing
on “The Mathematical Education of Women” [16]. In part it was directed at the “critical
filter” argument that the author believed was being used by some mathematics faculty as
a means to absolve themselves of the responsibility for the scarcity of women at the
graduate level in mathematics, the “filter” theory being that the damage was already done
by the deficiencies in women’s high school backgrounds before they ever reached
college. An argument was made for efforts at remedial programs, if required, plus
positive encouragement along the way, including providing some role models. It was
noted that even though the percentage of women among Ph.D. recipients was not as high
as one might like, it was still much higher than the percentage of women among the
mathematics faculty at prominent research institutions. Various techniques to improve
the entry and advancement of women in mathematics were proposed.
In 1979 Luchins reported on “Sex Differences in Mathematics: How Not to
Deal with Them” [23], including various survey results reporting evidence of
discrimination of women in mathematics and examining attitudes of men and women
regarding sex differences in mathematics. Particularly noteworthy was her refutation of
the supposed prevalence of mathematical anxiety among women and the resulting harm
done by the publicity centering on it.
The Monthly reported that at the 1979 Summer MAA meeting a talk by Luchins
on “Women and Mathematics: Fact and Fiction,” attempted to separate fact from fiction
based on survey data. However, no details of the conclusions were cited [31]. In 1981 an
article based on this talk was published [24]. The author discussed a number of studies
that have been made of possible sex differences in a number of abilities, such as verbal,
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spatial, and physical strength, concluding that data are far from clear cut insofar as they
relate to mathematical ability. She also cited the legendary connection between madness
and mathematical genius as an extreme example of what may be fact or fiction.
More than thirty years later there has been almost nothing more in the Monthly on
the issue of women in mathematics, although W. E. Kirwan’s article “Mathematics
Departments in the 21st Century: Role, Relevance, and Responsibility” (Jan. 2001, pp. 19) touches on the subject. Would that the problems had been solved. We have seen in
that 30 year period a number of women in leadership roles in the MAA as president and
as executive director and some projects designed to increase the participation of girls and
women in mathematics. But perhaps it is time for the MAA to meet the 1946 challenge
of widening the frontiers of mathematics for women as well. In particular, guidelines for
increasing the participation of women in leadership roles might address what
impediments women create for themselves as well as institutional obstacles.
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Appendix
Mathematical Association of America
Data on Gender
1998-2009

1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

MAA Awards
Total Female
Male
Percentage
Awards Awardees Awardees of Females
26
8
18
31%
24
1
23
4%
20
4
16
20%
14
3
11
21%
22
3
19
14%
23
6
17
26%
22
4
18
18%
31
7
24
23%
21
5
16
24%
36
6
30
17%
34
7
27
21%
29
5
24
17%
Board of Governors
Total Female Male
Board Board Board
Percentage
Members Members Members of Females
51
16
34
31%
50
10
40
20%
51
10
41
20%
50
13
37
26%
51
17
34
33%
50
16
34
32%
51
13
38
25%
50
14
36
28%
51
14
37
27%
50
17
33
34%
50
16
34
32%
50
11
39
22%
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Nominees to the Board of Governors
Total
Female
Male Percentage
Nominees Nominees Nominees of Females
1998
29
9
20
31%
1999
27
8
19
30%
2000
18
7
11
39%
2001
14
6
8
43%
2002
26
5
21
19%
2003
19
7
12
37%
2004
23
8
15
35%
2005
18
5
13
28%
2006
19
6
13
32%
2007
23
7
16
30%
2008
19
4
15
21%
2009
19
4
15
21%

Council, Committee, Subcommittee and Joint Committee Chairs
Total Female Male
Percentage
Chairs Chairs Chairs of Females
1998 132
31
101
23%
1999 149
49
100
32%
2000 109
34
75
31%
2001 137
44
93
32%
2002* 96
31
65
32%
2003* 99
33
66
33%
2004* 91
33
58
36%
2005
91
33
58
36%
2006
96
30
66
31%
2007 131
45
86
34%
2008 114
36
78
32%
2009 101
25
76
25%
* In 2002, 2003, and 2004 there were 114 Committees, but not all had appointed Chairs.

Speakers at National Meetings*
Total Female Male
Percentage
Speakers Speakers Speakers of Females
1998 105
26
79
25%
1999 127
35
92
28%
2000 199
65
134
33%
2001 227
83
154
37%
2002 110
44
66
40%
2003 140
65
75
46%
2004 125
45
80
36%
2005 134
47
87
35%
2006 188
61
127
32%
2007 180
63
117
35%
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2008 172
65
107
38%
2009 157
57
100
36%
*This list includes MAA Invited Addresses, Minicourse and Short Course Organizers,
and Organizers of Contributed and Invited Paper Sessions. The total number of speakers were
not counted consistently. They do not include the actual speakers at contributed and invited
paper sessions and panels, only "organizers."

2008

Membership
Female
Male
20%
65.50%

Unknown
14.50%
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Women in the MAA, A Personal Perspective
Pat Kenschaft
Emerita, Montclair State University
When a publisher offered to send me to the JMM in 1977, an older mathematician
looked dubious. He said I would find it a very lonely experience. Having confidence in
my social skills, I arranged to arrive during the opening cocktail hour. Surely I would
find someone there to join for dinner! As a woman, I would immediately bond with other
women. I would turn my charm on men, and they would respond appropriately.
Alas, I didn’t find any other women at the cocktail party. Most of the men were
standing alone, holding a drink. It was easy to stand in front of one and smile an
engaging smile. Every one turned ninety degrees sideward, avoiding my eyes. I felt
grateful for the warning that I would be lonely, and was extremely relieved to meet a
friend from graduate school. He invited me to dinner with his (all male) colleagues.
Whew!
The next day I was happy to find the AWM (Association for Women in
Mathematics) desk among the displays. There was Mary Gray, founding president of
AWM (1971-1973). She said, "Pat Kenschaft! I'm so glad to meet you at last!" I was
amazed. “You know about ME?” “I know about all American women with a doctorate
in mathematics. There are only about a thousand of us.” That summer there was an
actual AWM meeting. I became active in the national organization and started a New
Jersey chapter.
MAA Committee on Participation of Women
Early in 1987, a decade after I attended my first national MAA meeting, Ken
Ross, Secretary of the MAA, telephoned me to ask if I would become the first chair of
the Committee on Participation of Women (CPW). Lynn Steen had been MAA president
since 1985 and was amenable to the request of Lida Barrett, who was on the Executive
Committee, for the formation of such a committee. Reba Gillman, wife of thenpresident-elect of MAA Leonard Gillman, emailed me that Alice Schafer (who had been
AWM’s second president) had also been persistent in insisting that such a committee be
formed. The Board of Governors passed the needed resolution at the 1987 JMM.
The first committee consisted of three men and four women, very different from
AWM (Pat Kenschaft, Paul Campbell, David Ballew, Donald Bushaw, Rhonda Hughes,
Marjorie Stein, and Deborah Tepper Haimo). I was startled at first, but then I realized I
cared about blacks, so why shouldn’t men care about women? I quickly found that these
men certainly did.
That summer, at the meeting in Salt Lake City, we hosted a panel, "What are the
problems? What are the solutions?" All seven of us appeared on the panel. The
committee met twice that summer and developed a series of recommendations, many of
which were followed. We suggested allowing self-nominations for MAA national
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committees since many people from small institutions could not get support for going to a
national meeting until they were already on a committee and so would not be known
nationally. We also suggested that committee meetings be posted in the general program,
since having open meetings was ineffective unless people knew when and where the
committee was meeting. We suggested the MAA disseminate a brochure on
implementing non-sexist language, include a section on women in the next five-year
report on the mathematical profession, and make a serious effort to include women and
minority speakers in its 75th anniversary meeting in 1990. We recommended family
activities and child care be provided at meetings and publicized ahead of time. At our
recommendation, the MAA paid AWM to compile a list of women mathematicians in
each Section, with the goal of increasing the number of women speakers at Section
meetings. CPW member David Ballew, Chair of the Committee on Sections, included a
question in the annual questionnaire to Sections about the number of women speakers in
that Section that year.
In the January 1989 Joint Meeting in Phoenix, the CPW sponsored a panel on
“Breaking Into Print in Mathematics,” followed by a workshop, “Meet the Editors.” We
scheduled Gloria Gilmer, recent chair of the MAA-AMS-AAAS Committee on
Opportunities in Mathematics for Underrepresented Minorities and a member of CPW, as
our 1990 JMM speaker on “Unity in Diversity.”
The “Micro-Inequities” Skits
Despite these successes and others, the CPW meeting at the summer 1989 joint
meeting, held at the University of Colorado in Boulder, included a spontaneous gripe
session. Women told how ridiculously they had been treated that very day. We found
ourselves both shaking our heads and laughing at the stories. “These would make great
skits,” observed Gloria Gilmer. The group broke into uproarious laughter. “That’s a
great idea,” I said, when the laughter died down. “You aren’t serious!” the group chimed
almost in unison. But I had had enough experience with dramatics to persuade them that
this was a way to attract an audience and reach people.
Sue Geller wrote up the stories in script form. The first skits in 1990 dramatized
incidents that had actually happened during the summer 1989 meeting. We were too late
to get into the 1990 JMM schedule, but they found us a room that was available after
Gloria Gilmer’s talk where we could perform our skits, and we posted flyers around the
convention area. About 200 people showed up; we felt successful. The following day I
heard several exhibitors say that the skits were discussed all around the exhibit hall.
As narrator, I invited people to notice micro-inequities as they happened; Mary
Hesselgrave had said that was the term for small inequities that individually are funny but
collectively undermine self-confidence and a sense of inclusion. A man who later acted
in the skits observed that these incidents wear away like drops of water on a rock. I
suggested people say “micro-inequity” when they saw one. It became a friendly
educational game. (People obviously felt they hit the jackpot when they caught Pat
Kenschaft at one.) We invited people to report micro-inequities committed anywhere in
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the math community to Sue Geller, who wrote them up for next year’s program, calling
herself the “skitwrite.” The summer of 1990 we repeated the same skits as we had given
at the JMM to a smaller but different audience. The 1991 JMM skits, now in the
program, drew an audience of 400 and the 1992 JMM skits attracted 600.
People told us we should follow the micro-inequities skits with discussion groups.
At a subsequent summer meeting we hired a professional discussion leader to train a
gratifying number of us to lead such discussions. We decided to have a man and woman
co-lead each group, and had enough volunteers. The following JMM we held six
discussion groups after the skits, each involving about 15 participants, about half from
each gender. The reports from all the groups were remarkably similar. All of the women
had said, “That's my world!” and all the men said they hadn't noticed anything like those
skits. But no woman said, “How can you be so blind?” and no man said, “You're making
this up!” All cooperated to make the MAA more nearly the organization that we all want
it to be. As I listen to my colleagues in other professions, I think mathematicians can be
proud of our equity efforts.
The skits continued for five years, making their debut in January and being
repeated at the summer meeting. Each year we had more reports of micro-inequities.
The last year fifty new micro-inequities were reported to Sue Geller or me. That set of
skits included five people acting out micro-inequities, four men and me. Having people
laugh at your sins seemed like appropriate expiation. The skit scripts are available at
www.math.tamu.edu/~geller (scroll down).
Meanwhile, Lida Barrett, the second woman president of the MAA (1989-91),
said at two consecutive Board of Governors meetings that the CPW should publish a
book about women in mathematics. Winning Women Into Mathematics (MAA, 1991)
was the result. The frontispiece of the book is a photograph of four MAA leaders, Lida
Barrett, President, Deborah Tepper Haimo, President-elect, Marcia Sward, Executive
Director, and Rhoda Goldstein, Associate Directors for Finance and Administration.
There were chapters on statistics, what is being done organizationally, what individuals
can do, why so few women are in mathematics, minority women, the CPW, and an eightpage bibliography.
The book includes a 21-page history of women in the MAA by Frances
Rosamond (see above) with a page and a half of names of women who had already
served as MAA officers before 1991 and photos of 45 women. One of the photos had
previously been published both in FOCUS and Ms. Magazine. It is of four New Jersey
women: the chair and governor of the NJ-MAA and the presidents of both MATYC of NJ
and AMTNJ (two-year college and K-12 mathematics teachers, respectively). The first
paragraph of the history reports that Hannah Cokeley Finkel, wife of American
Mathematical Monthly founder Benjamin Finkel, is credited with proofreading every
page of the Monthly for more than a decade at its beginning.
My perception is that people in the MAA, both men and women, have struggled
hard to make it a hospitable organization for women. Our cultural habits provide
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challenges and none of us are immune to committing micro-inequities. But I believe that
individually and as an organization we are trying and making progress. People appear
much happier at national meetings than they did in that first grim cocktail party I
attended. Occasionally, I see a woman nursing a baby in a corner. More often I see a
man pushing a stroller. One graduate student who first came to a national meeting two
decades ago commented recently at how much more animated women’s rooms are now at
math conferences, in contrast to the quiet places they were when she first attended. The
most convincing evidence of change was the list of invited speakers for MathFest 2013:
six women and five men. One of each gender was African American. What a contrast to
earlier days!
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