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I.	  Description	  of	  project	  
	  
This project is about rhetorics of innovation and how they often discourage women from gaining 
the competencies required to develop technical confidence and expertise. In particular, this 
dissertation theorizes about the complex relationship between innovation and gender. Making, a 
fundamental act of innovation, is a focal point in this analysis—particularly as it applies to 
women-identified makers and the objects, bodies, and spaces in close proximity to them. The 
pursuit towards technical expertise, I contend, is routinely immobilized for women-identified 
makers—especially for women-identified makers of color. This dissertation centers on three 
always-present elements of making (objects, bodies, and spaces), their sticking points amid 
another, and how their interaction (or lack thereof) contributes to a theory of innovation that 
departs from narrowly-focused modernist conceptualizations of innovation (Ahmed 2010). The 
driving argument of this dissertation will advance by: 1) outlining how the currently dominant 
rhetorics of innovation is palpable yet often goes unrecognized by women in science, 
technology, engineering, math (STEM), and digital humanities fields; 2) applying affect and 
feminist theoretical lenses to generate a multi-faceted perspective on innovation as 
contextualized within maker culture; and 3) reporting on an observational study that I will 
conduct which examines the intimate engagements between a maker and the bodies, objects, and 
spaces in close proximity to her. The latter pieces ultimately come together to engage the 
overarching question guiding this dissertation: What are the rhetorics of innovation as they 
pertain to woman-identified makers? The component inquiries of this project will include: 
 

• What are the rhetorics of innovation as they pertain to women in hacker and maker 
cultures? To what extent are the narratives and promises encouraging women to 
participate in STEM fields undergirded with cruel optimism (Berlant 2011)? 

• Are there “imperceptible” reasons dissuading women from choosing to work in and or to 
stay in STEM fields? 

• How do these rhetorics play with or complicate the overwhelming concern and 
conversation regarding the underrepresentation of women in STEM fields and innovation 
spaces?  
 

In developing a theory of innovation, I will be elucidating two concepts: “affective breakdown” 
and “object-oriented bodies.” These two ideas help visibilize the ways women-identified makers 



Melo	   2	  

are dissuaded, or even prohibited from achieving technical expertise in innovation spaces. 
Affective breakdown applies and extends Sara Ahmed’s notion of sticky objects by highlighting 
the palpable (felt by women-identified makers), yet often imperceptible (to men-identified 
makers) contention amid bodies, objects, and the spaces (2010). Ahmed describes the 
accumulation of affective impressions baked into an object as “sticky.” That is, persons attach 
themselves to objects of certain affective properties (e.g. I often associate feelings of happiness 
to Filipino food because it reminds me of family and home). While Ahmed ascribes the property 
of “sticky” to objects, I want to add that they can also be “slippery.” That is, the objecthood of an 
artifact can change swiftly change—a sweater, for example, could start off as consumer product, 
then can morph into a gift for a friend, then can be discarded as a piece of trash; in a matter of 
moments, or even simultaneously, an object can take on various affective qualities each 
depending on the objecthood position it occupies at any given instance.  
 
I call this affective slipperiness “affective breakdown”: it occurs at the moment when an object 
transitions from one objecthood to another, possessing one set of affective qualities to another. 
For example, I remember watching a woman-identified student tinkering with a 3D printer for 
the first time. As she was looking for a 3D model in Thingiverse.com, she was talking about how 
excited she was to see and 3D print something in person. I showed her how to change out the 
filament spools, and left her to print while I sat at a nearby table. She was changing out the spool, 
when a male student walked in and immediately asked her if she was going to be done soon 
because he needed to print something. I saw her put the blue filament back into the cabinet, 
heard her apologize to the male student, and watched as she walked towards me to sit down. I 
told the male student that he could queue up his print job after hers; she then said aloud: “Oh, I 
wasn’t really interested in what I was doing anyway.” As a maker, teacher, and feminist, I’m 
interested in that moment that transpired from feelings of excitement to feelings of shame—she 
held in her hands a spool of blue filament that affectively broke down from being an object of 
intrigue to that of humiliation. I assert that this concept is integral to understanding innovation 
because it highlights the interference that women-identified makers experience in relationship to 
bodies, space, and objects within innovation spaces. The second idea, object oriented bodies, 
continues this line of inquiry. 
 
The phrase “object-oriented” is a nod to the computer science term that speaks to the re-casting 
of objects in our physical world into programmable entities with specific inheritances, classes, 
and behaviors—a way of being and engaging in the world. The concept of object-oriented bodies 
draws extensively from Lauren Berlant’s theories of cruel optimism where she discusses the 
ways people orient and attach themselves to certain objects that conflict with their abilities, due 
to their subject position, to achieve their desired future state (2011). In this dissertation, object 
orientation takes on similar qualities to its computer science namesake, as it explores the object-
centric bonds that women-identified makers attach to objects in innovations spaces (e.g. in a 
maker or hacker space). This concept is further developed to show how the technical interests of 
women-identified makers are actively discouraged through their interaction with objects of 
certain affective properties. Like all makers, women-identified makers form attachments to 
objects—innovation spaces are generative sites for analysis because of their centralized focus on 
objects and technologies. In this project, objects are both tangible (e.g. using HTML5/CSS to 
code a website) and metaphysical (such as an “object of desire”).  
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The two notions, affective breakdown and object-orientated bodies, seek to re-define popular 
characteristics of innovation. Generally speaking, innovation is the act of renewing—it is 
modifying, hacking, or altering an existing thing (e.g. an idea, product, or solution) 
(Govindarajan 2016). Innovation occurs when a current state and a desired future state are at 
odds. That is, innovation is derived from a need of some sort, and acts as a bridging mechanism 
to close the chasm amid the present and an anticipated future (Dyer, Gregersen, and Christensen 
2011). In terms of its popular qualities, innovation is conventionally outfitted as compelling, 
alluring, and is often reductively attributed to stories of great breakthroughs such as the apple 
falling on Isaac Newton’s head to Steve Jobs’ unveiling of the iPod. However, there are other 
representations of innovation and innovators. Lesser-sung associations illustrate innovation as 
myth-like, narrowly focused on progressing modernist narratives, and implicated with issues of 
acclaimed objectivity (Harding; Schiebinger). The goal of this dissertation isn’t to perpetuate the 
mythical, divine-like features of innovation, but instead aims to expand concepts of innovation 
through the exploration of the way innovation breaks down on the level of making—a critical 
juncture often discouraging women-identified makers from developing technical confidence and 
mastery.  
	  
II.	  Defense	  of	  the	  subject	  
 
This dissertation stems from the notion that innovation is imbricated with gender biases 
(Harding; Frize; Keller-Fox; Schiebinger). While innovating is a hallmark of the species, it has 
garnered considerable staying power over the past few decades as innovations such as the rise of 
the PC, the invention of cell phones, and the introduction of the World Wide Web continue to 
gain much attention. This is a limited and remarkably shallow portrayal of innovation, but as 
Scott Berkun notes in The Myths of Innovation, dominant innovations dominate history (2007). 
Innovations from the past few decades are continuously highlighted as “innovative” due to their 
ability to cultivate business competition and entrepreneurship—which is a reason why many 
businesses and universities continue to pursue innovation. With little surprise, a concentration of 
the literature and conversations on innovation emerges from business and STEM fields. These 
fields are touted as frontrunners for news ways of thinking and solution development, which, 
unfortunately, limits the expansiveness and multiplicities of innovation seen within and beyond 
certain fields. 
 
In responding to the overarching question (What are the rhetorics of innovation?), this rhetoric of 
innovation does not necessarily draw out a new argument of innovation, but aims to instead 
uncover a rhetoric of innovation that is tangible to many women making and learning within 
innovation spaces. The import of this work on innovation traverses disciplines, and extends 
beyond the university. It’s a theoretical undertaking that engages conversations in the private 
sector, government, local community innovation spaces, and other organizations looking to 
engage issues regarding the inclusion of women in STEM spaces. However, the import of this 
subject also extends itself, I would hope, to women-identified makers wondering about the 
inequalities, issues, and points of contention that arise upon their arrival (and many times 
departure) from these spaces. The core of this project is about women-identified makers 
empowering and supporting one another. As a result, dominant discourses conceptualizing 
innovation draws several resounding concerns such as: 
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• The underrepresentation of women in STEM fields indicates an underrepresentation of 
thoughts, ideas, and solutions to drive and shape the future today from arguably half of 
the world’s population. 

• Many of the jobs in the future are exclusively in the STEM fields, particularly in cyber 
security, information technologies, and engineering (Bureau of Labor Statistics). 

• Innovation continues to be acclaimed as a benchmark unattainable by many—it’s a 
discourse of exclusion that highlights and rewards demographics of a certain skin color, 
class, and gender. 
 

Specifically, this project will be carried out within the context of the maker movement 
phenomenon. I will contextualize innovation within the maker movement in order to trouble this 
narrow view of making and innovating as it is conceived in this vein, and because it provides a 
generative framework for understanding how rhetorics of innovation operates in exclusionary 
ways for women-identified makers. Since the mid-2000s, the maker movement has continued to 
grow in popularity. DIY culture of all stripes was catapulted into popularization, while one 
strand prominently gained traction to present day. Dale Doherty of O’Reilly Media coined the 
term “maker culture” to denote a tech-extension of the DIY movement: a representation of the 
garage culture of tinkering, programming, and hacking that took place within private residencies 
in Silicon Valley (2005). Doherty envisioned bringing the tech and programming enthusiasts out 
of the garages, and into their local communities to share expertise, excitement, and technologies 
with another. With the launch of MAKE magazine, the accessibility of cheaper tech (e.g. 
Arduinos), and the social media infrastructure to share and teach (e.g., YouTube and 
Instructables), the enthusiasm around maker culture has crossed beyond the Bay Area and into 
local communities, colleges, and universities around the world. Maker culture extended an open 
invitation to anyone interested in making regardless of subjectivity or expertise. Events and 
spaces dedicated to cultivating innovation, and celebrating maker culture spurred events such as 
hackathons and make-a-thons, while also establishing prominent spaces to ideate in 
makerspaces, fab labs, and innovation labs. Maker culture strengthens the bonds amid prominent 
communities comprised of entrepreneurs, STEM students and professionals, and businesses—
these bonds are formed by the common pursuit of innovation. Despite the resounding excitement 
surrounding the maker movement, it is in need of critical examination as it pertains to women-
identified makers. 
 
 
III.	  Overview	  of	  Methodology	  and	  Methods	  	  
	  
On a high level, my project examines the way rhetorics of innovation dissuade women from 
achieving the skills needed to develop technical confidence and mastery. More pointedly, within 
the larger project, I am interested in making visible the dissolution of the “stickiness” amid a 
woman-identified maker and the objects, bodies, and spaces in proximity to her. In order to carry 
out this project, I have chosen three methods to advance this line of inquiry. These methods, 
detailed below, aim to specifically reveal dissuasive rhetorical mechanisms that undermine 
women-identified makers in past, present, and future timeframes. 
 
To discover and document the widespread discouragement of women-identified makers in the 
past, I will carry out a topic modeling study of a small (i.e., <1000) corpus of existing literature 
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on innovation. Specifically, I will analyze the data generated from a series of topic models to 
parse out the dominant ideologies of innovation, which initial research suggests is distinctively 
marked by masculinist assumptions. This corpus study—the subject of Chapter 2—will 
contribute to my larger project by documenting gender biases in innovation literature that are, in 
effect, inherent and ubiquitous. From the outset, then, I will argue that the rhetorics of innovation 
work on a rhetorical level from the past to hinder women from achieving technical confidence 
and mastery.  
 
Next, I will report on a comprehensive survey of registrants at the largest women’s-only 
hackathon in the Southwest, inquiring specifically into how they frame (in their own language) 
their expectations and reasons for coming to the event. The survey will be distributed and 
collected before the actual event begins. This method is critical in that it visibilizes attendees’ 
anxieties about making and explicitly reveals the level of technical confidence that attendees 
come to the event possessing. This study, the subject of Chapter 3, represents an inquiry into the 
future timeframe of innovation rhetorics and their impact on women-identified makers.  
 
Lastly, I will study the physical responses of women innovating in situations using thermal 
infrared technology (the subject of chapter 4). This method provides a new data set about how 
women feel when they are making, and/or innovating in real time (i.e., the present timeframe). I 
will be using the study conducted in “Thermal Signatures of Emotional Arousal: A Functional 
Infrared Imaging Study” (Merla and Romani) as my model to conduct an observational study. To 
further parse the design features of this study, I will be reaching out to the Psychology 
Department’s Drs. Alyssa Croft and Jake Jacobs. Dr. Jacobs specializes in the interactions 
between “hot” (e.g. fear, anxiety, satisfaction) and “cold” (e.g. learning/remembering, cognitive 
mapping) emotional states, while Dr. Croft explores “questions regarding questions of how, 
when, and why people are constrained by invisible psychological barriers, such as stereotypes 
and societal expectations” (2016). I will be seeking their insight regarding the design and ethical 
considerations with the study. 
 
I have selected these three study methods because they function well independently to generate 
data about gender bias in rhetorics of innovation. Importantly, however, they also function 
integrally, the results of each study informing the analyses of the others. It from this holistic 
context that I aim to derive a comprehensive understanding of the extent to which sexist rhetorics 
of innovation actively and passively discourage women-identified makers from achieving 
technical aptitude. If my research indicates that there is a dominant—and domineering—
influence on woman-identified makers in this vein, it will constitute an important new line of 
inquiry in society’s attempt to understand why girls and women tend to avoid STEM-related 
fields. 
 
IV.	  Statement	  of	  Principle	  (Chapters)	  
	  

Overall dissertation argument: 
 

This dissertation examines the way rhetorics of innovation discourage women from achieving the 
skills needed to achieve technical confidence and expertise. More pointedly, I am interested in 
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making visible the dissolution of the “stickiness” amid women makers and the objects, bodies, 
and spaces in proximity to her. 
 

Chapter One: The Implications of Gender in Spaces of Innovation 
 
This chapter outlines the problematical implications of gender biases inherent in rhetorics of 
innovation. A literature review of innovation, as it is commonly understood in science and 
business fields, will be outlined in this chapter to provide a benchmark conceptualization of 
“innovation.” This work will help me establish the basis for a working theory of rhetorics of 
innovation as they have been historically circulated. Moreover, the literature review will be 
situated within the larger conversation of the underrepresentation of women and women of color 
in spaces and events of innovation. Key terms such as “affect,” “rhetoric,” “feminist theory,” 
“maker culture,” “gender,” and “innovation” will be parsed in this section. The chapter will end 
with a general overview of the dissertation’s trajectory, including a brief description of 
subsequent chapters. 

 
Chapter Two: Triangulating Innovation: Objects, Bodies, Spaces, and Affective Breakdown 

 
Chapter two will provide a close and distant analysis of innovation through the generation of a 
topic model from a textual corpus comprised of hundreds of books on innovation. This rhetorical 
analysis of innovation will act as a benchmark to depart from as I develop a theory of innovation 
that extends from theorists such as Sara Ahmed, Lauren Berlant, Sandra Harding, Evelyn Fox 
Keller, and Kim Tallbear. This chapter will outline the guiding methodology of the dissertation. 
The theory I will develop will center on three concepts of innovation as situated within maker 
culture: bodies, objects, and spaces; the focus will not be limited to these concepts exclusively, 
but will engage the concepts in the liminal spaces they share. I will be developing two 
fundamental threads of the theory of innovation: affective breakdown and object-oriented bodies. 
These two concepts, and the contextualization done in chapter one on innovation, will develop 
the major premise of this dissertation: the discouragement women-identified makers are 
confronted with when attempting to develop technical proficiencies in STEM fields. In defining 
rhetoric, I chose to frame this analysis with Aristotle’s definition of rhetoric from his notes, 
Rhetoric: “the faculty of observing in any given case the available means of persuasion." There 
are myriad definitions of rhetoric available, but I am drawn to Aristotle’s definition in particular 
because it aligns so well to the making process: it represents the process of innovation: the 
pulling together of pieces to make something new while satisfying a need. It is, in other words, a 
definition about innovation. 
 

Chapter Three: Objects, Spaces of Desire, and Cruel Optimism: 
The Promise of Innovation and its Affordances to Women 

 
Chapters three and four serve as sites to visibilize my theory of innovation as they pertain to 
women making in innovation spaces. This chapter focuses on women attendees at a women’s-
only hackathon as a case study. During the Women Techmakers Tucson Hackathon 2016, 
attendees will be given a pre-event survey to depict their reasons for attending the hackathon and 
what they hope to get out of it. This chapter applies and extends Lauren Berlant’s notion of cruel 
optimism and Sara Ahmed’s theory of bodily orientations through framing the object-orientation 
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of bodies in innovation spaces and events. It also supports the overall dissertation argument by 
explicitly showing, in attendees’ own words, their anxieties and level of confidence when it 
comes to technical ability. 

 
Chapter Four: Making the Liminal Visible:  

Infrared Thermal Signatures of Women Making in Innovation Spaces 
 
Chapter four centers on innovation and making, and the break down thereof, as it occurs in real 
time. It explores ideas of affective breakdown through the capturing of thermal signatures amid 
different making scenarios where different variables are introduced and eliminated in an 
observational study. Method-wise, a creative research method will be used to conduct this 
study—attendees will have the opportunity to create, revise, and develop their responses to 
questions through reflective processes. This study outlines the “affective breakdown” of 
learning/making/innovating and objects through making visible the unseen, the imperceptible. 
 

Chapter five: Conclusion and Advancement of Inquiry 
 
A summation of the results from chapters two, three, and four as they align and depart from the 
ideas of object-oriented bodies and affective breakdown will be examined in this chapter. 
Moreover, chapter five will revisit the import of the dissertation: how different 
conceptualizations of innovation can add to existing conversations around the 
underrepresentation of women in STEM and maker culture, and how it discourages women from 
acquiring the necessary technical skills to excel in STEM fields. While this project could serve as 
a helpful framework for universities and private industries to leverage when developing, for 
example, training curricula, hiring practices, or company policies and procedures, it isn’t limited 
to those spaces or conversations. The theories developed in this dissertation extend beyond 
academic and maker culture: at its core it’s about women supporting and empowering other 
women through the disruption of the status quo of innovation. 
	  
V.	  Preparation	  
 
My relationship with innovation is a complicated one: while I am highly critical of innovation, I 
am also enamored with it. Donna Haraway conceptualizes this complex relationship well: “I will 
critically analyze, or ‘deconstruct’ only that which I love and only that in which I’m deeply 
implicated." My research, teaching, and service are representative of my long enduring 
fascination with innovation. My “service” notably highlights the latter: 
 

• I manage the University of Arizona’s makerspace, the iSpace; 
• I am the community organizer for the local civic hacking group, Code for Tucson; 
• I am an elected co-chair for the CIO’s University of Arizona’s Women in Technology 

(UAWIT) organization; 
• I am the lead for Google’s Women Techmakers of Tucson. 

 
I highlight my service because it has provided me with lived experiences that I, along with many 
other women and women of color, are faced with. Much of my research is derived from a 
personal desire to make meaning from the contentions linking gender, innovation, and 
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technology in the spaces I work and learn within. In terms of preparation, these experiences 
haven’t prepared me to do this dissertation, but have rather prompted me with urgency to 
undertake this project.  
	  
VI.	  Completed	  and	  projected	  research	  
 
This section is broken up by chapter since each chapter has its own set of unique requirements 
and resources needed for completion. 
 

Chapter one: 
The Implications of Gender in Spaces of Innovation 

 
Research projected: 

Dyer, Jeff, Hal B. Gregersen, and Clayton M. Christensen. The Innovator's DNA: Mastering the 

Five Skills of Disruptive Innovators. Boston: Harvard Business Press, 2011. Web. 

Fausto-Sterling, Dr. Anne. Bare Bones of Sex: Part I, Sex & Gender Signs. 30.2, 2005. Web. 

Fausto-Sterling, Dr. Anne. Science Matters, Culture Matters: Perspectives in Biology and 

Medicine. 46.1, 2003. Web. 

Fox Keller, Evelyn. Reflections on Gender and Science. New Haven: Yale University Press, 

1985. Print. 

Fox Keller, Evelyn. Secrets of Life/Secrets of Death: Essays on Language, Gender and Science. 

New York & London: Routledge, 1992. Print. 

Godin, Benoit. Innovation Contested: The Idea of Innovation Over the Centuries. New York: 

Routledge, 2015. Web. 

Govindarajan, Vijay. The Three-Box Solution: A Strategy for Leading Innovation. Harvard 

Business Review Press, Boston, 2016. Print. 

Haraway, Donna J. Simians, Cyborgs, and Women: the Reinvention of Nature. New York: 

Routledge, 1991. Print. 

Isaacson, Walter. The Innovators: How a Group of Hackers, Geniuses, and Geeks Created the 

Digital Revolution. New York, NY: Simon & Schuster, 2014. Web. 
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Johnson, Steven. Where Good Ideas Come from: The Natural History of Innovation. New York: 

Riverhead Books, 2010. Web. 

Koch, Janice, et al. Girls and Women in STEM: A Never Ending Story. 2014. Web. 

Lorde, Audre. "The Master’s Tools Will Never Dismantle the Master’s House." 1984. Web. 

Sandberg, Sheryl. Lean in: Women, Work, and the Will to Lead. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 

2013. Web. 

Snyder, Nancy Tennant, and Deborah L. Duarte. Strategic Innovation: Embedding Innovation as 

a Core Competency in Your Organization. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2003. Web. 

“The Maker Movement.” Maker Faire. 23 Aug. 2016.  http://makerfaire.com/maker-movement/. 

Web. 

Turkle, Sherry. Evocative Objects: Things We Think With. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 2007. 

Web. 

Turkle, Sherry. Alone Together: Why We Expect More from Technology and Less from Each 

Other. New York: Basic Books, 2011. Web. 

Women in STEM Careers: International Perspectives on Increasing Workforce Participation, 

Advancement and Leadership. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 2014. Web. 

Research completed: 
Berkun, Scott. The Myths of Innovation. Beijing: O'Reilly, 2007. Web. 

“Computer and Information Technology Occupations.” Bureau of Labor Statistics. United States 

Department of Labor. 23 Aug. 2016. Web. 

Ratto, Matt, and Megan Boler. DIY Citizenship: Critical Making and Social Media. Cambridge 

Massachusetts: MIT Press, 2014. Web. 

“The Maker Movement.” Maker Faire. 23 Nov. 2015. Web. 

Chapter two: 
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Triangulating Innovation: Objects, Bodies, and Affective Breakdown 
 

Subject-matter expert guidance: 
I am working closely with the English library liaison, Niamh Wallace, to refine the scope of 
innovation literature and to re-format texts to prepare for topic modeling. 
 

Research projected: 
 
Canino-Fluit, Ana. “School Library Makerspaces: Making it Up as I Go.” Teacher Librarian. 

41.5, 2014. Web. 

Fausto-Sterling, Anne. ‘Nature’ in: Critical Terms for the Study of Gender. University of 

Chicago Press, 2014. Web. 

Fausto-Sterling, Anne. The Dynamic Development of Gender Variability. Journal of 

Homosexuality. 2012. Web. 

Fourie, Ina and Anika Meyer, “What to Make of Makerspaces.” Library Hi Tech. 33.4, 2015. 

Web. 

Harding, Sandra G. The Feminist Standpoint Theory Reader: Intellectual and Political 

Controversies. New York: Routledge, 2004. Print. 

“MAKE Division Spins out from O’Reilly Media as a Separate Company.” O’Reilly.com. Web. 

Janet L. Balas, “Do Makerspaces Add Value to Libraries?” Computers in Libraries. 32.9, 2012. 

Web. 

Longino, Helen E. Studying Human Behavior: How Scientists Investigate Aggression and 

Sexuality. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2012. Print. 

Longino, Helen E. The Fate of Knowledge. Princeton: Princeton University Press, Oxford, 2002. 

Web. 

TallBear, Kim. "Standing With and Speaking as Faith: A Feminist-Indigenous Approach to 

Inquiry." Journal of Research Practice: 10.2, 2014. Web. 
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Van Holm, Eric. “Makerspaces and Contributions to Entrepreneurship.” Procedia -Social and 

Behavioral Sciences. 195, 2015. Web. 

Research completed: 
Ahmed, Sara. The Cultural Politics of Emotion. New York: Routledge, 2015. Web. 
 
Ahmed, Sara. "A Phenomenology of Whiteness." Feminist Theory. 8.2, 2007. Web. 

Appadurai, Arjun. The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspective. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 2013. Print. 

Berlant, Lauren. Cruel Optimism. Durham and London: Duke University Press, 2011. Web. 

Blei, David. “Topic Modeling and Digital Humanities.” Journal of Digital Humanities. 2.1, 

2012. Web. 

Brett, Megan. “Topic Modeling: A Basic Introduction.” Journal of Digital Humanities. 2.1, 

2012. Web. 

Gardiner, Eileen, and Ronald G. Musto. The Digital Humanities: A Primer for Students and 

Scholars. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2015. Web. 

Godin, Benoit. Innovation Contested: The Idea of Innovation Over the Centuries. New York: 

Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group, 2015. Web. 

Gould, Stephen Jay. The Mismeasure of Man. New York: Norton, 1996. Web. 

Hall, Stuart. “Race, Articulation, and Societies Structured in Dominance.” Race Critical 

Theories edited by Philomena Essed and David Theo Goldberg. Massachusetts: 

Blackwell Publisher, 2002. Web. 

Meeks, Elijah and Scott Weingart. “The Digital Humanities Contribution to Topic Modeling.” 

Journal of Digital Humanities. 2.1, 2012. Web. 

Mohanty, Chandra Talpade. "Under Western Eyes: Feminist Scholarship and Colonial 

Discourses." Feminist Review. 30, 1988. Web. 
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Muñoz, José Esteban. Disidentifications: Queers of Color And the Performance of Politics. 

University of Minnesota Press, 1999. Web. 

Smith, Linda Tuhiwai. Decolonizing Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples. New 

York: Zed Books, 2012. Web. 

Underwood, Ted. “Topic Modeling Made Just Simple Enough.” The Stone and the Shell. Web.  

Chapter three: 
Objects and Spaces of desire and Cruel Optimism: 

The Promise of Maker Culture and their Affordances to Women 
 

Approval: 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval is needed to conduct this study. 

 
Research projected: 

Ahmed, Sara. Queer Phenomenology: Orientations, Objects, Others. Durham: Duke University 

Press, 2006. Web. 

Ahmed, Sara. The Promise of Happiness. Durhma: Duke University Press, 2010. Web. 

Etzkowitz, Henry, Carol Kemelgor and Brian Uzzi. Athena Unbound: The Advancement of 

Women in Science and Technology. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2000. Web. 

Frize, Monique, Peter Frize, and Nadine Faulkner. The Bold and the Brave: A History of Women 

in Science and Engineering. Ottawa: University of Ottawa Press, 2010. Print. 

Schiebinger, Londa L. Gendered Innovations in Science and Engineering. Stanford: Stanford 

University Press, 2008. Print. 

Research completed: 
 

Ahmed, Sara. On Being Included: Racism and Diversity in Institutional Life. Durham: Duke 

University Press, 2012. Print. 

Ahmed, Sara. Willful Subjects. Ebooks Corporation, 2014. Web. 

Berlant, Lauren. Cruel Optimism. Durham: Duke University Press, 2011. Web. 
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Gerring, John. "What is a Case Study and What is it Good for?" American Political Science 

Review. 98.2, 2004. Web. 

Chapter four and five: 
Making the Liminal Visible: Infrared Thermal Signatures of Women Making in Innovation 

Spaces / Conclusion and Advancement of Inquiry 
 

Approval: 
IRB is needed to conduct this study. 

 
Funding: 

I will be seeking funding to purchase or rent an infrared thermal imaging camera and to hire a 
consultant. 

 
Subject-matter expert guidance: 

I will be working with professors in the Psychology department for assistance with the capturing 
of thermal signatures of participants. 

 
Research projected: 

Gregg, Melissa and Gregory J. Seigworth. The Affect Theory Reader. Durham: Duke University 

Press, 2010. Web. 

Ioannou, Stephanos, Vittorio Gallese, and Arcangelo Merla. "Thermal Infrared Imaging in 

Psychophysiology: Potentialities and Limits." Psychophysiology. 51.10, 2014. Web. 

Ioannou, Stephanos, et al. "Proximity and Gaze Influences Facial Temperature: A Thermal 

Infrared Imaging Study." FRONTIERS IN PSYCHOLOGY. 5, 2014. Web. 

Robinson, Dawn T., et al. "Toward an Unobtrusive Measure of Emotion During Interaction: 
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