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In recent years, many studies have focused on the
association between gender and science performance.
Since Steele and Aronson (1995) first proposed the
stereotype threat effect (STEs), domestic and
international research confirms that common gender
stereotypes in society may cause underperformance of
women in the mathematic tests. In addition, more and
more research has focused on the mechanism of the
threat deduction and boost effects, even mediation
factors for confirmation. However, there are many
mechanism of effects need to be further discussed or
verified. Therefore, this 2-year research project
aims at continuing and integrating all of the results
of past researches and, in total, a pilot study and 4
studies have been done. These important results are
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shown as: (1) the evidence of Study 1 support that an
appropriate female role models can deduct threat
effects and give rise to outperformance ; (2) Pilot-
study 1 and Study 2 completed at a real high school
campus, and shows that female high school girls in
single gender class outperform rather than those in
mixed gender class; (3) Study 4 shows that male
university students have best performance in
mathematic test in implicit activation condition,
rather than those in control or explicit activation
condition. These results support stereotype boost
effects (SBEs) and shows that chocking effect was
induced by explicit activation of stereotypes; (4)
Study 4 not only support that SBEs can be induce by
implicit activation, but also support the exist of
double stereotype threat effects while Asia male
university students were manipulated by using two
positive stereotypes simultaneously. More details
have been shown in this research proposal.

gender stereotype, mathematic performance, stereotype
threat effects, stereotype boost effects, threat
deduction, blurring intergroup boundaries



PHIRH LTV E 5L
(O enfE2/BP2E2)

EHEF L RN FEE & ST A R 005 1 R 3 PB4 i 3
(GMO09)

Continuation Researches—A Mechanism Invitation of Gender Stereotype
Treats Deduction and Boost Effects on The Mathematics Performance
(GMO09)

Fae mENIGE DFeava
4 4% © MOST 101-2511-5-040-002-M Y2
A 78 0101 % 08 7 0L p % 103 & 07 * 31 p

REPHEE L) LFFAF A L () (T )

LF a0 J.%&%‘H%‘f WE A ERECEERLIIT LB B K

ERAiFL R

PEABAR DAL A JEMEAR PR R G2 ME R
S EE G R ERTECANES :

Dﬁﬁ‘wﬁwﬁﬁﬁﬁiwﬁgr
B F]"%:%‘U&fggia,c; 19 4R 2,

AR 2 pgR 2 5N
1. o250
?L?uj”?";iéw
WHz L faderEpag -+ W-&i7 2R EH
2.T 4@ B3 dREHE2 X fF 25 n 0E L
3N hdpe (R EdA oY coercsd s 3 ML BT Y G
FIBBEEZ Hix ) A SRR k) EES )

BT, 2 OB

P& X K 103 & 10 * 20 p



P&

R
EF £
Abstract It
I !
XY R 1
A2 R 2

B e BRSO S PR R 2 8 2 R 4 11
Bio] (FFy-)

T~ B¢ S 2 FE (DEFT-) 15
Mes 7 A FLR T B R RN B g & ok k R P 1T

e Ad 2 ARG (Y=

VR ERIE I SEAT IS N RIS N O SUR IR SRS S 1©
im0 (FE=

PlRED AT 4 RS AR E Lk L R (Y 23
r )

s 4 212N phy gd X
P~ FREAHEER 28

;Jib\b/;&—ﬂ;x‘?}gk 30
B LR 31
SR CF S TIR A Ty ik o R A S 33

S PRI LA TR R RS g R TR 36



A E

WE Gk F AL FRONEN P LT R - p Steele 22 Aronson (1995) # =

# N FE %ow fous (stereotype threateffects) m & » Bp 5 F Ay HFALE BB
PA LR g g RSP AT LRI BN S ARG I TTFE R
= % (threat deduction) £z g »c% (boost effect) i Flked o ks > &4 1 F 5 3
T4 E LRI AN RE FY 0 AT N EET R EELEI AL S
Y O NFHRZEFeBETE-BREFAF OEE ST A ST (PP -FEFT A RA
Pt oms g R fonk o RS g RF ARk () B RFY - 2] C#T
EFRFIFHR? > RP f]*ugﬁ 92 L3512 2 A4 HFLARTmERB L ATTMEA R K
A23(3) T A2 EHEFEENAFES e B EF LR ORI EE RS T ek
hig > FEF 2B g LR R g o gt 0 R L F e pe % (chocking effect) &4 2t R
BApgTRI(ADFPLRFETET T A5 3 A2 e oo Hcd 4
RoopEfdpdles 2t 2R FR FREFREZ N FEFENEBEELFE fop > 8
BB AP RRGS e s B e L o & A3 TEEES &S £oc% (double
stereotype threat effects ) | &3 & o w2z FRER S R RED B2 dmieg R E

it

F_L

MGEF D In 2 8 g B A A B g X ok Al B Rtk AR i
o B AR R R



Abstract

In recent years, many studies have focused on the association between gender and science
performance. Since Steele and Aronson (1995) first proposed the stereotype threat effect (STES),
domestic and international research confirms that common gender stereotypes in society may
cause underperformance of women in the mathematic tests. In addition, more and more research
has focused on the mechanism of the threat deduction and boost effects, even mediation factors for
confirmation. However, there are many mechanism of effects need to be further discussed or
verified. Therefore, this 2-year research project aims at continuing and integrating all of the results
of past researches and, in total, a pilot study and 4 studies have been done. These important results
are shown as: (1) the evidence of Study 1 support that an appropriate female role models can
deduct threat effects and give rise to outperformance; (2) Pilot-study 1 and Study 2 completed at a
real high school campus, and shows that female high school girls in single gender class
outperform rather than those in mixed gender class; (3) Study 4 shows that male university
students have best performance in mathematic test in implicit activation condition, rather than
those in control or explicit activation condition. These results support stereotype boost effects
(SBEs) and shows that chocking effect was induced by explicit activation of stereotypes; (4) Study
4 not only support that SBEs can be induce by implicit activation, but also support the exist of
double stereotype threat effects while Asia male university students were manipulated by using
two positive stereotypes simultaneously. More details have been shown in this research proposal.
Keywords: gender stereotype, mathematic performance, stereotype threat effects, stereotype boost

effects, threat deduction, blurring intergroup boundaries
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Fim“ﬁﬁﬁi’?’”* CERE A A dE 20 A 2R B ‘le@%ﬁz?l - AR A U

XRBSLEEY D AR REPIPIFRDL o iR Fi**i"‘ R A

PR R SRS T AL WFE ko ook o KA B oA e

;b é_ mfﬁ? 3‘—9 v BT T AU Eg.;—iﬁ °

AAZERFTIEERY RS S A FE S Pk auRd £ (1) B2
TEABEBEIE AT UGEF APk A Y (2) P E B LS Ty P S B
ﬂi%g’g“’# ,é{;g“;%%gﬂi‘ﬁﬁgyiﬁiuﬁm —\:/&u.J,g:rmnlg'«f R T (3) :iZ—F:&-g,f Eﬁrg
Faibrbre g T R R Y o M AL S S

T RS Pk o 20 b 0 PRgeim Bt & P2 Pk R 2 WAE %R Pork o
Hhtson 0 BA N ERMAR ANED éa?ﬁwamﬁm’m%élﬁémmﬁﬁjﬁ
i 4 ’}ii?’éi;ﬁ“ff’*‘?"ﬁi%i&{ B & (dopatfh ~ 3% % pr 0 2006 ; Marx & Roman » 2002 ) -
L k% (2000) BT A AR B G F ok i F 0 k8 5 T B o g
TRIREE R ER TR ER ORI AR 2 TREZ B BRI ROk

_—
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’}t’}'g_J Eﬁé’llTﬁi—k— ;b}:‘j’i7 o

(- ) B3 §chd ¥ @;‘;aw,faﬁﬁ&@ﬁﬂé PER S SRR K ﬁ*@ﬁﬁ}iﬁﬁs}iﬁﬁﬂ

3

& ¢ kzkde - Brown £ Pinel (2003) a7 3 &7 > %2 FE & L 5 Bk
gk M ZE s Harg ol Poank B BRMILE Bk ap kg (B ﬁu“&rﬂﬂzéﬁ*;\
$)°L¥%ﬁﬁﬁwﬁi(@mmM%yﬁfmrﬁW%ﬁq(wm%mwmmm)ﬂ
EE AL R R UL s f‘/ulwmlﬁ]%ﬁ#{rﬁ% T f o T LH R
LB §HL (Malh 1%&%_ i b 2006) 0 H AR AE R Aok
CHFLREIRFFRI PG IE S LT TR T IR RV R F
AT BB E RAF a2 (&R Vﬁ ?ﬂbg”t%‘”’/ﬁk‘fr}‘%‘l’; B g i
SR ik o A B RPN FCFATHEN FREWI BT HBHEE R
S ik i (2009) A7 & ¢ e B = T4 Suen (2006a) Fik * 2 B A
Pretrge AFBEHEY PEENFET R (AT RO PEENFEG ) L4 23
P 5 BB S d gk enp st (self-reported) 3L P 0 * MR RFE g R K R
AFx e BREE X

Pl R g - d v Pk AR a8 E B 3R (higher difficulty ) ipl 2%
WP o € gk (Keller » 2002) - @ ¥ Spencer & % (1999) { 4pd) » #&
jf iR TELR RGBTl Bl § RIS R T A Rk 4 o ¥t Blascovich
A (2001) Q- HMplkiED i ARR A S FEE Y B2 HH -0y Hplmky
%&F'rvi BEBMAOEET ] ABIEATID P XTI e v]:};ﬁr'?(mﬂ @
BY S BEER PR ER Ptk od RPN P RAFT LY 2 G AR TER  AHE
PP OB EIROERE AR o RS Pk (Ao ke TR @
B34 4 fosdza b > 2007) ¢

(Z) % FEr R AT §2 PERBEIRBE D w2 FEE 2@ Hi75 4R

ﬁf‘ui 5 F I ok 0P 88 (4 Brown & Pinel, 2003; Shih et al., 1999 ) - r«:@ 3§
A B HBME hp el (oL Al E %) i iﬁ“&% %4 B % e
= %7t % (4 ! Rosenthal, Crisp, & Suen, 2007 ; Hall, Crisp, & Suen, 2009) o i 4r
Rosenthal ¥z Crisp (2006 ) # Rosenthal % 4 i3 @ @ * i BHWEF R Rk F > 2
FoA P Ponk Rk B PR RRE N K R e
Y3 A s R adp it (4 ﬁ*iﬁfﬁﬁ ML w ) S5 FRT H g Plokai
L (exp2) A E a1 FeEH rE Y (expl) B R & (331 4p B ey
FE G ) T P AR FD A FE RS kR fmJ-% o T4 Y P (2009) ST 5 34
W ABEPN R A T R B R F R Pk g ] o B R
;3—73 P /ﬁkf 3B o

(2)REF BRI FET L fr :lj r
T o5 |
#ic- ¢ & Marx ¥ Roman (2002) % E %0 |
Marx ~ Ko {= Friedman (2009 ) =% g BT :
QTR S T P
% 60 |
% 55
50 :
5 MR g HRAIHE

Al



FRPEEAPLROIEI PR YR IR 2 BRI RSRR - FIFR &
- F* Bited? X d S HREN e kg » BT &7 Hiras o e R
uff\.%%m e 0 TR P ABRE RIS DEAR T b RN A BT B
Mclntyre ~ Paulson §v Lord (2003) R 29 s e % BB F - & 4o i feiF 3

REPAE LG A TR e 3 (AR - b i
2 "EET R ) B % ARF Rl

P bt ehe ﬁé,ﬁ\l‘f" o Se BT o R v e BT RER BB AYFE N d
d Rt Ty P IkE e (2011) e - (NSC 100-2511-S-040-004) 2% %1 » H &
ERZCFLIEAAAEY A F AP 2 X RF AR gL RO o0
BF LR (Fpey= 6.48, p<.001) > Post Hoc ¥ i4 vt g ¥ 4530 » & & 7 {45 foie chlfc (9 A
(M 71.07) % ¥ #dr+4) e (M= 81.07; p<005) s A Mt e (M=77.03; p<.05) ke
ot MMy e gl A F LR (p=.153) 0 F A RIFHlEF P o A
55?”3?’* PAL B HoRE ¥ Ry W ‘%"" »z% (4 Marx & Roman, 2003; Marx, Ko, &
Friedman, 2009; Mclntyre, Paulson, & Lord, 2003) - #Am » % ¢ 45 Ho e pr e -4 ke r fE {8
FEF XGAF o AP LT ERD  FHRY S D LS ApTp) B AS R T (AR
)]*m“ FLF2) o REEY TREF R BRI R nh § R PR PR LA 2
Mg S PR A IR A2 Rk (TP B e X R i F A B R ] e ke
;t>°

A 8 X FE 2

Wheeler ¥ Petty (2001) # 1 » 2| % P chd ek RiZ D * X257 § - B4
ARG FEME T B A R (I PAT WA S AI) FIAFr da 2R
FI G H A e TR Kf 7 ehw Pk g%ﬂz\»m%gﬁ s It e R BRI
fo 3B BAY 7 5 0% IR o I 4o Shih ~ Pittinsky f= Ambady (1999) %7 3 — #» # R > § %477
T A el AT A BRI AR REE o 2R (A ) VA E Rl
it z% 4 4]e® o4 B - Cheryan £ Bodenhausen (2000) Rlg A ALst 5 T %4x & 4 iRsE

1 (Stereotype Boost Effects, SBEs ) » i7# & 7= 5 3F 5 7 7 1;\;4 PREFIIFE %G
B4 BEE A R £ a3k B (4o Bosson et al., 2004 ; Pittinsky et al., 1999 ; Shih et al., 1999,
2002 ; Stone et al., 1999 ) -

R o etk NEE S T AT F T 3 PR L35 F (Suen, 2006 ) 0 54 & Shih &
A(1999) s P v i £ A RFEAOLT WL MF ABEYNFET AR REZ B T A
P2 e Ry B #cg & Rk % o Cheryan ¥2 Bodenhausen (2000) Fri= izfd & )
AR ehiF 5 a2 2 % (no improved performance) -2 % r;}’ﬁ-ﬁl |2 % ; (chock effect) -

e R AL N
#rﬁ: |pc S I % P o 2 5 AL B BT T 38 (Shihetal., 2002; Wheeler & Petty, 2001 ) -
B 4o Shih % £ ¢4 H P;L‘ Zdntwm? dpdi o e £ & L4 42 (Asian Canada female)
A g E4c 2 o~ i (Asian American female ) & & & 01 85§ 4 3 (dp SAT i <
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H) EGEIR > A B AT L AR B ENL AT A C R R BRARAITERD FR 0 LA
TIPSR T P B T AR L BB E L G AR A £ AP A A
£ E TG e £ S nf A T R RS ol 3 B (minority group) seis AR Y T
g0 B PR G B ehA e~ # K § > Cheryan £ Bodenhausen + % 4 ik ez
v g @RS (model minority) & Bk F 0 F LA ARBER R ERREY > 1w
Sip AP E R EIFRFDEREE RS o A SR E D a4 (external audience)
¢ ¥t A 4 g h & (high expectation) » i& @ i 2 “chocking under pressure of high
expectations” i & o

A fe Suen 22 Wang (2012) m S+ B i REE p P B#F > AlF AR
LR G M eRE KRB FE T NS S (Aot ,E;’Z?‘}]?%i implicit activation ) » 7% = 5 3 % 3L
1 d ﬂér’v’ﬂ;}é*ﬁ?’}"}};&"@%% SoBE A F4 b EFERTERIF T F RS
(SBES)° #Xm » 2B F P AT RSN 2%R » AT ERD T RIEFNLF b & £
HhRBEL Sn%E Gl ST A F L SR REFUE ST AR
PR e e %4 B % chitig sk (SBES) 2 #F3¢ o

=y
'

At

AT & L%k
g

WEP 5 E P AL @@aﬁgwmf} [ESt AR NEIR T e 4 g;}u PEp e 4 g
m&ﬁf‘ % (multiple-categorization ) r i it § i@ & =B A B L & o @ o AT e
cE_EG EE YR (‘7‘77&‘»}‘6 PR A A AN wHﬂ"i S R - R L FR R D
P PEEFENBEL IR AL R G R 3 T R bl & NN e
BE_f e gtk (e.g., Ensari & Mlller 1998; Kenworthy, Canales, Weaver, & Miller, 2003;
Urada & Miller, 2000 ) - ¥4tz %= & 47 %] (combining categories ) » # i &_Crisp ¥ Hewstone
(1999) % Migdal ~ Hewstone & Mullen (1998) e#7 % » ¥ 7 5 3F 5 @ # S %+ 7‘;&,{#3
v jﬁ"JP H 3w b1+ (category differentiation ; e.g., Arcuri, 1982; Crisp, Hewstone, & Rubin,
2001) -

A

@ Deschamps £2 Doise (1978) » #.F 7 & f 7 Ip cffi W] 97 & p fif crddw] o ¢ 4p 5
ek AR T Ak c B Y F At PR AR T A EE R fonk Y o 2
FAL AR A AR AT RS BB R % - A2 e e & Shih ¥ 4 (1999)
ST P o de TR Ip B R e R 2 R B ﬁéa‘iﬁ‘él A AR AT AR A R
foedrck 2 DA EAE Gt p ek o Shih F A8 k5 5 £ 3)ien B H jbig wjaﬁr%“ %
2R SRS VLD Wl =R A o T N j\B TS E R gtk o8-
¥ > Gonzales % * (2002) %= % "fﬂl“»“ BE AN T 2 % B g 4 B R 2 ﬁef - |
tp 25 #5349 (double minority) e 4 i (Bildede ™ FAEAH) TR AL EEAFEE
% = 4 »c % (double stereotype threat effects, double STEs ) » Gonzales * 1§ 2%z F 7 38 2%
o q”’?ﬁ%‘é‘ﬁ%iféf ERIE AP RS F*mzxﬁhi ZoRm o oot v LS RBFET
REENE ekl Qe N T AT LAY £ F S g FLH DT w e u % %
%] 4 B ‘%k A F TP chde 222 % (additive effects) =2 9
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L enfE e

ggﬁ;m@%z§\éfw
: BRI # L WP T A 20

R2 cERFELPREALR

2L IE R R L H A

X84z Lz

f SR RaEsTE 0 Atz #E mﬁ_%rﬁfp |RTF7 7 35

E 2

2P

7P

LT T

Py -
LA L I EA R
R 'R L SR

4 7

42 F ARG

R RANUE Al S G S e
) 2B | (T akg i
LA AEEE) AT a5
HF AR g G Rk
gk o

66 (=t « 4 *] | pE

w R Y- ’Fsﬂﬁﬁiﬂﬁ%é’ﬁw%i26&4$ﬂ231+%
BB AP 2 EP T :"“”“%Eﬁm‘

By rEFTUEFEREFBRERT 401 =4~ 3 ¢ 42 *1 )
P ATIET ERFEE R | %k &d*%ﬂ4ﬁ ﬂﬁﬁﬁ 253
BHEHAFEr fx ok | BRITSRE D Piu L FF JH
PR B Y A S| BE RSP

%\»E ;‘—sm/l}lj

Py = AEE g bl AHRBEAKS AR 6027 A B AX] ] pF

RS S N e

SR R 4E B % AR AT hps R

f BB ST S P E— § | A NS 2 N A 2R R B

<B4 2 B LARL B P50 o

Fre MWHEFAT 2 %% I E MUz |80 =Y A H A pF
FEr ey Fer 2ty < 2 | @R FEE %k ERET N EE

BB 4T RaE R

2T

SRR RS TSR E XN Y]
4 RAErEk b ST R o
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B R B R PR ol P
_lj—hkgiiﬁgimﬁ f}'J (Fz_)

-~ P

ERE A AR £ 3 2 LN S A RN E IRk s & R
TRkt R cniEd TP B AR BB/ AR 2 THEET BB AYFEr § i
SHHE, w o (40t 3k % pE > 2007 5 FRELR - 3k % PE 0 2006) 0 BEAX ARTE K ¢ hifd T
10 FH SR e g%k A 100 £ WA § A7 § (NSC100-2511-5-040-004)
B PR FRA RS SR LR L B R S AL R
FOR BT MRS BT RS AR R L IR T R A ok (de
Marx & Roman, 2002; Marx, Ko, & Friedman, 2009; Mcintyre, Paulson, & Lord, 2003 ) » i * |+
CHCE A R R B e A A (AR HF) o & AP 54 Marx ¥ 4
ST R IIERY L A4 ST B R RS TR R @
VSRS AL R AL EE B s S SR S LR SRR R /R

S NRFEFY R

FRACERFYHLFOO A EAFL Z ARG -

A

TR FL -7 3 (MLE W v p BB R v 4B ) £
FEREFF AR T AR Bk (cells) ¢ Tl ¥ 22 B orFoR e

MEFER Y RESZ BRI
Manipulation Article
e (i ¥) _
Control Codition n=22
LM PR e e L
Sl PR e (B AR F2) _
Female n=22
Role Models Ingroup Female Model
E R e (B S RRALE A1) n=22
Outgroup Female Model
REENAR I FERBFYT L )RR F %o
=S | | e Z B H ' AN &F
% R AT ] X B B
© £ i I C: L& A%
% > %%ﬁ—» % > % > @%f—» 6o
B # K il " - M H i
B S T 5 fE + Ea
] % ~ e = = Bt (A

BEFFET T P R RERA I A R A R X AL feit g o
FELEHEY BRI TR RT KDL ARG AP B AP EE S HEL
19 SRR A A BREAE TS FRATAE ST - T — B0 RO st e e
WOE TE B | MIH0 - TSI A R - DA A R IEREME: - 5 Eh
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TR R (TR B ] © AR ENEEL B TG ST B R R
5 [ (TIPSR - itk - PRI B AR A (B A KA - B T (R R » AT
BRI S BE R - IR TR SRS PR -7 » 2 64 2
S 2 A Bl L BT -

M AEE o o B A %Y Mcintyre ¥ 4 (2003) %2 3% % @ ( NSC
100-2511-S-040-004 ; 2011) g gk AN B g TRALR ) iRE il
EAuRRy MB2EE S D382 S 101z G2 uipk o  fEFE AR B
iﬂ*‘*ﬁ:“'?’ AAFL AR R EANZF IR A iz Blfrd s A B SR 58T
SORE EREERERRE ST R IS S EE R AN L i S
WERG AMAACERFEIIZ Oz haBig bR H#i%—ﬁ@%P
oo mp iy ?’r*.u%:» AR S ERE SRR N Ry o 20 S |
ARG R > NEFERIRP ERLBORT FEFRARI T NG o

22 P FHEIPFHEEZIEEHI BT

EAlE F BT TR
(et g ¥) (B3t tg2) CEIZXETS

Ty FLEELY

wEmRE T AN nFeRE TR A mRATHELE

- Il'lm!l.l.
Lt L
5 It 5 q o
TR P
Ly a e
- ae
Swla

- l..’»‘“ "TREANSFIAE,
axe R (ulucx!x
-t

H
sFAR sdagav .+4 A
PR ey i

* s
2wl Siaed-Aniawd
amES: PEREERAE- P

N R

LRt PR T Y 2
. ApEas
TRIMAATERENN - FLLLianen -
amT AW

AIFEL N0 Il----
qnlcll & NEA-anks

P e T
sed - AMad wn !I
T}

iEsmaman

whE
s ‘l!.lll lJIlQ ’.-

L L L LS
ansnwy sadz ErbavieTnl
..... s tnis

™ TE R W

48 -WMEASARS

144 -MBsAsARS

TAQ - WMEASARS
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RBIE _1471:‘]% AR TR LRI o AFSITR Y 2 B EAED o Pt
4 (2007) =g ¢ ¢ @ % B GRE#EJEP (H[4E4rT £ )

iy PR

st @ AHIERISESEETA 23 /> SRl T Ly N ME 2% > WHIAZE AR -

R o OB B OB % ZE
1E XL~ X2~ X3~ Xd 81 X5 ] » (4 S S SR E R RS - 405 X5-X1 I{ER 20 »
S5 X1 HfER %07
1
4 S >
A 3 ® 4 (C)2 ©) 2 (E) 4
d-3n N X \ y )
0= =1 SRR TP E B 2 ELAEYS d B 2 IR ©
2
(ANE 4> BARd  (B)YdE4> HA#n  (C) nz%d. (D)d=5n. (E)d=2n.
IS BT L ¢ 7T - WU ERS AT T TR TR % D5 2
’ 5 c 5t t
(A) 5ct ®) t ©) ot © C (E) °C
ERNITS RN

SUCEE TR TP A SO R & g s s AT R e VR R LA SUI R B A U g

AT HFLE (B- ) HF T REHAPREREFFEI AT > BF T 5 HF

£ B (Fpe=6.86, p<.05) SEF S Bk B e (M=86.73) H &5 & m
FF 4l (M=78.85; p<.01) £ ¢ B4, - (M=76.73 ; p=.001) -
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LB HEHP22EF> (FEFT-)

- Q%P

Keller (2002) # 21 %47 60 4 & foc kv § X 32083 3 384 (higher difficulty) il
SRALP P i R Ik o @ ® Spencer ¥ 4 (1999) Ldp o rEF AR TEHARE O
BRI 4 RIS R T AL I % o $ Blascovich % + (2001) { i&-
MRISRALD REEA AR AW P 2 FHE O RSS2 K @A (devalue
group) X GER F ABEATID P XTI e R EE AR E o a L S iR
FplE Rk o 2@ o Suen (2006) {iB- HE D RLEA o 4 BRE RERGE
SHREP LR > e A HE FBEAFEET o Pk o T FVEL X Tk (ceiling
effects) & &3 x>y (floor effects) e 4 o s i (T Z 2270 » A5 B AT 7 4% K%
B (2012) SFMEH20 REAEP o Rd 50 AR FHRFID DRE > w AT R BT
PR o
I NREBERFY R
RR RTINS HRAF 2 e F LR DR -
AR A D A EA Y ST Suen (2006) RE S o R Z AL AR E- R
Moo WP R OHRRAAYEY > R FREHAD 0 D HIUED O FE
B EEE ARR B THRAR

BRI P G BE R TR L R oA AR R TR LT R
W FREIE (2012) BB 20 K28R P (BREAeT & ) o

%ﬁ%@iﬂﬂ% =

2R S a‘b‘C‘d‘e‘fz\»f\ 3‘»

2x +3
atb+c+d+e+f=? bx +5)6x2+ ax + d
(A) 38 cx2+10x
ex +d
(B) 44 A+ 15
(C) 59 -2

(D) 63

BI(H )5 - #Ahaoilo Bl > BEHT G5 - 577
FF R A el F B0 2 ek Ik G EESES 100

-15-



NapE s REKRP kS TS 300 24 o fFA S —

B ARG B TR #;]f;*f:-' LR i HEA | | ™
PR R ke WREL AR D
(A)325 (B)450 (C)475 (D)500

g](—l- ,\)
03. FRAE TG teappliFe sl ty=2x—4 L, x=4-L3:ax+2y=16
FTP\?'WQ%E" E'Ja:
(A)2 (B)3 (C)4 (D)5
ERNETE iy
FH R R (2012) EP2 BF LR £ 204880 KR HA TP FEY &

MEPFT AL FEARR A apRIEE :m_/;;gg:,2 % %45 (M=90.65;SD=16.94) -
HBEFTERFNAFTT P > uFe LA IRREGEL R o
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B~ 3 b ASLRT AAFE SR HE N & & P2k i P
—'1$"—‘*4’:§§c§§<mpfﬂ (pi—)

- ~R %P

R R Ry T T AR e
W% B o oo S P BRE RIS TR S R
SwT ¢ I w)iR & (mixed gender)
|45 B g cgfe 3 pF (AL

i g 1B ) %5 e 8 (individual testing situation ) p¥ergr e sk eng (A7 %
&(mw>UKﬁﬁﬂﬁ?*ﬂﬁ€F*ﬁ’%ﬂ*ﬁ*g

fE % A (2007) ¢

situation) » i

I S

XA ARG PER S LR TrmRBYEE? kai
M %] (mixed-gender) £ ¥ — 45| (single-gender) m_@];}g,gq
FFAE S EF (p>.05) iR &M T of s i 8

R R SNGERE El
FREPHEEY 7 ¥

rY¥F (R

2

1y
Wa
1&\:

PREET
(

=

Wa
%\:
Tk -

Gk
B

o+

¢ b R AT %

‘.‘L’%)cﬁ] t_'__.:;,ﬁﬁ

& ] 5T

=2

4

e AR ) K

COSEEEEE E1C FE BN

Ab;r>7‘

4 4 51T vs. ¥

Y

x~

T
:r::i-_ V_,|J % |J

J 40312 ¢ WMpHEY (A230° ~
R F A0l = A EA

IS il B 1

TEREEL

SRR
0 ) > & %]

7b ’&E*?J‘:i]
i %
-7

¢
5& p-%‘c’

BT e ens B g 4EH I

e S ANV E -8 SN I A
pl-8 (group testing
ﬂ EcE AR
i

R

R B R £

5 (group testing situation)
- HElErEF LRI R RAL D
Tk Ftt gy
FerghS P2k {ERB I AFHRTH LT AR
H - M arn) k4ot o

4 a7

Bovnd &) UE LE

® f s, ] e vs. R ) x 2 (A TR R Rk

-~

45 (two-way ANOVAS ) ke 7 szt & 47 o

%};%’;‘ﬁ*ﬁ*;{% » &2 SPSS14.0 3= Fl+ % R #k

2B gk A
Stereotype Activation

g S
Threat Condition

il e
Control Condition

é%%%&
Threat Deduction

Condition
LT 98 81 98
. - n= n= n=
A FT R R Girl Class
Class g4 &31
. n=37 n=50 n=37
Mixed-gender Class
ERNS W
M B 5 ERA P enf > B v Sk PRSI mF 2 %% o
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%\,3\)3'9‘;—)

L A

L FEw ¥ ALHE I FE S

How ¥ RE
(attempt item )
Tiogge (HREL)

NP TR RS
(correct item )

Tiofg (R4 )

T FEE
( Correct rate )
T oge (HREL)

S 10.39 8.44 79.42
(n=98) (4.16) (4.31) (18.31)
rile 12.33 10.46 83.00
L4 I (n=81) (4.44) (4.72) (17.68)
PR 12.35 10.54 83.78
(n=98) (4.39) (4.48) (13.52)
3t 11.69(4.33) 9.81(4.50) 82.06(16.50)
S 12.62 9.76 76.78
(n=37) (4.61) (4.04) (14.59)
e 12.96 9.54 73.74
g4 27 (n=50) (4.23) (3.90) (18.47)
SRR 11.73 9.35 76.15
(n=37) (4.01) (4.49) (21.01)
3t 12.44(4.28) 9.55(4.14) 75.56(18.02)

F (Correctrate) = (it #/£'v ¥ 48 #c (correctitem) /4w ¥ %2 f (attempt item)) *100%

o FT RR A %@\

-

BRI EY 2 FHREE P ALEFALE (allp>.05) 7]
/,,\fr;]&,stz o B8 1 RES 13 (Fuases= 1221, p< .001) > A 455 % &or ~ 4 51
w8 oS (M=82.01 sﬁ&gﬂ«@tfr, (M=75.37) 3p shif 7 % 512 3 =
44 H s LA RS S A FLhA Lk hE o

S0 -
85 -
80
75 -
70 -
65 -
60
55
50 -

m 22
O BiEHE

KA BN

AR

A FRTEB BT LRI S

FL o

DR

Il
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R0 B PR S LSS RSk o
I FI2EERRE O (FL2)

- \pipgﬁ:

AR CBERAIFEIXB I NI B AR AL A %E Cheryan ri’

Bodenhausen (2000) #74% 412 T %45 &¢ % 22 »c % | (Stereotype Boost Effects, SBES ) »
FF - 5% Suen (2006) £2 Suen & 4 (2012) #74% 7 e en%|F &r 4k 3 > 58 (P25 N2 x&«p )

¥R 4 A e en R B G RaE A% o

S RERBER -
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