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Double stereotype threat effects: the impacts of subject-related and 

gender- related stereotype on the females' performance of attention test 

 

stereotype

120 5

subject-related stereotype gender-related stereotype

5

double stereotype threat effects

5 / all 

Fs > 4.66 all ps < .05

 vs. vs.  vs.7

SR F(3,116)=3.08, p< .05

7

Inzlicht 2010

: / SR
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Abstract 

Stereotypes have been found to cause stereotype threat effects, and these threat effects would 
influence stigmatized group’s cognitive ability (e.g. attention). This research aims at 
understanding how the subject-related stereotype affect attention, how gender-related 
stereotype affect attention, and how double stereotype threat effects affect attentions. By 
using survey, the results of the pilot study indicates that the subject-related stereotype was 
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found in university student samples (all Fs > 4.66, all ps < .05). In the main research, there 
are 120 female participants and they are randomly assigned into one of four conditions 
(subject-related vs. gender-related vs. double stereotype threat effects group vs. control 
condition). The Chu's Attention Test was used to measure attentions of participant after 
manipulations. Results show that attention in double stereotype threat effects condition are 
significantly better on the SR (F(3,116)= 3.08, p< .05), one of factors in Chu's Attention Test. 
The Post hoc results show that double stereotype threat effects group’s attention is 
significant better than control group and subject-related group. One of the reasons to explain 
our results, which are different from our expectations, is that double stereotype threat effects 
group will increase vigilance and attention on test in stereotype threat situation. In hence, 
they will have better performance on the test.  
Keywords: attention test, double stereotype threat effects, gender-related stereotype, 
stereotype threat effects, subject-related stereotype  
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/ one-way ANOVA

both Fs< 2.25

both ps> .05 / all Fs> 4.66 all ps< .05

5-1  

5-1  

/   

 ! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=95.58, p< .01 

! Post Hoc M=6.206 SD=0.111

M=4.143 SD=0.174 M=4 SD=0.152 both 

ps< .01 p=.41  

 ! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=23.59, p< .01 

! Post Hoc M=6.53 SD=0.66

M=5.81 SD=0.91 M=5.73 SD=0.97 both 

ps<.01 p=.563  

 

! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=122.12, p< .01 

! Post Hoc M=6.23 SD=0.88

M=3.98 SD=1.31 M=3.44 SD=1.23 both ps<.01

p<.01  

6

 

! One-way ANOVA F(1,2) 12.26, p<.01 

! Post Hoc M=5.95 SD=1.10 M=5.90 SD=.93

M=5.18 SD=1.17 both ps<.01

p=.719  
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! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=26.25 ,p< .01 

! Post Hoc M=5.31 SD=1.26

M=4.46 SD=1.39 M=4 SD=1.51 both ps< .01

p< .01  

 

 

! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=65.948, p<.01 

! Post Hoc M=6.6 SD=0.74 M=5 SD=0.97

M=5.4 SD=1.03 both ps< .01

p< .05  

 

 

! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=4.66, p< .05 

! Post Hoc M=6.08 SD=0.84

M=5.66 SD=0.96 p< .01 M=5.84 SD=0.96

p=.075 p= .213  

 

 

! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=24.65, p< .01 

! Post Hoc M=6.4 SD=0.77 M=5.57

SD=1.06 M=5.59 SD=0.98 both ps< .01

p= .904  

 

 

! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=21.73, p< .01 

! Post Hoc M=5.33 SD=1.00

M=4.37 SD=1.22 M=4.15 SD=1.36 both ps< .01

p= .315  



 

 

! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=8.58, p< .01 

! Post Hoc M=6.03 SD=0.85 M=6.03 SD=1.11
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M=5.53 SD=1.04 both ps< .01

p=1  

 

 

! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=18.12, p< .01 

! Post Hoc M=6.05 SD=0.99 M=5.79

SD=0.93 M=5.08 SD=1.25 p< .05, p< .01

p< .01  

 

! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=13.45, p< .01 

! Post Hoc M=5.63 SD=1 M=5.19

SD=1.26 M=4.73 SD=1.19 p< .05, p< .01

p< .01  

0(  ! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=15.79, p< .01 

! Post Hoc M=5.90 SD=1.04 M=5.22

SD=1.16 M=5.00 SD=1.03 both ps< .01

p= .188  

 

 

! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=38.91, p< .01 

! Post Hoc M=6.43 SD=0.82

M=5.17 SD=1.10 M=6.13 SD=1.04 p< .01, p< .05

p< .01  

 ! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=33.55, p< .01 

! Post Hoc M=6.29 SD=0.85

M=6.00 SD=0.90 M=5.06 SD=1.23 p< .05, p< .01

p< .01  
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! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=65.57, p< .01 

! Post Hoc M=6.32 SD=.07 M=5.35

SD=1.09 M=4.48 SD=1.13 both ps <.01

p< .01  

 ! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=66.93, p< .01 

! Post Hoc M=6.16 SD=0.83

M=4.40 SD=1.17 M=4.29 SD=1.25 both ps < .01

p= .536  

 

! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=54.08, p<.01 

! Post Hoc M=6.27 SD=0.83

M=4.56 SD=1.29 M=4.57 SD=1.33  both ps < .01

p= .926  

 

 

! One-way ANOVA F(1,2)=5.53, p< .01 

! Post Hoc M=6.25, SD=0.87

M=5.87 SD=0.93 M=5.92 SD=0.95 p< .01, p< .05

p .672  

0(
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ps> .138 χ2 121.36 χ2 88.10

both ps< .01 χ2 137.44

χ2 94.78 χ2 33.83 0( χ2 13.51 χ2

106.08 χ2 111.41 χ2 92.67

all ps< .01 χ2 89.19 χ2 9.57
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T  One-way ANOVA F(3,116)= 1.01, p=.39 

  E  One-way ANOVA F(3,116)= 1.06, p=.37 
S  One-way ANOVA F(3,116)= 1.08, p=.36 
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ER marginal significant F(3,116)= 2.16, p=.10

SR 7-3

7 p<.01 p<.05

p>.05 ER 7-4

7 p<.05 p>.05  

7-3 

 
�� �	��  

(I-J) 
  95% 

 
95% 

 
7   -.10 .15 .51 -.39 .19 

  -.17 .15 .27 -.47 .13 
  -.43* .15 .00 -.73 -.14 

 7  .10 .15 .51 -.20 .39 
  -.07 .15 .66 -.36 .23 
  -.33* .15 .03 -.63 -.04 

 7  .167 .15 .27 -.13 .46 
  .07 .15 .66 -.23 .36 
  -.27 .15 .08 -.56 .03 

 7  .43* .15 .00 .14 .73 
  .33* .15 .03 .04 .63 
  .27 .15 .08 -.02 .56 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



22"

7-4 

 
   

(I-J) 
  95% 

 
95% 

 
7   .47* .22 .04 .03 .90 

  .33 .22 .13 -.10 .77 
  .03 .22 .88 -.40 .47 

 7  -.47* .22 .04 -.90 -.03 
  -.13 .22 .55 -.57 .30 
  -.43 .22 .05 -.87 .001 

 7  -.33 .22 .13 -.76 .10 
  .13 .22 .55 -.30 .57 
  -.30 .22 .18 -.73 .14 

 7  -.03 .22 .88 -.47 .40 
  .43 .22 .05 -.001 .87 
  .30 .22 .18 -.14 .73 

 

SR ER

/ SR

ER /  

7  

ER 7 /

7  

7

7 7

SR ER

I-J 7

9 T  S SR /

7 E ER / 7



23"

8

7

 

SR /

p=.27 7 p<.05

 

Schmader, Johns, 2003

Inzlicht 2010

EEG anterior cingulate cortex

�Botvinick, Braver, Barch, Carter, & Cohen, 2001�

vigilance Inzlicht 8

8

8

 



24"

5

IAT

 

5 perceived variability

5

.

5  

1  

 

 

/ 2

 

 

 

 

 

externalvalidity 8

8  



25"

 

 

 

 
	HB*�/ �=A!�0I%�$�


. �8'

.���2�57#6���C*

?-/ �0I

(;57=4�+�J�J

(;57������

<��2��J�J

"���>1G

�57#��C*��

 
 

Beilock, S. L., Rydell, R. J., & McConnell, A. R. (2007). Stereotype threat and working memory: 
mechanisms, alleviation, and spillover. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 136(2), 256. 

 
Ben-Zeev, T., Fein, S., &Inzlicht, M. (2005).Arousal and stereotype threat.Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 41(2), 174-181. 
 
Botvinick, M. M., Braver, T. S., Barch, D. M., Carter, C. S., & Cohen, J. D. (2001). Conflict monitoring 

and conflict control. Psychological Review, 108, 624–652.  

 
Cadinu, M., Maass, A., Rosabianca, A., &Kiesner, J. (2005). Why do women underperform under 

stereotype threat? Evidence for the role of negative thinking.Psychological Science, 16(7), 572-578. 
 
Cassady, J. C., & Johnson, R. E. (2002).Cognitive test anxiety and academic performance.Contemporary 

Educational Psychology, 27(2), 270-295. 
 
Croizet, J. C., Després, G., Gauzins, M. E., Huguet, P., Leyens, J. P., &Méot, A. (2004). Stereotype threat 

undermines intellectual performance by triggering a disruptive mental load. Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 30(6), 721-731.  

 
Deschamps, J. C., &Doise, W. (1978). Crossed category memberships in intergroup relations. 

Differentiation between social groups, 141-158. 



26"

 
Felson, R. B., & Trudeau, L. (1991). Gender differences in mathematics performance. Social Psychology 

Quarterly, 113-126. 
 
Gonzales, P. M., Blanton, H., & Williams, K. J. (2002). The effects of stereotype threat and double-minority 

status on the test performance of Latino women. Personality and social psychology bulletin, 28(5), 
659-670. 

 
Inzlicht, M., & Kang, S. K. (2010). Stereotype threat spillover: how coping with threats to social identity 

affects aggression, eating, decision making, and attention. Journal of personality and social 
psychology, 99(3), 467. 

 
Johns, M., Inzlicht, M., &Schmader, T. (2008). Stereotype threat and executive resource depletion: 

examining the influence of emotion regulation. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 
137(4), 691. 

 
Kanarek, R. B., &Swinney, D. (1990). Effects of food snacks on cognitive performance in male college 

students.Appetite, 14(1), 15-27. 
 
Keller, J. (2002). Blatant stereotype threat and women's math performance: Self-handicapping as a strategic 

means to cope with obtrusive negative performance expectations. Sex Roles, 47(3-4), 193-198. 
 
Lezak, M.D. (1995). Neuropsychological Assessment.(3rd ed., pp.352-376). New York: Oxford University 

Press. 
 
Marx, D. M., & Roman, J. S. (2002). Female role models: Protecting women’s math test performance. 

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28(9), 1183-1193. 
 
Pilcher, J. J., & Walters, A. S. (1997). How sleep deprivation affects psychological variables related to 

college students' cognitive performance. Journal of American College Health, 46(3), 121-126.  
 
Schmader, T., & Johns, M. (2003). Converging evidence that stereotype threat reduces working memory 

capacity. Journal of personality and social psychology, 85(3), 440. 
 
Spencer, S. J., Steele, C. M., & Quinn, D. M. (1999). Stereotype threat and women's math performance. 

Journal of experimental social psychology, 35(1), 4-28. 
 
Steele, C. M., & Aronson, J. (1995). Stereotype threat and the intellectual test performance of African 

Americans.Journal of personality and social psychology, 69(5), 797. 
 
Steele, C. M. (1997). A threat in the air: how stereotypes shape intellectual identity and performance. 

American psychologist, 52(6), 613. 
 
Shih, M., Ambady, N., Richeson, J. A., Fujita, K., & Gray, H. M. (2002). Stereotype performance boosts: 

the impact of self-relevance and the manner of stereotype activation. Journal of personality and 
social psychology, 83(3), 638. 



27"

- / 2/

/ 2

 

5 / 2 / 2

 

� 5 / 2

2 5  

�

2  

�

/ 2  

��  
�
�
-
� 

    

�
� 

�
� 

�
�

,

+
�
�
�

 
)
	
.
�

!

'
�
�


 

�
� 

�
$
�
"
�

�
&
/
 
)

	
.
�
� 

�
� 

�
�
	
.
�

�
&

#
�

�
�

(
*

%
�

 

�
� 

�
�
�
�
�


 

102 12      
103 01      
103 02      
103 03      
103 04      
103 05      
103 06      
103 07      
103 08      
103 09      
103 10      
103 11      
103 12      
104 01      
104 02      



28"



 1 

 
20/01/2014 subject_questionnaire 

£[�:JXH� 
Â$
�g�3�u���0,A�{�<2�u���¢qY�¥

��EJ���+�~
h¬X��¼®�'�8¿<Á
A�r�À�¶F

C�V�
¬�f!��Y�`\5A�� 
X�9�� 

 
�L»JEJT�� Ips  1B/,�je 

w?�:Jk� 
paipai0327@gmail.com� 0931878366 

 
��º��¬X!�'8¿�+cz&)(o�»J����T����

��R��J�� �
¬!�1���Ã��	��7��¾
OH /C	=}¿��cz����.¸�"X¤St·9��
y�  

 

1. »J�  �Ã��   ¾OH/C  

�+cz  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
a.lJ�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
b. �Z+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
c.��/J�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
d.f5n��·_+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
e.|7>��+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
f. K¤��T��]��+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
g.©�4_�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
h.���+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
i.i\Q �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
j.���-+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
k.*µ+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
l.¹³V��+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
m.ª¦�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
n.����_¯�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
o.dbU5+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
p.§^�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
q.6ª�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
r.�½�-aM �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
s.£;+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
t.�D¨±�>����Y �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
u.&v�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  



 2 

 

2. T��  �Ã��   ¾OH/C  
�+cz  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

a.lJ�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
b. �Z+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
c.��/J�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
d.f5n��·_+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
e.|7>��+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
f. K¤��T��]��+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
g.©�4_�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
h.���+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
i.i\Q �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
j.���-+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
k.*µ+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
l.¹³V��+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
m.ª¦�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
n.����_¯�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
o.dbU5+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
p.§^�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
q.6ª�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
r.�½�-aM �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
s.£;+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
t.�D¨±�>����Y �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
u.&v�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  

 

3. �R�  �Ã��   ¾OH/C  

�+cz  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
a.lJ�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
b. �Z+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
c.��/J�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
d.f5n��·_+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
e.|7>��+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
f. K¤��T��]��+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
g.©�4_�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
h.���+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
i.i\Q �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
j.���-+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
k.*µ+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
l.¹³V��+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
m.ª¦�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
n.����_¯�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
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3. �R�  �Ã��   ¾OH/C  

�+cz  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
o.dbU5+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
p.§^�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
q.6ª�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
r.�½�-aM �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
s.£;+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
t.�D¨±�>����Y �  �  �  �  �  �  �  
u.&v�+ �  �  �  �  �  �  �  

 
 
��º��¬X&)(o�»J����T������R��J�=�

'8¿�+cz�«� �²H /² 
�=}¿��cz��
���.¸�"t·9��y�  

 
�´�+cz�« ��tH /t
   »J�  T��  �R�  N�C  

a.lJ�+ �  �  �  �  
b. �Z+ �  �  �  �  
c.��/J�+ �  �  �  �  
d.f5n��·_+ �  �  �  �  
e.|7>��+ �  �  �  �  
f. K¤��T��]��+ �  �  �  �  
g.©�4_�+ �  �  �  �  
h.���+ �  �  �  �  
i.i\Q �  �  �  �  
j.���-+ �  �  �  �  
k.*µ+ �  �  �  �  
l.¹³V��+ �  �  �  �  
m.ª¦�+ �  �  �  �  
n.����_¯�+ �  �  �  �  
o.dbU5+ �  �  �  �  
p.§^�+ �  �  �  �  
q.6ª�+ �  �  �  �  
r.�½�-aM �  �  �  �  
s.£;+ �  �  �  �  
t.�D¨±�>����Y �  �  �  �  
u.&v�+ �  �  �  �  

 
"�@u°m  

1.%�P��¡#________P                         2.W):  ���;    �G�  
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3.Jx/��: __________/___________           4.P�: _______________________   


