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She can do it better—the impacts of gender stereotypes
on females’ mathematic performance
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On mathematic test, female students
temp to underperform males with lower
scores. Steele and Aronson (1995) first
indicate “stereotype threat effects, STES”
and explain how the behaviors of individuals
can be damaged by their negative social
stereotypes. However, rare research paid
attentions to understand the impacts of
testing situations on threat effects and only
occupied individual testing situation in their
studies. In addition, recently more and more
researches focus on how to deduct STEs and
stop those damages on females’ mathematic
performance. Thus this two-year research
project has drawn out: (1) Experiment 1 tests
impacts of different testing situations
(N=138), and found mixed-gender group
testing situation can cause underperformane
takers;
(2)Experiment 2 explores stereotype boost
effects (SBEs) and test the mechanism of
chocking effect of SBEs (N=69). The results
reveal that implicit stereotype activation
SBEs;
(3)Experiment 3 tests the contact hypothesis
and tempt to know whether or not more

in female mathematic test

manipulation  indeed  induce

contact with outgroup members can reduce
STEs (N=76). The results reveal that female
participants with high interaction frequency

with  males surprisedly obtain lower

mathematic score rather than with low

interaction frequency, and not prove the

contact hypothesis; (4)In Experiment 4,

method of blurring intergroup boundaries

(similarity condition) is retested whether or

not to make a deduction of stereotype threat

effects. In addition, this experiment adds a

distinct condition to make an obvious

intergroup boundary in order to know
whether a strong threat will occur or not

(N=63). The results reveal that blurring

intergroup boundaries can deduct the STEs

and found better mathematic performance in
female samples. More details have been
shown in this research proposal.

Keywords: gender stereotype, mathematic
performance, stereotype threat
effects, stereotype boost effects,
chocking effect, threat
deduction, contact hypothesis,
blurring intergroup boundaries
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