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51

R IR NFI BN A A2 St 25 5,
Steele Fl Aronson (1995) T8 YK T ZIAR EN 4 By
(stereotype threat) A, RI4-T5 24 #1145 A 7E
TH M Z0 AR B G B rh SR LT R — R %
(Riciputi & Erdal, 2017), 24 i % 245 B0 5 g 9
W EZW R T H AR ZE . NAEDLE . 2 A
T 5 it 45 (Spencer et al., 2016) . Fifi % 2 Hi EN % &,
Join 8 1) AP G4 R A T I, BB R IR IR LY
ZIBR BN G g, 12 G Ta] B Ox 2 4R AT 58
o LI Ambady 45 (2001)7E 5 58 [F] B 43 30 Xof
JLEE 2 SR s ma B R 3R, R B 0 s B &
AL & T T R V= = i S Ak
g, BRI Z0 M BN S BV 350 (gender stereotype
threat),

W, L ) 20 Al B 4 B 7 A [ 451 4 15
T IWAE, 7S (A 88 3 (Heil et al., 2012;
Shenouda & Danovitch, 2014) . 8- FI%2# e 1l
i (Alter et al., 2010; Galdi et al., 2014; Smeding
et al,, 2013) . #H il (Marchand & Taasoobshirazi,
2013) A4k 243K (Good et al., 2010)%% . #LLZ T,
] X L2 1 220 A B G g i AR 9T D e
W FIZR T 2 (2017)388 53 P B ) 20 Al B0 52 g i

1

il

Wk H B 2020-02-27
WAE1EH: T4, E-mail: wangzhen6685@163.com

276

B 55 FIEE AT 55, B¢ 1 W) 220 i B0 5 s X 4
JUAT: 55 M BE e 5 K R B2 o BRI SC 5%
(2015)>K A n-back o= % T JL 2 A9 TAE L4232
13 7B, AHAZAIT ST T B 2 70 20 A BN G i X
JLEE RN, AR 20 ED R B o a2 ud, #H I
THE AN SCWESE, P L S 2 A B4
o3 — QU IS 1 7 | R L B Y AR

PRV LB 1 20 B B G AT 46 0 O B 2 10
B, ZIRREN SR M 25 45 LA ok — RPN
Wi o — MR, SRR R KE, AR
T, S B A A AT 55 R R LT B
(Régner et al., 2010; Schmader et al., 2008), L in5Z
P51 220 A B G B A 2 1% B B0 s 4 AR T
AR UM 2 B R S (Galdi et al., 2014), 11
AP I ] % 5 7 20 B B G s B o, e il
oo B f# B (disengagement) Fl % E A [
(disidentification) (FC/MR 4§, 2009), L4l Putnam
(2016) &I, M 2 Ak ED G2 B I ASH 25 i & % A
JEP I 5 T AT 55 R BT B, 3 2 (o X % sk
REAG DM, B2 FHinaUR . Mk, i)
JUBE PR Z0 M BN S B 9 F 5, 4R AR Y T
T, A AR AR Tl 220 A D G Bl o L A RS R
RO o BEAh, AR DR U TR s A 2 AR Y
00 (Picho & Schmader, 2018), AN RE X H ik
AT S, 550 AT A R 2 S0 Ak B AN W AR TN
JEi) 20 W B S R A A AN R o PRt
XIS R AIRTE, SR e B 501 220 W BN 42
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AR BSCFRY INF T] R I, A Bl T 2 Sk

T, ZZaCAMRIT, ACE kM
Lz 1) 220 A5 B G ) 7 AR, AR o HARAE Ty
TR IT, o AR Al HC T AR i o HLAR 1) 93
FEMEIEATIR IR, TR MERE b X2 U A7 78 1
R DL B — 5 D LA SR L 3 ) 0 Al B 4
JE AR SR S AT R R, 55— T i 5 AR
H G AR & B TARR A S

2 JLE MR R ED K B A

21 FEEH

JUEE M 5 20 DG W i 7= A= 6 T T 2 b 4%
. L 4n Shapiro I Neuberg (2007)32 L T 6 4~ ih
B (DAREIR, LM EEREE T
L HRAR — 5, QMEBHARIRR, L&x T2k
FEOR TS A B m A RS (3)TE A R R 1 W] B,
WEAF R A A AR A O (OHEFIRLL
H2MRENEA XNAIT RS H AR R, GOME
T 55 20 A BN G2 A8 S AT S R A ARE AR B8 7 R 158 A2
O, R R U R B L AR A R
) 22 B L Q= P (B 5 ) SR = — B A FFAE
B (6) e B AR YR Fo b 2 1 X AT S I B 1
K% B ZIMREN G AT A B, B L 55 B % IR
e RS EIE L AKX —
PENZIMREN L .

i % 20 AR ER 52 8 Wy B85 7 (stereotype  threat
model), FI% /DB (minority group, W<,
AN R PR S T IR 2R ED R 25 5] K FR IR
(IR T DB R 10 ERUE Al R G N B
PR BT R T S RS ), I T AR 2 A B A
403k R Y 2R PR (Steele & Aronson, 1995), LA/
i, AR A OB TR — DR R R
TS — U S5 T R ) B B R ARG S 5 | & 2 AR B
G ) S L R I, Galdi %5(2014) i — 25 45
JLEE ZIAR ED G 0 = AR ) 3 AN & (DS
il (category awareness), JLEHAE S X 43 A [F) A9
225515 (2) Ak 03 (self-categorization), JLE
et A CINF Dy — At 2RI R ) ZIARED
4 = iR (stereotype awareness), JLEREW EIRF />
JE 5 1 Y TREAR 5 45 R 4 40038 T P A A B AR O
22 FEERE

YT L ZE P 70 20 A B0 G g 1 7= A B
IR FEAEAR R, T 7 & IR — 157K,

— SN L ELE 6 FEET R Fie &2
ZAENZIR EN SR R . g R =
(2017)38 3z P et ) 22 e B 2 B BT 55 0 EL PR AT
%5 X 60 £ KIEL LI, 258 Kk MAIMEN S
A 4 LETE B RS F AR RERT
TR 4 L. BEAk, Ambady 5(2001)F01
Tomasetto & (201 1) WHRFELN LB T & T ZHk Ep
G X 2 B LS T A )

b3 — BB 5 D) e e L 3 31 200 e ED G D Y
FEAERTEIAE 7 Z LA HAN Neuville F1 Croizet
2007k 7~8 % JLEE MPIR A MBI B X %
PR ) B B3,k 0 B 03 0 B A L i B R G
S E AR T IO B 3 R S 2 2 4 R B SR, RD
ZIN EN GRS . A A, AR R L3
2 50 22 A B 4 Jg i B4 7 A s ) A PR A SR AT
ATA R ILE RATE 7 % UG A R A M5 B
GBI, HE 9~10 ), H AT
ZIHR EN G A FF 1R 5 B AL (Muzzatti & Agnoli,
2007; Steffens et al., 2010), {H3XHHMATFELERH A
S EE A R - (Huguet & Régner, 2009; Passolunghi
et al., 2014). 1 Martinot A Désert (2007) % B 9~12
% A R BCERR ) L B aE . RS L 3
£ 7 % ZHiE R B MR 2NN R B IR, B4
P 590 220 A B R ol 19 7 A R DD R 2% G . L
Muzzatti 1 Agnoli (2007)RIBFFE &, HA 10 %
VLG 18 2 1% 23 52 M ) 200 B 52 i 1) 5% T, R 0
Sk 3 220 Al D G S A A 1% B I B KT
Pl R CE RS e 10 5 220, WA
p/ AL E S R e =2

DA L2 4 J31) 200 Al B 5 Ja Wy 7= A 1 T )
AR Z U —F, AIREZiE 2 R A5 .
Eb A0 ] B 2 A1 5T 35 7R Bl RAR IS 9 S B L A A
[l T SCf 28 Sl — AT B E S R,
L% 75 1235 2 (2017) A AR TE 43 JL 99 s
T Uf 38 32 M ) 20 W B S i, R S e A7 3R
B WAL G B 7 A, SRR T
TS 6 87 FH A R 5 R 2R 1) 22 SR AR e A SR A
FTEMAE G,

3 ILEMRZIHRED S BB RN

JUEE P 551 220 A B R B B4 T 5 90 R B A
B ZIBEN R B A S e AR, ZEAR L
AR Y, RS 2B BN G IR 2
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7, R AR R T B BE ALy 204 ED G 8
Jifr2H (stereotype threat condition)Fl1#% ffil £H (control
condition), SR 5, R4 5E ALAR R B9 IRAT 55
T TEAR I L A% P SV 2 ED R U v, 2R
P B B 2 S K (Galdi et al., 2014;
Good et al.,, 2010; Marchand & Taasoobshirazi,
2013); 17 AE 5 48 55 4% T 32 1 ) 2 Al B G B I I
23 5% FH B3 132 253 (Pansu et al., 2016), )5, #
IREE AR ZIMR BV G U Al S il 20 Z ) A T LR

R XT L PR 20 B B4 Ek b i R Sy
A AN 5 (explicit) Fl PN 3 (implicit) IR E 2 . Ho,
A0 I 591 22 B D G Ja W 1 45 A SR T T A 7
A (D) H LB ASTHBRIA B Lo e L 1Y S A7 A
P22 5, LS Ao DA 5% & 30 BV i
A1 A AERS 73 EAATE B WA 25 5%, JF H—
J 2 55 % ) i B 4 T 4 % (Cherney & Campbell,
2011); ) BRA S MR IARE T, an
Cimpian 45 (2012)7EWF 5% o 45 3k 58 72 78 R
AT WA 55 R IAR L €8, 77 A Bk 301 20 e
ENG o i 5 O\ 32 2R R Y i 48 B e B
HEAT 09 A7 M 25 S, — A DL A Oy
A (UL ERZENATT S IHE A C W5
(Stricker & Ward, 2004); (2)if i 04 JE 20 L B —
A ZIAR EN G B 8, L AnAE Bl AT 0 3
1EHWE AR R a8 1 B (Good et al.,
2010; Muzzatti & Agnoli, 2007); (3)iibHh 3 34
PES Oy, Heanib gl — Al — R 52 A L2
B EP 4 AR (4N 48 A< MR ) 7 B 1Y L £ 09 i S
(Tomasetto et al., 2011); (4)R HJLE /R N EREE R
DG, L Akl o ZIBR EN G — 2 2 (B bR o3 26
BB R A, BRalaEZS
JEAE G A — A — B (B 5 37
B, LESRCA ) (Galdi et al,
2014; Huguet & Régner, 2009),

Xof 4 ol S A A R A = B Sk T ok 20 Al B
% B (nullify stereotype threat) Fl =< 7 [ 21 A Bl
% i W (not nullify stereotype threat) FiFh L, H
rh, T R AR B G U 45 A il 3R ORI
T B T Sk et B 2K, 4 a1 o L K
TN AR 22 5, B2 K =F 5=
(O Z B Z AT B FRIAEE, tn
Neuburger 4£(2012)7EWF 5% ih 5 A9tk B % AN £ #%
HRREAR G e e ) 1R R R, DR 55 4 B

B ZRVMES B A A (2) 1 k4Rt —A e
ZIMER G BT, o an4s g iR i % e — e R
2 bR Y B A 25 4 (Bagés & Martinot, 2011); (3)
e X R RZREPEAEEE, ik
BRI b (% B R R LAY 2 L B8 IE B
P, BEHAEE) (Galdi et al., 2014), ik
TH R 200 ED G JgU (1) 48 G 5 SR A48 S AR AT 5k
MAERMELE, —BAUTIHA T ()EES
SR RIS R AT 430 R A 0 2 A AT S5 B
P F(Chalabaev et al., 2014); (2)#2 i A
AHAE R, anE Mg AR R 3 0 R
B e B, LA S0 i P B X TN
A Ui 75 3 T #.(Chan & Rosenthal, 2014),

4 TR %R ED &R B A X JL B Y 550

) 22 B B Gl U5 T P 0l 2 AR BN 4, AR R
WEFEXS RN, 1) 220 Al B 5 Sk B0 4 ol 22 i
E1 4 (gender-math stereotypes) il 5 352 14 J1] 1 4z EfJ
% (gender-reading stereotypes) (Nowicki & Lopata,
2017), PRI, ST 50 20 0 B0 G b %) L2 1Y 52
Wi 3 E O I AR L BOR L TR
(Science, Technology, Engineering, Mathematics,
STEM)45 BRI 52 1) 1) 11 45 52 i 71 55 F2AE 1
5 ) 152 A SO 32 B A T AR R I
4.1 TR ED & B A X 2 2 B 80

031 22 W D 52 S X 2 £ 1) 5 ) T AR R
PES ZI AR EN G0 e R R e . P58 R BLTE 1R
& W B R A 2 A R T, LB AR A e
ZIMRENS, RN A I8 14 L L 4% i 027 4 (Cvencek,
Kapur, & Meltzoff, 2015; Cvencek, Meltzoff, &
Greenwald, 2011), 323K R 51 20 B BN 51 4 1) 2
HRED SR BB B 52, B AT R .
Ft#in Chan #11 Rosenthal (2014)7E % £ 51 Za A B3
LU X s R BT S N R B, A2
12 22 0 By S R AR . Hep, TARICIZE
EWVEM, ML TS ARSI, IRTAE
LA 2 BB E RS AR R B R AU AT N
JZE AT, 2 A5 ED 52 B 7 IR 1) A 3 2 XS A
JHZ T 338 T ARG MR, 1 5 0 F FRBE T AR
B T B AR A A X 0 32 43 8 19 15 0 (Muzzatti &
Agnoli, 2007), BIL.OHEARE (LMK 45, 2009), 4N
Master %£(2015)%5 %% 1 HU i BHA PR T2 b 4 #2532 3
F8 1 1) 22 B B G B, 45 SR e BRURH L TR R 4L
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20 M ED G2 g 2 1) A 12 %) 24 > F B R 24 R R 11 2%
BRTEAG . SR T B B RS,
M E A O LMEAZ NS A RMEE 0 AR
HEREERY, B E KR (Bo/ vk 45, 2009). Qi B
iR, Putnam (2016)%& B, 51 204 ED 4 )8 A2
S AR USSR TP AR S BRI TR, 1l
FEXFIZ A0 I R A5 0 RS MR, e 2R 5 1% U,
& T HA T 1]
4.2 R %R ED & B X 5B 2 B R M

P T30 22 B B G %ok 5 4 1) S ) 32 B4R R 152
4 50 R BN 52 %) 58 % B T G R . AP R TG
N 2 T R AN R, L EE AT I e )
ZIMCER G, BN R % # b 8 #% 0% B 2 47 (Martinot
etal., 2012; Nowicki & Lopata, 2017), 323X 5l
ZIMR EN G 51 A 1 ZI B ED G B Y S, 3K 4%
AT MR Z 1. H U Pansu 55 (20166 15 [F L&
BEAIL 73 A Z0 B BN G a8 e 4 B2 I 20, AR5 SR H
e — IR AT 55 o SR, I B
Fel 32 Gt W e T %, TN AR ED G U A Hh S
ZH RS B E R T L. Mo, AFRE
A A ST Y 7, XL EE I B A FRARE A
I5E] 152 1 2% % 20T 1 58] 1S A ) 200 R B R R AT I ==
VA2 G000 T 4 R S T 20 Al BN R 15 s X B 4%
OB o 235 R T AR A A el 3 e ) 20 e B 5
WY, L BES Hh 5 20% B i B FR AR R I
B2 G AR, T Lo T R R B H 1% B 4 (Retelsdorf
etal., 2015) U2 U0, 30U A ] 35214 ) 22 B 42
X 58 4% 0 BRAT S T I R A, (R I
ZBREN G R o

EASE R, ZIHR B4 U 5 20 EN & 1)
VB &M f (Nosek et al., 2009). JLEEFREA P
I AR G 25 AR A M 031 22 A B R gl e 1) 7 A,
73 B AEAT Sy 2 0 A5 30 O i L0 LIRS A K
9107 T HR 2 BN TR W o 7 E PR 20 B B G ke
| R T AR R e 32 st SR in s )L 38 i e A )
ZIMEN G o 2 L EEHFAA 19 1 500 20 Al B G A i o8
Wa, T 2R BN R B WA A 5 5k, HAG
FEVEWRE R, Wk, FBAEERIR,

5 JLEMR %R ED K B8 T

PR SR A1 1) 20 B G bl 22 X L B 1 22 A
MR, AR ARG R T BT X A
BLo R L P 5 2B B GR EU Y 03 A

ZESM .
JHEETF
51 ZE5MH

MR B8 2 M BN % 2 i3 3 3 (stereotype  boost
theory), ZIMREN G AAAEAETH M IT T, 8 BA
W T, 2 B A A I B 200 A BP0 fig 42 /&y I
177 B (Shih et al., 2012), X Fh R ZIHR EP 4
FE@AWF T T LIER . — PR SAg
— B AR B B Z0 AR BN 2 e, b eI 12
R4, BENDER B B 5w Mmemizs
TR 2N B R P A G, A Al o i e
P45 R 20 M B G2 A Mk AR B, 3 o X 30 S B A
Z M ED SRR 1 B0 AR 25 4R R B AR N ICA 3R
M (Levy, 1996); H—FREIG AL E S H
WHB RN R B0, A LAES S, B
PR LAY SN B i 5 R N i T AR Z1
MENGAEEE, EI A AN S B AN R
TR ZI M BN AR, 38 2o B0 X R I 25 T AR Z)
M BN G 1 B 17 fiE Wk 25 42 e 2 VR LY 22l I 3K
SR (E AT, MR, 2018; Gaither et al., 2015).

fEAtL AT, BA NS EERR S T2
R ) By, X2 B 7E AR [E AL 1E B T 5
AN [ 1 REUR 200 Al B Gl T A Z2 Al B e AR, 2 T
52 W B AT B9 41 2 AT (Kang & Bodenhausen,
2015), K, MILEAER —1FE T Z 2 2R N4
BB, AT LRI UE S S B — AR B
BA M ZIM NG00 B 40y o LL A Ambady %5(2001)
R, BRI SRRSO 55 [ Lo 42 0 M B 4
23 P HOLE NGEAR, HS B IR B 3 0 23
Fit o FORRS LS (R e B 35 B 22 Al B 5 A G
AT A S B S AT o R AR TE
B A5 2 T HIESE (Shih et al., 2015), X HE
R A L E AL 2 B 4y BE 0 3G in T T 1) 2]
M EP G S 4 7T BE
52 hXENX

ERZWFEE R, Ambady 55(2001) % B
BARMRAER W HE R B LNtk SR G,
HECFRGRRT; (B85 10 B M EFEHR L ZM
PEN B pa sh e, HBCE RS e s 1T, H
g R AR IR B B i LB X 3 Bk B R R
e B0 SC T LA FE (chauvinism), BESE B &
S AL T A (Régner et al., 2014), T LI 244 #%
Vb3 FE SCHBC I PE TN B BTG 5, R L

USCF SO, BRS04 B R 45
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Tho PTE L R BB, X 5 20 A B 4R ke
HEAT T — 5 2R B T BB AE 1 HAR A VD S
TGS BEATEEE, AR
FPb 30T S BEFFA B R AFTER, JUHRE Y L
AT HEWE, BT B8 R HE 2 5 R
(Huguet & Régner, 2009), X 5t 5 bk %1% T Wi it
A g HOd T E R AR IR B Be, =R REEIE =R
W )L B 5 AR T AR BT

53 MIRER

AN AN SRR AE O AR ST — S FRARBE R, fiE AT
DR TR eI TREE A NN E A G SIS 3
2014), AN RS LULE 9L, ik b s —
By A7 AT FEHURE 27 PREE B BB (B R iz DR A
MBI — A2 g W B SRR R e
otk); SRR R B AL 23T ) 220 Al B SR R 4 B
M2 B b H 58 S T LR PR A DG Y
a) R (S B0 B iR R AR SR BT AR 2 AR BN S 1Y
[, L anefR e 2 KPR B0 H O R
T BB M B RAEX T TR BRI, 45 R WIRY
URFEAYZOM 2 B TR, L% e B X LR
PREEAFTE BT B 2 B BN G 3R B s 2 g 4R, (2
MR W EIT R R, W EEKTE TR E
2 5% (Master et al., 2014), 2, PR HUm
XRER R BS R, B e AR ) 220 A B 5 Jg il %o 2
ZIIE R % 4518 015 581 T Bages Fl Martinot
QOINFYWFFE S Fe, AR Y e v 7E A &
5% I MPEE 2 B EE R IR, Toie 2 5 A
SR EAERE, HR BRI D M 531 220 AR ED G 8 b X L
F T ]

(EAE R, AT 2R R £ 8
JWME RS (multi-threat framework of stereotype threat)
P, BUBRS FE A AS BE 52 itk 220 B EID 52 1801 14 31
Weszmy, HZEIL W FE 5| & Z) M ED % B (Shapiro
& Williams, 2012), X 22 0 ZI MR ENG gL 2=
ZHZ PRI, Horp— A SR R 2 S ZI B
LM HPR(A CBREHK), 5 — D E R RN Z
R B[ G 1A 5 (P BREAAR sl SRR ) >4 220 Al B 52 )8
TEARM TR R ZENT, HRAEAARSA
JRF 255t o PO An S E b i Lo s e S B A2
B 2o, 2o nT RE SRR I E AR LA A O
TEEC  RATSES S BRI, I AEC A
O 2 5IZTE PN T AT LU, S Ig 2 b Ep 4
JEU A FE B T AR M (Putnam, 2016)

54 RZIHRENK

J2 ZI ML EN 42 (counter-stereotype) X 4 7| 1 4 B
SR T T 32 SR T R 20 B 4 RE SRt 5 Z A
& —3Us B ENEREGEIRR %, 2019),
HETTI0 RSB P 2 BN (505 4§, 2015;
Finnegan et al., 2015), 2R B M B eh 4 51 Z1
MREPG SR MR ZIMR ER G @ . than Galdi %
(2014)TEH LML ZIAR ENZ U X 6 % KA L
AR, Sl LEX AL E R B
VIBEHL T p k. Horh— M R 2 R Lo
F i b 1A T — TR RN R D O E R I A T
OB (ZIREN ZAF B &), O —Fh I R W GE 474
B, TR PR ) S A 4% 1 B 1 128 T — 3B $ e A
H B BRI T % (S 2 EN A5 B 2R,
e — M 20 B R RS @R w4 ARG
T 58 1 A B RD A 8 T 20 e B G TN £ A A 2
Wik 25K BN 6 B LW HEATEAES W% Z1 4R Ep
%, BARAEPIRJZ b 204 D A5 B 4% 4 Fn 4 il
S AP L BAEAEE N ZIBR BN &, (BAE S 2 AR B
ZAT BRI L B AAAETEZZIEN S . X EL
MRS R AT R, RZMREDG A5 B 44
LA ECE NG S T 2R N RA5 B A h &
BRI S, H, T8 X)L P A s 20 Al Ep
G BB 55T T 590 200 e B G kol %ok 3 14 0 4
A
55 HEFE

I Ah, BEFEE AR T AR 2 HA T i Tt
ANk AL A SERE I, Smeding 45 (2013) A HF
TR, ERBFEIRT &GS, L&
B s B E 0T B 2 (A7 5 R Besrl
WA, L ZRBCF ST MU Tk
BF RS WA T L RS, B2
BEEC STC W 2 5 ) o X R ST
R I e AR TR e A BRI 2R BN &, i
T 103555 P A5 2 M ] 3 5 | & %) T A 220 A B 52 ) AN
RO, 243k B T TR B 20 A B S 8 1 H
Mo MAb, LG AFFE R D BT 5 — 1 5 U e
R ) 220 B ED 5 I %o 2 4% ) T AR S e, i e G
B2F S (Bowe et al., 2017),

6 BESRE

ZIBCEN R — R A 2 i BB S, L E
P 590 20 B D G ol 1 DAy LA E 5 9 DN 3
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AL OB Y B R . BARIE S E AR
20 AERYARWHR I IRAS T — S mUR, (HAFAE—
S J, AR AR, UG 20 B
B4 gl 1) T T

6.1 JLE 1450 2 4% B0 & B B O B 33 M 43 /5 BR T

BAAFEX

JUEE ) 20 A BN G g 0T 5 1) s S SO ik 22 4R
HTEVE T R, AT AHEIREL D BT T K
AN A R RN 12%, {H 2[00 Hil 2
(4 AR 22 WF 50 #0  7 AE P 7 T 5K RE A R Al
(Picho & Schmader, 2018), bl Flore 1 Wicherts
(2015) YT e 2, L . BARA |k E A
X PO [ 52 K 3 O A G LM Sl 22 i D 5 el
i SC R RS AHOC A TE Y 94% ., H ) iR e,
oA B KA G W 58 3T R I S 2 A
ENRZ At 2 SRR, AR B — € 15 301k
— Bk, A AFAE — 28 30k 22 5 (Cuddy et al.,
2015), todn, MR T EZE, KEJLTEME
GecAbimE T eEm B R B LB L 1T
AE AR ALK 1977 R Ja i SR
Sy FHE A, R oA TR L B 5 20 B BN 4 R
it L IR %) B ) BB o ) R B TR SRR SR R
ERTE R ), AHINETTR, BR T E MBS =
(2017) 4 25 Bk M 1) 22 Al B 52 JgU i X6 45 JL B 52 il
T [ A DR ARG . P, RoRBFST R
NLZEEA T, UIFRE/NYE . wrhAE X =
ABr B 2 A S R, RS L B S 20 B ED 5 R
Joi 77 A, JEAE IRl b T T IR 4 S5 TR 2 42
“H I B A A5 AT e SCAR SRR SC B Bk B 5 L
BV I Z B BN G U A A AEAR DG
6.2 JLEMINZWENKBMHARNRET S

RE®%

JLEE 4 ) 220 B B 52 S 1) BIF %o 5 22 4R TP AE
1% P 5 W B ) 2 A ED G U L, B
2 11 158 1 1 ) 22 B B R B B I R L /D i A
SCHYBRER AT LA B, 25 A7 G L2 1 ) 20 Al B 42
SR RIS, 22 3 37 A B0 M 1) 20 i B0 5% g s v
LW 2 I (Flore & Wicherts, 2015; Galdi
et al.,, 2014; Marchand & Taasoobshirazi, 2013;
Picho & Schmader, 2018; Régner et al., 2014;
Tomasetto et al., 2011), 1A #1158 %16 B 52 F1

T A7 T A2 B AP 5 %08 ED G P (Pansu. et all,

2016; Retelsdorf et al., 2015), W, YFT4 X IL#E

501 220 B D G2 M 64 0T 58 4538 (LE I B e )
038 JH T 52 Bl 1 331 220 A B R i 149 5 AT 7 AR
KW — L5, WAk, BEFE RIS B
R B T % 12 5, (B AR L
(-850 M T 39 Jr(Hartley & Sutton,
2013) XL EERE 5 7R B 3 b A2 B 2R EN 4
JEPEE S R, B ARAT S 2 O 55T, N
B, ARAKF LA AT &, RO RET
T AR b B b2 BRI 20 AR ED R B . L,
A DL I E A A O L ) 2 B R ) 4R A
Jr 3, B R SERI B A R B 2R ED R
JERP R B T 2, AR RO S8 L — T SC I 13
1E55, VLR REER ST SOV 204 B R T Xt 55 4%
IR o ANALANLE, AT L2 i8dh e 2 R L, R
Yeifi . iR BURER A AR, UERDZ
e HAbAT A Pl 3P B A R A LB 52 594 51 20

ENZ U o
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Children’s gender stereotypethreat and itsinterventions

WANG Zhen
(Department of Applied Psychology, Law School, Southwest University of Science and Technology, Mianyang 621010, China)

Abstract: Stereotype threat is a situational predicament where stigmatized group members perform poorly
when they are judged or treated negatively based on the stercotype, exploring gender stereotype threat in
children provides the potential to intervene in stereotype threat from its source. The emergence (conditions
and time), manipulation, effects (effects on boys or girls), and interventions (multiple identities, Chauvinism,
positive role models and counter-stereotypes) of children’s gender stereotype threat are discussed. Finally,
further research would focus on exploring in the local culture, targeted objectives, interventions and
research fields.

Key words: children, gender stereotype threat, manipulation, interventions



