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Debunking Myths about 
Gender and Mathematics 
Performance
Jonathan M. Kane and Janet E. Mertz

G
ender differences in mathematics 
participation rate, mean and high-end 
performance, and variance in dis-
tribution of performance have been 
reported on numerous occasions. The 

reasons for these findings have been the subject 
of much debate. For example, the greater male 
variability hypothesis, originally proposed by Ellis 
in 1894 [42] and reiterated in 2005 by Lawrence 
Summers when he was president of Harvard Uni-
versity [48], states that variability in intellectual 
abilities is intrinsically greater among males. If 
true, it could account for the fact that all Fields 
medalists have been male. If gender differences in 
means and variances are primarily a consequence 
of innate, biologically determined differences 
between the sexes, one would expect these differ-
ences to be similar among countries regardless of 
their culture and to remain fairly constant across 
time. Such a finding would suggest that little can 
be done to diminish these differences. In support 
of this hypothesis, Machin and Pekkarinen [26]
claimed that greater male variance in mathematics 
performance was a “robust phenomenon”, that is, 
observed among fifteen-year-olds in thirty-five out 
of the forty countries that participated in the 2003 
Programme for International Student Assessment 
(PISA). In addition, women’s nature might include 
a tendency to prefer the more nurturing fields, 
such as nursing and teaching young children, to 
the more quantitative ones, such as mathematics, 
physics, and engineering. If so, it might not make 

sense to encourage and direct any but the unusual 
female toward studying and seeking employment 
in these latter fields. This viewpoint has led some 
folks to propose that it may be a waste of time 
and money to expend resources directed toward 
trying to increase participation of women in these 
mathematics-intensive fields (e.g., [5], [6], [46], 
[49], [50]).

Alternatively, boys and girls may be born 
similar in their innate intellectual potential but 
end up displaying differences due to a variety 
of sociocultural factors present in their environ-
ment, for example, gender-stratification ([2]). If 
true, one might see differences among countries 
and changes over time in mathematics variances 
and mean performances. This gender-stratified 
hypothesis is consistent with several recent find-
ings. For example, Hyde and collaborators ([20], 
[25]) reported that girls have now reached parity 
with boys in mean mathematics performance in 
the United States, even in high school, where a 
significant gap in mean performance existed in the 
1970s. Likewise, both Brody and Mills ([3]) and Wai 
et al. ([51]) noted a drop in nonrandom samples of 
students under thirteen years of age, from 13:1 in 
the 1970s down to approximately 3:1 by the 1990s 
in the ratio of U.S. boys to girls scoring above 700 
on the quantitative section of the college-entrance 
SAT examination. The percentage of Ph.D.’s in the 
mathematical sciences awarded to U.S. citizens 
who are women has increased from 6 percent in 
the 1960s to 30 percent in the past decade ([4], 
[9]). Sociocultural, legal, and educational changes 
that took place during this time span may account 
for these dramatic improvements in mathematics 
performance and participation by U.S. females. 

Gender differences in opportunities and out-
comes within countries have been quantified by 
a variety of measures. The Gender Gap Index 
(GGI) is a composite, weighted measure of the gap
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between men and women with respect to economic 
participation, educational attainment, political em-
powerment, and health. Looking across countries, 
Guiso et al. ([16]) reported that the GGI negatively 
correlates with both the gap in mean mathematics 
performance between boys and girls and the ratio 
of boys to girls scoring above the 95th percentile 
on the 2003 PISA; the gap and 95th percentile 
ratio were essentially zero and unity, respectively, 
in some countries with high GGI indexes. Even 
considering the extreme right side of the distribu-
tion, one notes that the percentage of worldwide 
participants who are girls in the International 
Mathematical Olympiad (IMO), an extremely dif-
ficult, proof-based, essay-style examination in 
mathematical problem solving, has increased 
from approximately 2½ percent in the 1970s to 
10 percent in recent years ([22]). In addition, we 
([1], [21]) reported that a positive correlation also 
exists between GGI and identification of girls with 
profound mathematical talent as measured by 
percentage of girls who participated in the IMO 
as members of high-ranked teams. These findings 
are consistent with the idea that the gap between 
boys’ and girls’ mathematics performance is due 
to differences in opportunities available to males 
versus females, which we will call here the gap 
due to inequity hypothesis. If either the gap due 
to inequity hypothesis or the gender-stratified 
hypothesis is true, it would suggest that a variety 
of actions could be taken to increase both aver-
age and high-end mathematics performance of 
females and participation rates by women in sci-
ence, technology, engineering, and mathematics 
(STEM) fields.

Of course, outcome could be the end result of 
complex interplay between nature and nurture 
(for examples, see [43]). In this case, it would still 
make sense to devote resources toward increasing 
participation and performance of females in the 
mathematical sciences given that they make up 
half of the population and that U.S. STEM workers 
will likely be in short supply in the future.

However, Fryer and Levitt ([14]) and Ellison 
and Swanson ([10]) recently suggested a Muslim 
culture hypothesis given their finding that these 
above-mentioned correlations disappear when the 
samples include predominately Muslim countries 
with very low GGIs where most children attend 
single-gender schools. The Fryer-Levitt findings 
were based on data from eighth graders who par-
ticipated in the 2003 Trends in International Math-
ematics and Science Study (TIMSS). They found that 
“in countries like Bahrain, which are among the 
worst in terms of gender equality, girls are actu-
ally outperforming boys on math”. Alternatively, 
they propose a single-gender classroom hypothesis 
that “mixed-gender classrooms are a necessary 
component for gender inequality to translate into 
poor female math performance, although it is

difficult to distinguish single-gender classrooms 
from Islamic religion.”

In this article, we tested each of these above-
stated hypotheses by analyzing data from the 2007 
TIMSS, 2009 PISA, and 2001–2010 IMOs, which 
included more countries from a variety of cultures, 
educational systems, and degrees of wealth than 
did these earlier studies. In support of the gender- 
stratified hypothesis, we show here that greater 
male variability and gender gap in mathematics 
performance, when present, are both largely arti-
facts of a complex variety of sociocultural factors 
rather than intrinsic differences, co-educational 
schooling, or specific religious following per se. 
Importantly, we document that mathematics per-
formance for both boys and girls exhibits a strong 
positive correlation with some measures of gender 
equity, especially participation rates and salaries 
of women in the paid labor force relative to men.

Methods

Measures of Mathematics Performance
Most measures of mathematics performance 
presented here are based on the TIMSS, a qua-
drennial study that includes a mathematics as-
sessment administered to samplings of countries’ 
students. Approximately 138,000 fourth graders 
from twenty-six countries and 256,000 eighth 
graders from forty-eight countries participated in 
the TIMSS in 2003, with twenty-four of the latter 
countries also participating in the 2003 PISA. Ap-
proximately 183,000 fourth graders from thirty-
eight countries and 242,000 eighth graders from 
fifty-two countries participated in the TIMSS in 
2007. Summaries of the data are presented in the 
TIMSS 2003 and 2007 International Mathematics 
Reports ([32], [33]); other details are available in  
[12], [28], [29], and [32]–[34]. The benchmark par-
ticipants from Basque Country, Dubai, and Ontario 
were used as representative measures for Spain, 
United Arab Emirates, and Canada, respectively.

The TIMSS sets the overall mean score among 
the benchmark participants at 500 with a standard 
deviation of 100 so scores can be compared across 
studies; scores of all other participants are pre-
sented relative to these benchmarks. We examined 
both the overall mean on the mathematics test 
for each country and the means and variances for 
each gender within each country. Gender gap was 
calculated as the difference in means, with posi-
tive values indicating that boys outscored girls. 
Normalized gender gap, called the effect size (d), 
was calculated as this difference divided by the 
standard deviation of the combined boys’ and 
girls’ scores within the country. The variance ratio 
(VR) for each country was calculated as the vari-
ance in their boys’ scores divided by the variance 
in their girls’ scores. To obtain the distribution of 
scores within a country and to see how individual 
scores relate to gender and other demographic 
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attributes, we examined the raw data available 
through the TIMSS 2003 and 2007 websites, using 
the first of the five plausible values for individual 
students’ scores. Other available data included 
each student’s school, sex, age, and answers to 
survey questions, such as his or her attitude to-
ward learning mathematics.

The Program for International Student Assess-
ment (PISA) is a triennial study of fifteen-year-old 
schoolchildren’s scholastic performance that mea-
sures reading, mathematics, and science literacy. 
In 2003, approximately 275,000 students from 
forty-one countries, thirty of which were members 
of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation 
and Development (OECD), participated in a PISA 
that primarily focused on math literacy, testing 
problem solving and real-life situations that use 
math ([35]). In 2009, over 475,000 students from 
sixty-five countries (thirty-four from the OECD) 
participated in a PISA that focused on reading 
but included a mathematics section as well ([37]). 
We examined PISA data to compare it with prior 
findings of other researchers and our own findings 
with the TIMSS data.

Several differences exist between the PISA and 
TIMSS data sets:

(a) Countries. Prior to the 2009 PISA, countries 
participating in the TIMSS for eighth graders were 
more diverse with respect to wealth, religion, and 
gender-related schooling practices. Thus our find-
ings presented here primarily come from analyses 
performed with the 2007 TIMSS eighth-grade data 
set. Afterward, we used the recently released 2009 
PISA data to determine whether these findings 
were reproducible with a different examination in 
which only thirty-one out of eighty-six countries 
participated in both studies.

(b) Students’ ages. The PISA samples students 
between the ages of fifteen years, three months 
and sixteen years, two months regardless of their 
grade in school, with most being in the equivalent 
of U.S. tenth grade. The TIMSS samples eighth 
graders, regardless of their age. Although most 
are 13.3 to 15.3 years of age, a few are younger, 
and the number of students over the age of 15.3 
exceeded 10 percent in one-third of the coun-
tries. We also examined the 2003 and 2007 TIMSS 
fourth-grade data sets because in these, presum-
ably, fewer students would have already dropped 
out of school, reducing potential sample bias.

(c) Religion. In eighteen of the countries that 
participated in the 2007 TIMSS eighth-grade 
examination, a majority of citizens come from 
Muslim backgrounds. To test the Muslim culture 
hypothesis, we sometimes separately analyzed 
data from countries with greater than 75 percent 
Muslims, indicating them by open circles or white 
bars in the figures.

(d) Schooling. To test the single-gender 
classroom hypothesis, we examined data from 

countries in which 17 percent or more of students 
attended single-gender schools, separately com-
paring students attending gender-segregated and 
coeducational ones.

During the past decade, over eighty countries 
per year from throughout the world have sent 
six-member teams of precollegiate students to 
participate in the IMO ([22]). To examine math-
ematics performance at an extremely high level, 
we analyzed IMO gender data from countries with 
mean team member performance among the top 
sixty that had at least thirty students participate 
during 2001 through 2010.
Measures of Gender Equity
This study used two measures of the degree to 
which women within a country have yet to reach 
full equality with men living in the same country. 
The first, the World Economic Forum’s GGI, is a 
composite, weighted measure of the gap between 
men and women with respect to: (i) economic par-
ticipation and opportunity (EPO); (ii) educational 
attainment (ED); (iii) political empowerment (POL); 
and (iv) health and survival (H&S). It is measured 
on a 0–1 scale, with 1.00 being complete gender 
equity. The GGI data used here for year 2007 ([17]) 
ranged from a low of 0.4510 for Yemen to a high of 
0.8146 for Sweden, with the United States scoring 
0.7002 for a rank of 31st highest out of the 128 
countries for which data were available. For cor-
relations with the 2009 PISA data, we used 2009 
GGI rankings ([18]).

Because the H&S subcomponent of the GGI is to 
a considerable degree a reflection of the wealth of 
a country and its citizens, we also analyzed data 
available through the Social Watch Group. Their 
Gender Equity Index (GEI) is a composite, weighted 
measure with respect to only: (i) economic par-
ticipation rate and income earned (EPI); (ii) educa-
tional literacy rate and school enrollment (ED); and 
(iii) empowerment as reflected by percentage of 
women in technical, management, and government 
positions (TMG). It typically yielded slightly higher 
correlations with mathematics performance. It 
is measured on a 0–100 scale, with 100 being 
complete gender equity. The GEI data used here 
for year 2007 ([44]) ranged from a low of 31 for 
Yemen to a high of 89 for Sweden, with the United 
States scoring 74 for a rank of 24th highest out of 
the 154 countries for which data were available. 
For correlations with the 2009 PISA data, we used 
2009 GEI rankings ([45]).
Other Measures
(i) Economic wealth. The gross domestic product 
(GDP) per capita used here was the 2007 GDP per 
capita in real terms deflated with Laspeyres Price 
Index. It was taken from the Penn World Table 
([19]).

(ii) Religious affiliation. Each country’s pre-
dominant religion was obtained from the CIA’s 
The World Factbook ([7]); the percentage of citizens 
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affiliated as Muslim was taken from the Pew Re-
search Center’s 2009 report ([31]).
Statistical Analyses
Comparison of measures of mathematics perfor-
mance and gender equity were performed using 
Pearson correlations (r) and regressions. Com-
parisons of attitudes toward mathematics educa-
tion among groupings of countries were done by 
constructing contingency tables and performing 
chi-square tests. Statistics were considered signifi-
cant if associated with a p-value of at most 0.10; all 
such correlations are displayed with † for a p-value 
< 0.10, * for < 0.05, ** for < 0.01, and *** for 
< 0.001.

Results and Discussion

Gender Gap in Math Performance versus Equity 
Indexes
Except for the 2007 eighth graders, among whom 
girls outperformed boys by five points (p < 0.05), 
no statistically significant gender gap existed over-
all in the mean scores of fourth and eighth graders 
on the 2003 and 2007 TIMSS ([32], [33]). To test 
the gap due to inequity hypothesis, we compared 
various measures of countries’ gender equity (i.e., 
their equity indexes and subcomponents) with 
their gender gaps in mean mathematics perfor-
mance on these examinations by calculating effect 
sizes, d (see Table 1). As already noted by others 
([11], [14]), an insignificant Pearson correlation 
of –0.027 was observed between countries’ GGIs 
and effect sizes calculated using the 2003 TIMSS 
eighth-grade data set. This correlation was 0.295 
(p < 0.05) using the larger 2007 TIMSS eighth-grade 
data set; that is, the gap tended to increase in 
countries with greater gender equity as measured 
by their GGIs, a finding opposite of the one previ-
ously reported using the 2003 PISA data set ([16]). 
The positive correlation was even greater and 

highly significant (r = 0.577; p < 0.001) using the 
2007 TIMSS fourth-grade data set. Replacement 
of the 2007 GGI ratings with the 2007 GEI ones 
led to fairly similar correlations (Table 1). Again, 
they were more positive in fourth grade than in 
eighth grade and in 2007 than in 2003. No correla-
tion was found between countries’ effect sizes in 
mean mathematics performance on the 2009 PISA 
and their 2009 GGIs (r = 0.083) or GEIs (r = 0.136). 
This irreproducibility in the relationship between 
gender gap and equity indexes negates the gap due 
to inequity hypothesis.
Gender Gap versus Variance Ratio in Math 
Performance
Next, we tested the greater male variance hy-
pothesis. If true, the variance ratios (VRs) for all 
countries should be greater than unity and similar 
in value. This is not what we observed. The VR 
measured for any given nation was quite repro-
ducible, that is, it rarely differed by more than 
20 percent from one test administration year to 
the next, among students in different grades, or 
between the PISA and TIMSS; typically, it differed 
by at most 10 percent (see Table 2). For example, 
the VRs for Australia, England, Hungary, and the 
United States ranged from 1.10 to 1.21, 1.05 to 
1.12, 1.03 to 1.10, and 1.08 to 1.19, respectively, 
among the five tests analyzed here. These find-
ings agree well with the VR of 1.08 reported from 
a large meta-analysis involving data from 242 
studies involving over 1 million Americans ([25]). 
However, for Indonesia, Morocco, and Tunisia, the 
VRs ranged from 0.95 to 1.02, 0.96 to 1.04, and 
0.93 to 1.09, respectively; that is, they were essen-
tially unity. For Singapore and Taiwan, they ranged 
from 1.21 to 1.25 and 1.25 to 1.31, respectively. 
In fact, the VRs calculated using the 2007 TIMSS 
eighth-grade data set studied in detail here varied 
widely among countries, ranging all the way from 

Table 1. Correlations between measures of gender equity and mean mathematics scores.
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0.91 to 1.52 (Figure 1A). This distribution of VRs 
is similar to the one previously reported using the 
2003 PISA data set ([26]) except for being even 
broader with the inclusion of more predominantly 
Muslim countries (white bars in Figure 1A), many 
of which exhibit usually low or high VRs.

Variances for girls and boys also varied widely 
throughout a threefold range (Figure 1B). Coun-
tries with small variances typically had VRs within 
0.2 of unity. Most of the countries with large VRs 
were ones that also had unusually large boys’ 
variances. Thus, for the 2007 TIMSS eighth-grade 
data set, the correlation between variance and VR 
was 0.297 (p < 0.05); the correlation between boys’ 
variance and VR was 0.414 (p < 0.01). Therefore, we 
conclude that both variance and VR in mathemat-
ics performance vary greatly among countries. 
Confirming our earlier finding ([21]), we also con-
clude that VR is reproducibly essentially unity for 
some countries. These findings are inconsistent 
with the greater male variability hypothesis.

Interestingly, a strong negative correlation (r = 
-0.640, p < 0.001) was observed between VR and 

Figure 1. Variance ratio, variances, and gender 
gap on 2007 TIMSS for eighth graders vary 

widely among countries and strongly correlate. 
(A) Histogram showing distribution of measured 

variance ratios among predominantly Muslim (i.e., 
>75%; white bars) and other participating countries 

(gray bars). X axis is standard VR units but presented in 
evenly spaced intervals in log10. (B) Scatter plot showing 
girls’ versus boys’ variance in score distributions plotted 

using log scales. The diagonal line indicates equity. (C) 
Scatter plot showing relationship between normalized 

gender gap, i.e., effect size d, and variance ratio plotted 
on a log scale. Pearson correlation, r = -0.640

(p < 0.001); r = -0.790 (p < 0.001) for countries >75% 
Muslim countries, indicated by open circles. Regression 
line is indicated. The 3-letter ISO codes adjacent to each 

circle indicate the countries they represent.

Table 2. Variance ratios in mathematics 
performance among countries in different 

examinations, grades, and years1.
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effect size (Figure 1C). This negative correlation 
was even stronger (r = −0.790; p < 0.001) among 
the predominantly (that is, > 75 percent) Muslim 
countries (open circles in Figure 1C), with effect 
size ranging from quite negative, i.e., favoring 
girls, to somewhat positive. Furthermore, the 
percentage of Muslims in a country’s population 
did not correlate with effect size [r = −0.029 for 
2003 TIMSS eighth graders; r = −0.285 (p < 0.05) 
for 2007 TIMSS eighth graders, but r = −0.107 
when the four countries with outlier VRs > 1.30 are 
omitted]. These findings negate the Muslim culture 
hypothesis. Rather, we conclude that gender gap 

in mathematics performance exhibits a strong 
negative correlation with variance ratio.

Why might effect size correlate with VR? Com-
parison of actual boys’ and girls’ score distribu-
tions for individual countries was informative. For 
example, they were essentially coincident in some 
countries, such as the Czech Republic, where VR 
and gender gap were near unity and zero, respec-
tively (Figure 2A). On the other hand, in Bahrain, 
the country with the largest VR, the right sides of 
the distributions were similar, whereas the left 
sides contained many more boys than girls (Figure 
2B). This country also had 282 fewer eighth-grade 
girls than boys participate in this test. One hypoth-
esis consistent with these data is that Bahraini 
girls who potentially might have scored poorly 
were more likely to have left school prior to eighth 
grade than were potentially poorly scoring boys 
due to sociocultural factors; thus they would not 
have been among this country’s eighth-grade test-
takers. If true, it would explain why Bahraini girls’ 
variance was much smaller than the boys’ variance 
(Figure 1B). It would also account for the fact that 
Bahraini girls significantly outscored boys on av-
erage when, in reality, they might not have done 
so if the population sampled had included school 
dropouts. Another potential contributing factor is 
that some Bahraini boys receive their education at 
religious schools [24], which may devote less time 
to mathematics education than do secular schools. 
Among Bahraini eighth graders attending mixed-
gender schools, the VR and gender gap were near 
unity and zero, respectively (Table 3).

Gender differences in schooling practices may 
also explain variance ratios that are less than unity 
and gender gaps that favor boys. For example, 
boys were preferentially missing from the left 
half of the score distributions for eighth graders 
in Tunisia (Figure 2C), the country with the small-
est VR (Figure 1C) and somewhat fewer male than 
female participants. Thus we conclude that math 
variance ratios and gender gaps significantly dif-
ferent from unity and zero, respectively, are both 
largely consequences of the same sociocultural 
factors that differ among countries, some of which 
lead to different educational experiences and 
patterns of school attendance. This latter finding 
is reminiscent of the Hyde et al. [20] conclusion 
that the gender gap on the U.S. college entrance 
ACT examination disappears when sample bias is 
eliminated by testing all eleventh-grade students 
rather than just college-bound ones.
Single- versus Mixed-Gender Schooling
We next tested the single-gender classroom hy-
pothesis by examining data at the level of indi-
vidual eighth-grade students from the seventeen 
countries in which 17 percent or more of students 
attended single-gender schools (Table 3). In agree-
ment with numerous previous studies including 
findings from 2003 TIMSS data [52], 2006 PISA 

Figure 2. Distributions of eighth-grade girls’ 
and boys’ mathematics scores on 2007 TIMSS 
in (A) the Czech Republic, (B) Bahrain, and (C) 
Tunisia. The Czech Republic had 2,335 girls and 2,510 
boys participate, with VR = 1.02 and d = -0.027. Bahrain 
had 1,974 girls and 2,256 boys participate, with VR = 
1.52 and d = -0.38. Tunisia had 2,121 girls and 1,915 
boys participate, with VR = 0.91and d = 0.31.
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data [8], and a 2005 U.S. Department of Educa-
tion report that systematically reviewed dozens 
of articles with data on single-sex versus coedu-
cational schools [27], we observed no consistent 
trends among either the predominantly Muslim 
or non-Muslim countries. Importantly, in South 
Korea, where middle school students are randomly 
assigned to single- or mixed-gender public schools 
[23] and the demographics of the students at-
tending them are quite similar (data not shown), 
both girls and boys performed approximately one 
standard deviation above the benchmark mean of 
500 regardless of school type. In predominantly 
Muslim Dubai, boys and girls performed similarly 
in the coeducational schools, much better than 
either of them did in the single-gender ones. Girls 
did significantly outperform boys in gender-seg-
regated schools in some of the Muslim countries. 
However, it was not because their girls performed 
well; rather, their boys performed quite poorly. In 
fact, a strong positive correlation (r = 0.687; p < 
0.01) was found between boys’ mean score and 
gender gap among countries > 75 percent Muslim, 
that is, the gap favoring girls became smaller as 
boys’ mean score improved; above 400, the gap 
was either not significantly different from zero 
or favored boys for all predominantly Muslim 
countries except Jordan.

Why did boys perform so poorly in some coun-
tries? Attendance at single-gender schools per se 

is not the answer, given that boys attending such 
schools in Hong Kong, South Korea, and Singapore 
averaged a standard deviation or more above the 
benchmark mean, doing as well if not significantly 
better than their peers in coeducational schools. 
Conversely, boys attending mixed-gender schools 
in Ghana, Kuwait, and Oman had mean scores 
below 350; in Qatar, the mean was only 292.

Thus we also reject the single-gender classroom 
hypothesis, concluding, instead, that other factors 
are the main determinants of mean mathematics 
performance for both girls and boys; gender gap, 
when present in either direction, is a consequence 
of these other factors that differentially affect 
performance.
Math Performance versus Equity Indexes
What are these factors? One of them is poverty, 
a fact observable in the relationship between log 
real gross domestic product (GDP) per capita and 
eighth-grade 2007 TIMSS mean mathematics per-
formance (Figure 3E). A strong positive correlation 
(r = 0.622; p < 0.01) exists among the twenty-one 
participating countries with real GDPs per capita 
below US$11,500. However, this correlation was 
not significant (r = −0.183; r = 0.076 with outlier 
Qatar omitted) for the twenty-nine wealthier par-
ticipating countries. Analysis of the data from the 
2009 PISA confirmed these findings: (i) Among 
the sixteen poorer countries with known GDPs, a 
strong positive correlation (r = 0.605; p < 0.05) was 

Table 3. Math performance on 2007 TIMSS among eighth graders attending single- versus mixed-gender schools.
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Figure 3 (left). Scatter plots showing 
relationships among countries in mathematics 
performance of eighth graders on 2007 TIMSS. 
(A, B) GEI versus boys’ (r = 0.510, p < 0.001) and girls’ 
(r = 0.479, p < 0.001) mean, respectively. (C, D) EPO 
subcomponent of GGI among countries with real GDP 
per capita above US$11,500 versus boys’ (r = 0.658, 
p < 0.001) and girls’ (r = 0.618, p < 0.001) mean, 
respectively. (E) Nations’ mean versus their real GDP per 
capita plotted on a log scale. For the 29 countries with 
GDP per capita above US$11,500, r = 0.183; r = 0.076 
with outlier Qatar omitted. For the 21 countries with 
GDP per capita below US$11,500, r = 0.622 (p < 0.01); 
r = 0.420 (p < 0.10) with outlier Ghana omitted. Ovals 
indicate the three subgroups of wealthier countries 
described in the text and Table 6 as Middle Eastern, East 
Asian, and other plus Dubai.

Figure 5. Scatter plot showing relationship 
between GGI and percentage of girls on IMO 
teams whose mean participant scores ranked 
among the top 50 countries during 2001–2010 
(r = 0.474, p < 0.001). Regression line indicated.

Figure 4. Scatter plots showing relationships 
between GEI and percentage of eighth graders 
scoring at or above the low (400, filled circles;
r = 0.570, p < 0.001) and high (550, open circles; 
r = 0.366, p < 0.05; r = 0.635, p < 0.001 with 
the four East Asian outlier countries omitted) 
benchmarks on the 2007 TIMSS. Regression 
lines indicated.
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found between a country’s log real GDP per capita 
and its mean mathematics score; (ii) Among the 
forty-seven richer countries, this correlation was, 
again, not significant (r = 0.186), having changed 
from negative to positive largely due to the ab-
sence of several Middle Eastern countries that had 
participated in the 2007 TIMSS. The wealthy coun-
tries included ones such as Qatar whose students 
performed among the very lowest in the world 
on both tests. Since the GEI is less influenced by 
wealth than the GGI, we used it here as our primary 
measure of gender equity.

Strikingly, a strong positive correlation (r = 
0.510, p < 0.001) was found between GEI and 
eighth-grade boys’ mean performance on the 
2007 TIMSS (Figure 3A; Table 1). This correlation 
is slightly stronger than the one observed for 
eighth-grade girls (r = 0.479, p < 0.001). Similar 
correlations were obtained using data only from 
the wealthier countries (Table 3). Even stronger 
correlations were observed between GEI and 
fourth-grade boys’ (r = 0.738, p < 0.001) and girls’ 
(r = 0.698, p < 0.001) mean scores. Good correla-
tions between these factors also exist using the 
2003 TIMSS data sets (Table 1). Positive correla-
tions with GEI were also observed with respect to 
percentage of boys and girls scoring at or above 
low and high benchmark scores (Table 5; Figure 
4). Analysis of the 2009 PISA data confirmed these 
findings (Tables 1, 2, and 4). Noteworthy is the 
fact that 26 and 27 percent of the girls and boys, 
respectively, from Shanghai, China, scored above 
669 on the 2009 PISA; the corresponding numbers 
for the U.S. girls and boys were 1.2 and 2.5 percent, 

respectively, below the 2.8 percent overall for 
OECD countries. Thus mathematics performance 
at the low, median, and high levels for both boys 
and girls strongly correlates with equity indexes; 
gender inequity may be one of the reasons boys 
do poorly in some wealthy countries.

This finding explains why equity indexes and 
gender gap in mean mathematics performance 
do not reproducibly correlate; that is, while girls’ 
scores increase as equity indexes increase, boys’ 
scores do likewise. The eighth-grade 2007 TIMSS 
data set included some wealthy countries with low 
equity indexes, such as Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, 
Qatar, and Saudi Arabia, where boys significantly 
underperformed relative to girls (Figure 1C). Thus 
boys’ mean mathematics scores on this examina-
tion increased with equity indexes even more than 
girls’ scores, leading to the unintuitive finding of a 
positive correlation between gender gap favoring 
boys and GGI (Table 1). This correlation is highly 
positive (r = 0.591, p < 0.001) when the data from 
the poorer countries are omitted (Table 4). How-
ever, the correlation between equity indexes and 
gender gap in mathematics performance is insig-
nificantly different from zero on the 2009 PISA, 
in which only one of these five Middle Eastern 
countries participated (Tables 1 and 4).

Noteworthy is the specific subcomponent of 
the gender equity indexes that largely accounts 
for the strong positive correlation with boys’ and 
girls’ mathematics performance at the low, inter-
mediate, and high levels. While educational quality 
and equity may still be an important factor in poor 
countries (e.g., [15], [40]), it no longer is among 
most wealthy countries, where females have now 
largely reached if not exceeded parity with males 
in this area ([17], [18]). Instead, the primary con-
tributor is the economic subcomponent of the GGI 
and GEI (EPO and EPI, respectively) that includes 
women’s income and rates of participation in the 
work force relative to men’s (Tables 1 and 4). The 
strong positive correlation between this economic 
subcomponent and mean mathematics perfor-
mance is slightly stronger for boys than girls on 
the 2007 TIMSS and similar between the genders 
on the 2003 TIMSS and 2009 PISA. Thus, even 
though family income is, presumably, not limit-
ing the ability of most children in the wealthier 
countries to obtain an education through at least 
eighth grade, quality employment opportunities 
for women nevertheless strongly parallel the 
mathematics performance of their students. This 
finding is consistent with the gender similarities 
hypothesis [20], with maternal education and 
employment opportunities likely having indirect 
effects on learning by their offspring regardless 
of gender (e.g., [13], [30], [38]).

Also noteworthy is the fact that culturally 
related wealthier countries cluster into largely
nonoverlapping groups with respect to mean 

Table 4. Correlations between measures of gender equity and 
mean mathematics scores for poorer and richer countries.1

Table 5. Correlations between economic participation and 
income subcomponent of GEI and percentage of students 

scoring at or above benchmarks.



JANUARY 2012  NOTICES OF THE AMS   19

mathematics scores: Middle Eastern predomi-
nantly Muslim (Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, 
Saudi Arabia), East Asian (Hong Kong, Japan, 
South Korea, Singapore, Taiwan), and remaining 
countries (ovals in Figure 3E). A multiple regres-
sion indicates that the mean scores among these 
twenty-nine wealthier countries can be determined 
to a very high degree (R2 = 94 percent) by simply 
knowing the country’s EPO, its real GDP per capita, 
and into which of these three clusters the country 
falls (Table 6). In particular, the mean scores show 
a significant (p < 0.05) strong positive dependence 
on EPO and negative dependence on GDP, with 
East Asian countries scoring higher and Middle 
Eastern ones, except for Dubai, scoring lower than 
the other countries. Among the many cultural 
factors on which these groups of countries differ 
are parents’ and students’ attitudes regarding the 
importance of mastering school mathematics and 
whether the ability to do so requires innate ability 
or effort (e.g., [36], [47], [50], [53]). Interestingly, 
a country’s mean mathematics score tends to be 
higher when its students attribute a lower impor-
tance to mastering mathematics (i.e., chi-square 
with six degrees of freedom on students’ answers 
to each of four questions varies from 6,100 to 
9,700; p < 0.0001). Thus mathematics performance 
of students largely reflects the academic standards 
and expectations of the community in which they 
are raised. These findings are consistent with and 
extend prior findings ([2], [11], [16], [39], [41]) of 
correlations between educational and economic 
gender equity and mathematics performance.
GGI and IMO
Our previously reported correlation between GGI 
and percentage of IMO team members who were 
girls [21] was based upon analysis of data from 
teams with median ranks among the top thirty dur-
ing 1989–2008. Although female IMO participants 
were quite rare in the past, they have composed 
approximately 10 percent of participants in recent 
years [22]. Also, many more countries now par-
ticipate: 90 to 104 per year since 2005, up from 
50 in 1989. Ellison and Swanson analyzed IMO 
data from 100 percent of the countries that par-
ticipated at any time during 2007–2009 [10]. They 
did not observe a significant correlation. However, 
their analysis included some countries with low 
gender equity indexes whose teams were not of 
IMO caliber, rarely participated, and contained 
multiple female students, for example, the 2009 
all-girl U.A.E. team that scored only three points. 
We redid this calculation using the 2001–2010 
IMO data, omitting countries with either (i) < 50 
percent participation rate during this time pe-
riod or (ii) mean student scores below 8.6 out of 
42 possible points. Again, we obtained a strong 
positive correlation between GGI and percentage 
of girls on teams, with r = 0.407 (p < 0.01), r = 
0.474 (p < 0.001), and r = 0.415 (p < 0.001) for 

teams with mean student scores of at least 12.1, 
10.5, and 8.6 corresponding to a rank among the 
top forty, fifty, and sixty participating countries, 
respectively (Figure 5). This finding confirms our 
conclusion that GGI correlates with identification 
of females who excel in mathematics performance 
at an extremely high level.

Conclusions
In summary, we conclude that gender equity and 
other sociocultural factors, not national income, 
school type, or religion per se, are the primary 
determinants of mathematics performance at all 
levels for both boys and girls. Our findings are 
consistent with the gender stratified hypothesis, 
but not with the greater male variability, gap due 
to inequity, single-gender classroom, or Muslim 
culture hypotheses. At the individual level, this 
conclusion suggests that well-educated women 
who earn a good income are much better posi-
tioned than are poorly educated women who earn 
little or no money to ensure that the educational 
needs of their children of either gender with re-
gard to learning mathematics are well met. It is 
fully consistent with socioeconomic status of the 
home environment being a primary determinant 
for success of children in school. At the national 
level, the United States ranked only thirty-first 
in mean mathematics performance out of the 
sixty-five countries that participated in the 2009 
PISA. Eliminating gender discrimination in pay 
and employment opportunities could be part of a 
win-win formula for producing an adequate supply 
of future workers with high-level competence in 
mathematics. Wealthy countries that fail to pro-
vide gender equity in employment are at risk of 
producing too few citizens of either gender with 
the skills necessary to compete successfully in a 
knowledge-based economy driven by science and 
technology.

Acknowledgments
We thank Douglas Bates and his statistics class 
for suggesting some hypotheses to test; William 

Table 6. Multiple linear regression analysis of mean 
mathematics performance on 2007 TIMSS of eighth 
graders from the 27 wealthier countries.1



20    NOTICES OF THE AMS VOLUME 59, NUMBER 1

Mickelson for formatting the TIMSS data sets; and 
Glenn Ellison, Janet Hyde, Jeremy Kane, and Cathy 
Kessel for suggestions regarding the manuscript. 

References
[1] T. Andreescu, J. Gallian, J. M. Kane, and J. E. Mertz, 

Cross-cultural analysis of students with exceptional 
talent in mathematical problem solving, Notices of the 
AMS 55 (2008), 1248–1260.

[2] D. P. Baker and D. P. Jones, Creating gender equality: 
Cross-national gender stratification and mathematical 
performance, Sociol. Ed. 66 (1993), 91–103.

[3] L. Brody and C. Mills, Talent search research: What 
have we learned? High Ability Studies 16 (2005), 101.

[4] J. Burrelli, Thirty-Three Years of Women in S&E Fac-
ulty Positions, InfoBrief, Science Resources Statistics, 
NSF 08-308, National Science Foundation Directorate 
for Social, Behavioral, and Economic Sciences, 2008. 
Retrieved from http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/
infbrief/nsf08308/nsf08308.pdf.

[5] S. J. Ceci and W. M. Williams, The Mathematics of Sex: 
How Biology and Society Conspire to Limit Talented 
Women and Girls, Oxford University Press, 2010.

[6] ________, Understanding current causes of women’s 
underrepresentation in science, Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. 
USA 108 (2011), 3157–3162.

[7] Central Intelligence Agency, The World Factbook. 
Retrieved from https://www.cia.gov/library/
p u b l i c a t i o n s / t h e - w o r l d - f a c t b o o k /
fields/2122.html.

[8] J. Cresswell, M. Ikeda, M. Jakubowski, 
A. Schleicher, S. Vayssettes, and P. Zoido, 
Equally Prepared for Life? How 15-Year-Old Boys 
and Girls Perform in School, OECD, Brussels, 
2009. Retrieved from http://www.oecd.org/
dataoecd/59/50/42843625.pdf.

[9] R. J. Daverman (AMS Secretary), Statistics on women 
mathematicians compiled by the AMS, Notices of the 
AMS 58 (2011), 1310.

[10] G. Ellison and A. Swanson, The gender gap in 
secondary school mathematics at high achievement 
levels: Evidence from the American Mathematics Com-
petitions, J. Econ. Per. 24 (2010), 109–128.

[11] N. M. Else-Quest, J. S. Hyde, and M. C. Linn, Cross-
national patterns of gender differences in math-
ematics: A meta-analysis, Psychol. Bull. 136 (2010), 
103–127.

[12] P. Foy and J. F. Olson (eds.), TIMSS 2007 Interna-
tional Database and User Guide,  TIMSS and PIRLS 
International Study Center, Boston College, Chest-
nut Hill, MA, 2009. Retrieved from http://timss.
bc.edu/timss2007/idb_ug.html.

[13] P. M. Frome and J. S. Eccles, Parents’ influence on 
children’s achievement-related perceptions, J. Person-
ality Social Psychol. 74 (1998), 435–452. 

[14] R. G. Fryer and S. D. Levitt, An empirical analysis of 
the gender gap in mathematics, Am. Econ. J.: Applied 
Econ. 2 (2010), 210–240.

[15] T. Fuchs and L. Wößmann, What accounts for 
international differences in student performance? A 
re-examination using PISA data, Empirical Econ. 32 
(2007), 433–464.

[16] L. Guiso, F. Monte, P. Sapienza, and L. Zingales, 
Culture, gender, and math, Science 320 (2008), 
1164–1165.

[17] R. Hausmann, L. D. Tyson, and S. Zahidi, The Global 
Gender Gap Report 2007, World Economic Forum, 
Geneva, Switzerland, 2008. Retrieved from http://
www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GenderGap_
Report2007.pdf.

[18] ________, The Global Gender Gap Report 2009, World 
Economic Forum, Geneva, Switzerland, 2010. Re-
trieved from https://members.weforum.org/pdf/
gendergap/report2009.pdf.

[19] A. Heston, R. Summers, and B. Aten, Penn World 
Table Version 6.3, Center for International Compari-
sons of Production, Income and Prices at the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania, August 2009. Retrieved from 
http://pwt.econ.upenn.edu/php_site/pwt63/
pwt63_form.php.

[20] J. S. Hyde, S. M. Lindberg, M. C. Linn, A. Ellis, and 
C. Williams, Gender similarities characterize math 
performance, Science 321 (2008), 494–495.

[21] J. S. Hyde and J. E. Mertz, Gender, culture, and 
mathematics performance, Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. USA 
106 (2009), 8801–8807.

[22] International Mathematical Olympiad home page,  
http://official.imo2011.nl/.

[23] T. Kim, J.-H. Lee, and Y. Lee, Mixing versus sorting 
in schooling: Evidence from the equalization policy 
in South Korea, Econ. Ed. Rev. 27 (2008), 697–711. 

[24] Kingdom of Bahrain Ministry of Education, Education 
in Bahrain. Retrieved from http://www.moe.gov.
bh/en/education/religious.aspx.

[25] S. M. Lindberg, J. S. Hyde, J. L. Petersen, and 
M. C. Linn, New trends in gender and mathematics 
performance: A meta-analysis, Psychol. Bull. 136 
(2010), 1123–1135.

[26] S. Machin and T. Pekkarinen, Global sex differ-
ences in test score variability, Science 322 (2008), 
1331–1332.

[27] F. Mael, A. Alonso, D. Gibson, K. Rogers, and 
M. Smith, Single-sex versus Coeducational Schooling: A 
Systematic Review, U.S. Department of Education Of-
fice of Planning, Evaluation and Policy Development, 
Washington, D.C., 2005. Retrieved from http://
www2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/other/single-sex/
single-sex.pdf.

[28] M. O. Martin (ed.), TIMSS 2003 User Guide for the 
International Database, TIMSS and PIRLS Interna-
tional Study Center, Boston College, Chestnut Hill, 
MA, 2005. Retrieved from http://timss.bc.edu/
timss2003i/userguide.html.

[29] M. O. Martin, I. V. S. Mullis, and S. J. Chrostowski 
(eds.), TIMSS 2003 Technical Report: Findings from 
IEA’s Trends in International Mathematics and Science 
Study at the Fourth and Eighth Grades, IEA TIMSS and 
PIRLS International Study Center, Boston College, 
Chestnut Hill, MA, 2004. Retrieved from http://
timss.bc.edu/PDF/t03_download/T03TECHRPT.
pdf.

[30] E. C. Melhuish, K. Sylva, P. Sammons, I. Siraj-
Blatchford, B. Taggart, et al., Preschool influences 
on mathematics achievement, Science 321 (2008), 
1161–1162.

[31] T. Miller (Ed.), Mapping the Global Muslim Popula-
tion: A Report on the Size and Distribution of the 
World’s Muslim Population, Pew Research Center, Oc-
tober 2009. Retrieved from http://pewforum.org/
newassets/images/reports/Muslimpopulation/
Muslimpopulation.pdf.



JANUARY 2012  NOTICES OF THE AMS   21

[32] I. V. S. Mullis, M. O. Martin, and P. Foy (with J. F. 
Olson, C. E. Preuschoff, E. Erberber, A. Arora, 
and J. Galia), TIMSS 2007 International Mathematics 
Report: Findings from IEA’s Trends in International 
Mathematics and Science Study at the Fourth and 
Eighth Grades, IEA TIMSS and PIRLS International 
Study Center, Boston College, Chestnut Hill, MA, 2008. 
Retrieved from http://timss.bc.edu/TIMSS2007/
mathreport.html.

[33] I. V. S. Mullis, M. O. Martin, E. J. Gonzalez, and 
S. J. Chrostowski (eds.), TIMSS 2003 International 
Mathematics Report: Findings from IEA’s Trends in 
International Mathematics and Science Study at the 
Fourth and Eighth Grades, IEA TIMSS and PIRLS Inter-
national Study Center, Boston College, Chestnut Hill, 
MA, 2004. Retrieved from http://timss.bc.edu/
PDF/t03_download/T03INTLMATRPT.pdf.

[34] J. F. Olson, M. O. Martin, and I. V. S. Mullis (eds.), 
TIMSS 2007 Technical Report, IEA TIMSS and PIRLS 
International Study Center, Boston College, Chest-
nut Hill, MA, 2008. Retrieved from http://timss.
bc.edu/timss2007/techreport.html.

[35] Organisation for Economic Co-operation and De-
velopment, Learning for Tomorrow’s World: First 
Results from PISA 2003, OECD, Paris, France, 2004. 
Retrieved from http://www.oecd.org/pages/0,3
417,en_32252351_32236173_1_1_1_1_1,00.html.

[36] Y.-S. Park and U. Kim, Family, parent-child relation-
ship, and academic achievement in Korea: Indigenous, 
cultural, and psychological analysis, Indigenous and 
Cultural Psychology: Understanding People in Context 
(U. Kim, K.-S. Yang, and K.-K. Hwang, eds.), Springer, 
2006, 421–444.

[37] PISA 2009 Results. Retrieved from www.oecd.org/
edu/pisa/2009.

[38] D. G. Pope and J. R. Sydnor, Geographic variation in 
the gender differences in test scores, J. Econ. Perspec-
tives 24 (2010), 95–108.

[39] C. Riegle-Crumb, The cross-national context 
of the gender gap in math and science, in The 
Social Organization of Schooling (L. Hedges and
B. Schneider, eds.), Russell Sage Fdn., New York, NY, 
2005, 227–243.

[40] H. Rindermann and S. J. Ceci, Educational policy 
and country outcomes in international cognitive com-
petence studies, Perspectives Psychol. Sci. 4 (2009), 
551–577.

[41] C. Shen and H. P. Tam, The paradoxical relationship 
between student achievement and self-perception: A 
cross-national analysis based on three waves of TIMSS 
data, Ed. Res. Eval. 14 (2008), 87–100.

[42] S. A. Shields, The variability hypothesis: The history 
of a biological model of sex differences in intelligence, 
Signs: J. Women Cult. Soc. 7 (1982), 769–797.

[43] J. P. Shonkoff and D. A. Phillips (eds.), From 
Neurons to Neighborhoods: The Science of Early Child-
hood Development, Committee on Integrating the 
Science of Early Childhood Development, National 
Research Council and Institute of Medicine, 2000. 
Retrieved from http://www.nap.edu/openbook.
php?record_id=9824.

[44] Social Watch Gender Equity Index 2007. Retrieved 
from http://www.socialwatch.org/node/9355.

[45] Social Watch Gender Equity Index 2009. Retrieved 
from http://www.socialwatch.org/node/11561.

[46] C. H. Sommers (ed.), The Science on Women and 
Science, American Enterprise Institute Press, 2009.

[47] H. W. Stevenson, S.-Y. Lee, C. Chen, J. W. Stigler, 
C.-C. Hsu, S. Kitamura, and G. Hatano, Contexts 
of Achievement: A Study of American, Chinese, and 
Japanese Children, Mono. Soc. Res. Child Devel., 55, 
No. 1/2, Blackwell, 1990, i+iii-vi+1-119.

[48] L. Summers, Remarks at NBER Conference on Diver-
sifying the Science and Engineering Workforce, 2005, 
January 14. Retrieved from http://www.harvard.
edu/president/speeches/summers_2005/nber.
php.

[49] J. Tierney, Daring to discuss women in science, 
New York Times (2010, June 8), D1; Legislation won’t 
close gender gap in science, New York Times, (2010, 
June 15), D4.

[50] D. H. Uttal, Beliefs about genetic influences on 
mathematics achievement: A cross-cultural compari-
son, Genetica 99 (1997), 165–172.

[51] J. Wai, M. Cacchio, M. Putallaz, and M. C. Makel, 
Sex differences in the right tail of cognitive abilities: A 
30-year examination, Intelligence 38 (2010), 412–423.

[52] A. W. Wiseman, A culture of (in)equality?: A cross-
national study of gender parity and gender segrega-
tion in national school systems, Res. Comp. Int. Ed. 3 
(2008), 179–201.

[53] Z. Y. Zadeh, E. Geva, and M. A. Rogers, The im-
pact of acculturation on the perception of academic 
achievement by immigrant mothers and their chil-
dren, School Psych. Int. 29 (2008) 39–70.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket true
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage false
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Cadmus settings for Acrobat Distiller 9)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName (U.S. Web Coated \(SWOP\) v2)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 2400
        /PresetName (Cadmus_Flattener_Presert)
        /PresetSelector /UseName
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


