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Evaluative processes are often considered to be a cornerstone of social perception. The
present study seeks to understand an individual-difference factor that is linked to evaluative
processing. Specifically, past studies have shown that individuals who believe that people
have fixed traits (“entity theorists”) are more inclined to diagnose traits from person
information than are those who believe that people’s personality is malleable (“incremen-
tal theorists”). Because evaluation is typically an integral part of trait diagnosis, we
hypothesized that relative to incremental theorists, entity theorists would process person
information in a more evaluative manner. To test this, subjects were presented with the test
scores of a fictitious pilot trainee. Later, they were asked to perform on a priming task in
which the test scores were used as primes on some trials. As predicted, entity theorists’
response times indicated that they attached evaluative meaning to the test scores, but those
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EVALUATIVE PROCESSES 297

of incremental theorists did not. In addition, subjects’ judgments of the trainee’s perfor-
mance and recall of his test scores suggested different processing strategies among entity
theorists than among incremental theorists. 1997 Academic Press

Evaluative processes are considered by some researchers to be a cornerste
social perception (e.g., Zajonc, 1980; see also Wyer & Gordon, 1984; Wy
Lambert, Budesheim, & Gruenfeld, 1992), and have been demonstrated em
cally to be an integral part of social perception (e.g., Rosenberg, Nelson,
Vivekananthan, 1968; Osgood, 1971). As Zajonc (1980) put it, “There is harc
any social phenomenon—person, behavior, group, and the product of sc
individual’s work—which we perceive without at the same time having son
form of reaction which can be described best on the good-bad, pleasc
unpleasant, safe—unsafe, likable—dislikable, and other such scales. To jL
people as intelligent or stupid is not only to assign them to locations on t
dimension of intelligence but also to make value judgments that may he
profound consequences for them” (p. 196). Indeed, research has shown
excessive evaluative processing may contribute to stereotype formation
prejudice (e.g., Esses, Haddock, & Zanna, 1993; Fiske & Ruscher, 1993; Stan
Sullivan, & Ford, 1991). The present study seeks to understand individt
difference factors that are linked to evaluative processing. Specifically, we sou
to examine how implicit theories of personality may relate to evaluative proce
ing.

Implicit theories of personality played an important role in early theories
person perception (Kelly, 1955; Heider, 1958). Jones and Thibaut (1958),
example, proposed that how a stimulus person is perceived “will tend to
imposed on the stimulus person by the perceiver; the missing link in the inferel
chain will be supplied by the perceiver’s own ‘theory’ of personality” (p. 166)
More recently, with increasing theoretical interest in how individuals’ cognitiv
processes are guided by their latent or implicit world views (Epstein, 19€
Janoff-Bulman, Timko, & Carli, 1985; Medin, 1989; Murphy & Medin, 1985;
Ross, 1989), implicit theories of personality have become increasingly import
perceiver variables in person cognition (see Trope & Higgins, 1993).

Research by Dweck and her associates (Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, in pre
Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995a; Dweck, Hong, & Chiu, 1993; Dweck & Leggett
1988; Erdley & Dweck, 1993) has identified two implicit theories of personalit
that predict inferential practices in person perception. One theory, termed
“entity theory,” assumes that an individual’'s personal attributes are fixed entiti
that cannot be changed. The other theory, termed an “incremental theory,” hol
on the contrary, that the qualities of a person are not fixed but malleable.

Past research has shown that people who believe in fixed traits (entity theori
tend to understand people and their behavior in terms of traits. That is, they m
more dispositional inferences and attributions than do people who hold
incremental theory (incremental theorists) (Chiu et al., in press; Erdley & Dwec
1993; Gervey, Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1993; Hong, 1994; see Dweck et al., 199
for a review). For example, in one study, Hong (1994) asked college student:
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explain positive and negative behaviors, such as “Alexis stole some bread fr
the bakery shop.” Specifically, the subjects were asked to make causal attributi
for the behaviors by completing the sentence stem, “This probably occurt
because. . .” Entity theorists spontaneously generated significantly more glok
personality traits (e.g., “Alexis was a thief,” “Alexis was dishonest”) than did
incremental theorists. Incremental theorists, in contrast, tended to generate r
process-oriented, psychological-state explanations (e.g., “Alexis was hungr
“Alexis was desperate”) than did entity theorists. In other studies (Chiu et al.,
press; Erdley & Dweck, 1993; Gervey et al., 1993), subjects were presented v
scenarios and asked to judge the protagonists. Results consistently showec
entity theorists were more likely than incremental theorists to make global tr
inferences.

Thus it appears that people who hold an entity view of personality may tak
different approach to understanding behaviors and forming impressions of ott
than do those who hold an incremental view. A belief in fixed traits seems to orit
individuals to focus on evaluating and diagnosing others’ personality traits. Sir
many studies have demonstrated that evaluation is an important aspect of
inferences (Felipe, 1970; Osgood & Ware, reported in Osgood, 1962; Rosent
& Olshan, 1970; Rosenberg et al., 1968; see Tesser & Martin, 1996 for review;
Peabody, 1967, 1970), we asked whether entity theorists would also be
likely than incremental theorists to engage in evaluative processing. That is,
they attach evaluative tags to incoming information as part of the process
forming a trait judgment? If entity theorists are seeking to make trait judgmel
(Is this person good or bad? competent or incompetent?), would they c
incoming information in highly evaluative ways so that they could readily weig
that information and arrive at a trait judgment? In contrast, if incremental theori
are not primarily seeking to make trait judgments, would they code the sal
information in a less evaluative way, even when they are seeking to form
impression?

This research question deserves close examination because it speaks |
individual difference factor that might moderate evaluative processing, which,
noted, is considered to be a highly important process in stereotype formation
prejudice (e.g., Esses et al., 1993; Fiske & Ruscher, 1993; Stangor et al., 19
Recently, Jarvis and Petty (1996) have discovered considerable individual dif
ences in the need to form opinions and evaluative judgments and to engag
spontaneous evaluative processing. The present research extended this liter
by seeking to identify the beliefs that may underlie such individual differences
the domain of interpersonal perception.

In addition, this research may shed light on another important issue. Bar
Chaiken, Govender, and Pratto (1992) have demonstrated a very general “a
matic attitude activation effect.” That is, they have found that people, in gener
tend to react evaluatively to virtually all objects, even those toward which th
hold weak attitudes. Fazio (1986, 1989, 1990), in contrast, has argued that pe
react evaluatively only to objects toward which they hold strong attitudes, but
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to those toward which they hold weak attitudes. By examining how implic
theories of personality may moderate the tendency to engage in evalua
processing of person information, the present research could shed ligintcos
more likely to display the automatic attitude activation effect vvigsaperson
information.

Finally, this research may provide an interesting supplement to the literature
individuals’ processing goals. Studies on individuals’ processing goals, review
below, have addressed the question of when evaluative processing is most li
to take place. Yet they have not addressed individual differences in the tendenc
engage in evaluative processing. To supplement this literature, we prop
individuals’ implicit theories of personality as an individual difference factor the
may predict the extent of evaluative processing.

Processing Goal and Evaluative Processing

According to the social information-processing model proposed by Wyer a
Srull (1986; 1989), the processing goal of the perceiver may be a factor t
determines how extensively evaluative information-processing is performs
Evaluation may be particularly extensive when perceivers are instructed to fc
an impression of the target person (e.g., Hartwick, 1979; Wyer & Gordon, 198
In one study, Hartwick (1979) presented to subjects adjective descriptions c
target person and asked them either to remember the adjectives (memory set)
form an impression of the target person (impression set). Later, subjects in k
conditions were given a recognition test on the adjectives they had seen. Sorr
the recognition items had not been presented before but were evaluati
consistent with the original adjectives. Subjects in the impression-set condit
were significantly more likely than those in the memory-set condition to mista
the new adjectives for ones presented before when these adjectives were e
atively consistent with the presented ones. This suggests that subjects 1
impression-formation instructions may have engaged in evaluative process
when they first encoded the adjective descriptions, and later relied on
evaluative encoding to recognize the new adjectives. Thus, impression-forma
instructions, in comparison to the memory instructions, may orient individue
toward more extensive evaluative processing.

In the same vein, Wyer and his colleagues (Wyer, Bodenhausen, & Srull, 19
Wyer & Gordon, 1982) have also found that subjects with impression-formati
instructions seem to focus more heavily on the evaluative aspects of the so
information presented than do the subjects with memory instructions. Spec
cally, subjects in these studies were presented with some trait adjectives toge
with some behaviors that were systematically varied in terms of their evaluat
and descriptive consistency with respect to the trait adjectives. For exam|
“Returned a wallet containing money to the lost-and-found” was both evall
atively and descriptively consistent with “honest,” whereas “Turned in a clas:
mate for giving someone an answer in an exam” was considered to be desc
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tively consistent but evaluatively inconsistent with “honest.” Under impressiol
set conditions, subjects’ recall of the behaviors was more affected by 1
evaluative consistency of the behaviors than by the descriptive consistency of
behaviors. In short, similar to Hartwick’s (1979) findings, subjects under impre
sion-set conditions seem to engage more extensively in evaluative proces
than do subjects under memory-set conditions.

In addition to evaluative processing, impression-formation instructions se
also to promote trait-based representations of social information. Several stu
(e.g., Gordon, 1982 reported in Wyer & Gordon, 1984; Wyer & Gordon, 198
Wyer et al., 1984) have shown that trait adjectives facilitate recall of relat
behaviors under the impression-set conditions but less so under the memon
conditions, suggesting that the behavioral information is originally encoded &
organized around traits in the impression-set condition (cf. Winter & Ulema
1984).

Other research findings have also suggested that trait inferences are clc
related to evaluative processing. First, research (Rosenberg & Olshan, 1
Felipe, 1970; cf. Peabody, 1967, 1970) has shown that apart from their descrip
content, trait attributes typically have a clear evaluative content (desirable
undesirable), which could constitute the basis for evaluative processing. |
example, Osgood and Ware (reported in Osgood, 1962) asked subjects to
personality traits (and their opposites) on semantic differential scales. Analysi:
subjects’ ratings yielded an evaluative dimension, which accounted for more tl
half of the perceived covariance in the connotative meanings of the trait tern
This finding suggests that trait inferences may often have strong evaluat
components. As another example, Rosenberg et al. (1968) asked subjects tc
60 traits into groups, with each group describing a different person they kne
Rosenberg et al. then performed multidimensional scaling on subjects’ sortir
Results revealed two evaluative dimensions (intellectually good vs bad, soci
good vs bad), which accounted for almost all the perceived covariance
personality traits. Again, this pattern of findings suggests that trait judgments n
involve evaluation.

In summary, past research has found that impression-set instructions elicit ir
evaluative processing and personality-trait encoding than do memory-set inst
tions and that trait inferences and evaluative processing often go hand in hz
The present research extended these findings by proposing that forming
impression may mean different things for people who hold the two types
implicit theories of personality. Even under an instruction to form an impressic
individual differences in the extent of evaluative processing should be system
cally related to the individuals’ implicit theories.

1 Potency and activity are the other two major dimensions of connotative meanings of trait ter
However, while the evaluative dimension accounted for about 50 to 75% of the total covariation in
connotative meanings of trait terms, potency and activity together accounted for a much lo
percentage and hence appear to be less central to the connotations of traits (see Tesser & NV
1996).
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Impression Formation and the Role of Implicit Theories of Personality

Why should the extent of evaluative processing systematically relate
individuals’ implicit theories even under the instruction to form an impression? /
described above, findings from a number of studies (Chiu et al., in press; Erdle
Dweck, 1993; Gervey et al., 1993; Hong, 1994; see Dweck et al., 1995a fo
review) suggest that entity theorists are more likely than incremental theorist:
make trait inferences. Indeed, Chiu et al. (1996) found that entity theorists ra
positive and negative behaviors, even relatively trivial behaviors (e.g., making
bed in the morning), as more indicative of people’s personality than did increme
tal theorists (although both groups evaluated the behaviors themselves as eq
positive or negative). Taken together with previous findings, this suggests t
entity theorists in the process of arriving at trait judgments may be active
evaluating each piece of information, even seemingly trivial ones, with regard
its implications for trait judgments.

To the extent that trait inferences are closely related to evaluative process
entity theorists, who are found to make trait inferences more readily th
incremental theorists, may also be more likely than incremental theorists
engage in evaluative processing. The present study was designed to test
prediction.

Overview of the Study

To address this question, participants’ implicit theories were first assessec
means of a questionnaire. In a second phase about two weeks later, the pa
pants were shown (one at a time on a computer screen) scores that a fictitious
trainee had earned on twenty pilot-relevant aptitude tests and were asked to “f
an impression of the trainee’s performance on the tests.” In order to determ
whether the scores had acquired evaluative meaning, they were then aske
perform a priming task on which selected scores (as well as positively a
negatively evaluated attitude objects, such as ice cream or rats) were use
primes. The task was modeled on one used by Bargh et al. (1992; see also F
Sanbonmatsu, Powell, & Kardes, 1986) in which positive-attitude objects prec
ing positive adjectives (e.g., outstanding and attractive) and negative-attitt
objects preceding negative adjectives (e.g., gruesome and terrible) tende
facilitate responding to the adjectives.

Theoretically, as perceivers engage in evaluative information processi
evaluative tags are attached to the information (Wyer & Gordon, 1984). F
example, a good performance outcome would receive a positive evaluative
whereas a poor performance outcome would receive a negative tag. Thus, if el
theorists processed the scores in a more evaluative way, we should see evider
their having attached stronger evaluative tags to the scores than the increm
theorists. Specifically, the evaluative tags attached to this information sho
affect entity theorists’ responses to subsequent stimuli in the ways that positiv
or negatively valenced attitude objects do (cf. Fazio et al., 1986). In contrast,
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incremental theorists, who were expected to process the scores in a less evalu
way, the scores should have a significantly weaker priming effect.

As a secondary prediction, it was proposed that, if entity theorists are seekin
make trait judgments and encode person information with evaluative tags
would be convenient for them to group together information with simile
evaluative tags. That is, if they are seeking to decide whether a person is goo
bad, or competent or incompetent, then these judgments might be facilitate
evidence for the positive trait is grouped together and evidence for the nega
trait is grouped together. This would mean that entity theorists may code and si
positively and negatively evaluated information separately, without integrati
the two kinds of information. This way of storing information may make entit
theorists more susceptible to biased information retrieval later. In contre
because incremental theorists may not be seeking as much to make evalu
judgments (but rather to understand the dynamics behind behavior and «
comes), they may store positive and negative information together so that t
can resolve the inconsistencies and/or integrate the information to form
impression. Consequently, they may be less likely to fall prey to biased inforn
tion retrieval.

Our proposal concerning information storage is consistent with existing mod
of social memory and social judgment. Although research indicates that perce
ers under an impression-formation set may try to integrate evaluatively incon:
tent information into a consolidated representation of the target (e.g., Hamilt
Driscoll, & Worth, 1990; Hastie & Kumar, 1979), both information segregatio
and inconsistency resolution can lead to formation of a unitary impression.
Asch and Zukier (1984) put it, “segregation made sense only because it presel
and supported the unity of the person. Segregation did not contradict the
property of unity; rather it provided an intelligible rationale for unity” (p. 1234).
Moreover, Asch and Zukier found that segregation is a principal cogniti
strategy perceivers mapontaneoushadopt to resolve evaluatively incongruent
person information. In their study, Asch and Zukier presented to subjects per
information that was apparently evaluatively discordant and had them desc!
the target person briefly. In this study, segregation was one of the most pop
strategies the subjects spontaneously generated.

Similarly, Wyer and Carlston (1994) also proposed that clustering pers
information together by its evaluative implication is an alternative cognitive taci
for integrating evaluatively incongruent person information. Moreover, becat
segregation can help avoid interactions of positive and negative information,
resulting impression may tend to be more global and strongly valenced. Fing
research has shown that perceivers who resolved information inconsistency
considering all the information are likely to recall and base their subsequ
judgments on both positive and negative information, whereas those who se!
gated inconsistent person information by its valence are likely to recall and b
their later judgments on either positive or negative information, depending
which information store is activated (see Wyer & Carlston, 1994).
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In summary, the present study seeks to understand how an entity theory ve
incremental theory of personality may be linked to a more evaluative versus a |
evaluative approach to social knowing.

PILOT STUDY
Method

Past research (e.g., Fazio et al., 1986; see also Bargh et al., 1992) has shown that exposure
attitude object (e.g., “ice cream,” “rat”) shortens subjects’ response latency to a subsequer
presented adjective (e.g., “terrific,” “repulsive”) if the valence of the attitude object matches that «
the adjective. If the valences of the two do not match, exposure to the attitude object instead lengt
the response latency to the adjective. Accordingly, to test whether participants had attached evalu
meaning to the trainee’s test scores, in the main study, we presented the scores as primes to ex
their effects on responses to subsequently presented adjectives. We predicted that entity the
would be more likely to show response-time facilitation when high (low) scores were used as prir
for positive (negative) adjectives, or response-time retardation when high (low) scores were use
primes for negative (positive) adjectives. However, to ensure that both entity and incremental theo
would exhibit the priming effect when the primes were clearly valenced attitude objects,
independent sample was pretested in a pilot study in which only clearly valenced attitude objects \
used as primes.

Participants.The participants were 42 entity theorists (subjects whose scores on the implicit per:
theory measure were 3.0 or below) and 48 incremental theorists (whose scores on the implicit pe
theory measure were 4.0 or above). The subjects were students of introductory psychology class
received course requirement credit for participating in the experiment. All subjects were either na
speakers of English or had spoken English for more than 10 years.

The implicit theories measurélthough implicit theories can be domain-specific (e.g., a person ca
have an entity theory about moral character and an incremental theory of intelligence) (see Dwe
al.,, 1995a), and although domain-specific assessments and predictions are likely to be the
powerful, the test scores used in the main study were described as measuring diverse set of skill
below), which could be interpreted by the subjects as cutting across various domains. Therefore
used a more domain-general measure of implicit theories. This implicit person theory measure con
of three items: “The kind of person someone is something very basic about them and it can’t
changed very much,” “People can do things differently, but the important parts of who they are ca
really be changed” and “Everyone is a certain kind of person and there is not much that can be dor
really change that.” Participants were asked to show their degree of agreement with each item
6-point Likert scale, from 1 (strongly agree), to 2 (agree), 3 (mostly agree), 4 (mostly disagree
(disagree), and 6 (strongly disagree). Only three items are included because the items are intenc
depict a unitary theme, and continued repetition of the same theme using more than three it
becomes somewhat bizarre and tedious to the respondents. Respondents’ implicit person theor
indexed by their mean scores on the three items.

Items depicting an incremental theory are not included in this measure because several st
(Boyum, 1988; Leggett, 1985) and our own pilot studies on the implicit theory measures in anot
domain (intelligence) have shown that, even for respondents who endorse items depicting e
theories, there is a strong tendency to endorse items depicting the opposite, incremental theory, a
as a tendency to drift toward incremental choices over items. This suggests that incremental item
highly compelling and socially desirable. Accordingly, we included only items depicting entity theo
in the measure. How did we ensure that people who disagreed with the entity theory statements
indeed agreeing with the incremental theory? In one study (Dweck et al., 1995a), we asked a grot
college students to fill out the implicit theory measure and also to explain their answers. We found
respondents who disagreed with the entity theory statements gave clear incremental theory just
tions for their responses.

In addition, Levy and Dweck (1996) just completed a study in which they had participants respc
to the present theory measure and some time later to an expanded measure. The expanded m
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contains the entity items in the present measure as well as incremental items. To avoid the proble
social desirability, a strong form of incremental theory was depicted in the incremental items (e
“Everyone, no matter who they are, can significantly change their basic characteristics,” and “/
people can change even their most basic qualities”). On the expanded measure, there was a ¢
negative correlation between agreement with entity items and agreement with incremental items,
—.73,N = 652. Moreover, a sample of 101 respondents took the present measure and the expa
measure with a delay of a week or less. The correlation between the present measure and the exp
measure was .83. There was also a substantial overlap between the present measure and the ex
measure in the classification of incremental theorists. Of those who were classified as increme
theorists on the present measure, 87.9% were classified as incremental theorists on the exp:
measure (meaning that they consistently agreed with the incremental items), and only 9.1% \
classified as entity theorists. Of those who were classified as entity theorists on the present mee
89.5% were classified as entity theorists and none were classified as incremental theorists on the
measure. These findings provide direct evidence that disagreement with the entity theory staten
can be taken to represent agreement with the incremental theory.

Because, in the current format, endorsement of an entity theory entails agreement with the iten
is important to demonstrate that agreement with these statements does not just represel
acquiescence set. First, MacGyvers (1992) found that there was no relation between responc
endorsement of an entity theory and the tendency to agree with arbitrary items presented in a for
and compelling way. Second, Dweck et al. (1995a) found that even though the implicit person the
measure has the same format as measures of implicit theories about nonhuman attributes (i.e., wt
attributes of the world are fixed or malleable), they form statistically independent factors.

Moreover, previous validation studies (Dweck et al., 1995a) have consistently shown the measu
have high internal reliability, witee = .90, .92, and .94 for three independent samplé¢ f184, 93,
and 69, respectively. In addition, the test-retest reliability has also been found to be high=wRbH
(N =69) over a 2-week test-retest interval. As far as the construct validity of the measure
concerned, studies show that the measure predicts theoretically meaningful inferential patterns
reactions to social events (see Dweck et al., 1993; Dweck et al., 1995a, 1995b). As found in a seri
validation studies reported in Dweck et al. (1995a), the measure does not correlate with respond
scores on academic aptitude tests (Verbal and Quantitative SAT scores), or with standard measu
socially desirable responding (the Paulhus, 1984, Social Desirability Scale) and self-presentation
Snyder, 1974, Self-Monitoring Scale). This indicates that the measure is not confounded v
intellectual ability or self-presentation concerns. Also, it does not correlate with our measure
optimism about human nature or with the Coopersmith’s (1967) self-esteem measure, and is ther
not a measure of positivity and negativity about the self and others. Finally, the measure does
correlate with measures of ideological rigidity, such as the Altemeyer (1981) Right-Wing Authorita
anism Scale and the Kerlinger (1984) Measures of Conservatism and Liberalism (see Dweck e
1995a), and is thus not confounded with the respondents’ political stance.

The priming task.On each trial of the priming task, a clearly valenced attitude object (e.g
“sunshine,” “cockroach”) was presented briefly (250 ms) in the center of a computer screen, whi
was followed by a blank screen (50 ms) and then a positive or negative adjective (e.g., “lovel
“painful”). The positive- and negative-attitude objects were chosen from the stimuli used in Bargh
al. (1992). The intertrial intervals were 4 s.

Because Fazio et al. (1986) demonstrated that an automatic activation effect occurred when
was 300 ms, we kept the stimulus onset asynchrony (SOA) for each trial at 300 ms. Note, howe
that in Fazio et al. (1986) and Bargh et al. (1992), the prime was presented for 200 ms and followe
a 100 ms blank-screen interval. In the present research, some of the primes used in the main stud
below) contained a short phrase and a score (e.g., “Donn B.’s Score: 4.6"). When we pretested
experimental materials, some subjects could not register these primes when the primes were pres
for 200 ms. Thus, we adjusted the presentation time of the primes to 250 ms and shortenec
interstimulus interval (1SI) to 50 ms to keep the SOA at 300 ms. A secondary purpose of the pilot 1
was to determine whether this change in procedure would affect the automatic activation effect.
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The following instructions were presented to the subject on the computer screen:

In this experiment, we are interested in finding out what kinds of signals facilitate
attention. Specifically, how different signals facilitate the responses that follow them. In the
following, you will be asked to judge whether some adjectives imply something good or
something bad. We will present to you 32 adjectives. One adjective will be presented on
each trial. Before each adjective appears, a word will be shown briefly. You need not do
anything at that point except attend to the word shown. After the word is shown briefly, an
adjective will be presented on the screen. At this time, you are to judge whether the adjective
implies something good or something bad. If you think the adjective implies something
good, press “1.” If you think the adjective implies something bad, press key “2.” You
should respond as quickly and as accurately as possible.

The response latency to identify the evaluative connotation of the target adjective was meas
from the onset of the adjective presentation until the key-pressing. The task consisted of 32 trials,
four positive prime—positive adjective trials, four positive prime—negative adjective trials, fo
negative prime—positive adjective trials, and four negative prime—negative adjective trials. The o
16 trials were filler trials formed by pairing neutral attitude objects (“dictionary,” “window”) with
positive or negative adjectives. The neutral objects were found in a pilot study to be rated neutral.
trial types were presented in a randomized order, with the same order for each subject.

Finally, to avoid practice effects due to repeated exposure of the same prime or target, none o
primes or adjectives was used more than once for any one subject. Furthermore, to ensure tha
effects were not due to associations between a particular prime—target unit, the primes were rand
paired with targets to yield four versions of random prime—target units. A version of the pairings v
chosen randomly for a participant.

Results

Average reaction times were computed for the positive prime—positive adj
tive trials, the positive prime—negative adjective trials, the negative prim
positive adjective trials and the negative prime—negative adjective trials. T
distribution of the average reaction times was positively skewed, skewné29
and the standard error of skewness estimated from 500 bootstrapped sarf@8s
Thus, a natural log transformation was performed on the average reaction tin
This effectively reduced the skewness of the data, skewness for the log reac
times= 0.62 and the standard error of skewness estimated from 500 bootstrar
samples= 0.43.

The log reaction times were then subjected to ax22 X 2 (Implicit
TheoryX Prime Valencex Target Valence) ANOVA, with the last two factors as
within-subject factors. The focus of this analysis was whether the Prime Valence
Target Valence interaction, which according to Bargh et al. (1992) is an index
evaluation-based responding, was significant for both entity and incremer
theorists. In this analysis, the Prime ValengeTarget Valence interaction was
significant,F(1, 88)= 32.07,p < .0001, whereas three-way interaction was not
F(1, 88)= 1.53,ns.In addition, the Prime Valence Target Valence interaction
was significant for both entity theorisig(1, 41)= 15.29,p < .001, and incremental
theoristsF(1, 47)= 18.92,p < .001. As shown in Fig. 1, the response-time patterns
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[ Positive Prime-
1000 - Positive Adjective
M Negative Prime-
Positive Adjective
[ Positive Prime-
950 -+ Negative Adjective
[ Negative Prime-
Negative Adjective

900

850

800

Mean Reaction Time (in msec)

750

700 } i
Entity Incremental
Theorists Theorists
(N=42) (N=48)

Fic. 1. The priming effects of valenced attitude objects on valenced adjectives (Pilot Study dat:

the two theory groups were similar, with responding facilitated when the prir
and target valences matched relative to when they did not Match.

Apart from the Prime Valenc& Target Valence interaction, the prime valence
main effect and the target valence main effect were also significant. Consis
with previous findings of the automatic stimulus evaluation effect (Hampsc
Goldberg, & John, 1987; Osgood & Hoosain, 1983), responses after a posi
prime were faster than responses after a negative pfifne 815.58 vs 883.80
ms),F(1, 88)= 18.08,p < .001, and responses to positive adjectives were fast
than responses to negative adjectivies=f 833.60 vs 910.09 msk (1, 88) =
4.57,p < .05. An Implicit TheoryX Target Valence ANOVA was also performed
on the log mean reaction times from the 16 trials that used neutral-attitude obje
as primes. The only significant effect was the target valence main &fteéc91) =

2 Differences in the reaction time from the positive prime—positive adjective trials and the react
time from the positive prime—negative adjective trials are difficult to interpret because these two ty
of trials required the subjects to give different responses (press different keys). The same is trus
comparisons between the reaction time from the negative prime—positive adjective trials and
reaction time from the negative prime—negative adjective trials. Thus, as in Bargh et al. (1992), tt
comparisons were not used in assessing evaluative responding to the primes.
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7.36,p < .01, with responses to positive adjectives being faster than response
negative adjectives = 816.90 vs 850.11 ms).

In summary, in this pilot study, entity and incremental theorists both display
evaluative response patterns to clearly valenced attitude objects. Moreover,
change in prime presentation time and ISI in this experiment did not affect t
automatic activation effect. However, in processing person information, wot
entity theorists be more likely than incremental theorists to display evaluati
response patterns? This question was addressed in the main study.

MAIN STUDY
Method

Participants.One hundred and twenty-five college undergraduate students from an introduct
psychology class were recruited. They were given course-requirement credit in return for t
participation. None of them had participated in the pilot study. The subjects were either nat
speakers of English or had spoken English for at least 10 years.

Set-up story and test score presentatibmprovide a context for the test-score presentation, a stor
portraying a pilot trainee entering a pilot-training program was presented on a computer Scre
Briefly, the story described how, according to government requirements, candidates for internati
pilot licenses must attend an international pilot-training school to receive intensive training. Before
start of the training program, each trainee has to take the Pilot Trainee Screening Test so that the s
can make an early assessment of the trainee’s proficiency. The Screening Test was describ
consisting of 20 component tests measuring a diverse set of skills relevant to pilot performance.
participants were then shown the test scores of a pilot trainee, Donn B., presented one at a time,
for 1700 ms, in the center of the computer screen. To prevent subjects from forming impressions b
on the trainee’s performance on a few component tests which measure certain skills that the suk
deem important for flying, the test scores were presented with nonspecific labels (e.g., “Donn |
score on component test A is:"). The scores ranged from 1.2 to 8.8 and were normally distribu
around a mean of 5.0. To prevent subjects from adopting different performance standards, the
score was used to induce a standard. That is, participants were told that scores above 5.0 indicate
performance, and below 5.0 indicated low performance. Based on the scores presented, partici
were asked to form an impression of the trainee’s performance on the 20 tests.

The priming task in the main studyhe same priming task was used in the main study. To tes
whether entity theorists would display stronger evaluative responses to the stimulus person’s (L
B.’s) test scores than would incremental theorists, an additional group of primes was used. Spe
cally, four of the high scores were used as primes (e.g., “Donn B.’s score: 8.8") for positive adjecti
(e.g., “outstanding”), and four of the high scores were used as primes (e.g., “Donn B.’s score: 7.¢
for negative adjectives (e.g., “unacceptable”). Similarly, four of the low scores were used as prin
(e.g., “Donn B.’s score: 2.7”") for positive adjectives (e.g., “likable”), and four of the low scores (e.g.
“Donn B.’s score: 2.3") were used as primes for negative adjectives (e.g., “painful”). Together wit
the 32 attitude object—adjective trials which were also used in the pilot study (see above), there \
48 trials in the priming task in the main study. The instruction used in the priming task was the sam
the one used in the pilot test, except that slight modifications were made to inform the subjects tha
primes could be either a word or one of Donn B.’s scores. The 48 trials were presented to the sub
in random order.

The framing manipulation, judgment, and recalf. entity theorists were more likely than
incremental theorists to segregate the test scores by their valence, they may be more likely to fall
to biased information retrieval. To test this hypothesis, the present study used a positive question fi
(e.g., How likely is it that the pilot trainee will succeed in getting a license?) or a negative questi
frame (e.g., How likely is it that the pilot trainee will fail to get a license?) to orient participants t
attend to the positive or negative information (the pilot trainee’s high or low test scores). We predic
that entity theorists’ subsequent judgment would be affected by the valence of the question frame:s
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example, that the positive question frame would orient entity theorists to search for evidence in
positive store, and thus would elicit more positive judgments. We predicted that incremental theor
judgments, in contrast, would remain relatively unbiased despite the valenced frames. To fur
explore the effect of evaluative processing on subjective representation of person information, we
asked subjects to recall or reconstruct from memory the twenty scores of the pilot. We predicted tt
positive frame would prime entity theorists to access or reconstruct positive data about the
whereas a negative frame would prime them to access or reconstruct negative data. In con
incremental theorists, being less evaluative in processing person information, would not display
pattern of responses.

To elaborate, participants were randomly assigned to one of the three framing conditions:
negative, the neutral, or the positive framing condition. Participants in all three framing conditic
were presented with the following passage on the computer screen.

We have finished presenting Donn B.’s scores on the 20 tests. You should now have an
impression of Donn B.’s performance. Now, suppose you are the coordinator of the pilot
trainee program at the pilot training school. You are required to make a series of judgments
about Donn B., based on his performance on the Pilot Trainee Screening Test before he
receives formal training. First, you have to submit a report to Donn B.'s sponsoring
company.

Then, participants in the positive (negative) framing condition were given this additional inform
tion: “In this report, you have to estimate how likely it is that he wouldvdell (poorly) in the pilot
training course angass(fail) the licensing examination when he leaves the training school. Thi
information is important to the airline company. If a trainee fliedl ( poorly) during the course and
thenpassegfails) the licensing examination, this could make a financial difference for the company

Participants in the neutral framing condition were told, “In the report, you have to estimate how
would perform in the pilot training course and on the licensing examination when he leaves
training school. This information is important to the airline company because this could make
financial difference for the company.”

After this, participants in all framing conditions were asked, “How do you think Donn B. would d
in the course?” They indicated their responses on a 10-point scale, from 0 (“extremely poorly”) tc
(“extremely well”). They were also asked “How likely is it that Donn B. would qualify for an
international pilot license?” and indicated their opinions on a 10-point scale, from 0 (“not at &
likely”) to 9 (“extremely likely”).

As a further measure of the subjects’impression of Donn B.’s performance, participants were as
to recall or reconstruct from memory five scores of Donn B.’s 20 scores that they thought best ref
Donn’s performance. To allow the memory of the test scores to decay, a delay before the recall
was created. Participants were asked to work on a filler task after they had indicated their respons
the judgment task. The filler task was a sentence—picture matching task adapted from Clark and C
(1972), which lasted for about 15 min. The instructions for the “recall” task were as below:

Although we told you not to try special effort to remember Donn B.’s scores, we are
interested in what you happened to remember or what you can guess. As we said, you can
recall the scores that you remember, or guess or make up scores based on your impression o
Donn B.’s performance. There is no time limit on your response. Remember you only need
to generate 5 scores that you think best reflect Donn B.’s performance.

The recall task was intended to be another measure of the participants’ momentary representati
Donn B.’s performance subsequent to the framing manipulation. Thus, our analysis of this mea
would focus on the mean of the recalled or reconstructed scores, rather than on the accuracy c
scores the participants generated.

Including the judgment, recall/reconstruction, and priming tasks in the same experiment allowe«
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to test whether the same group of entity and incremental theorists would display different extent
evaluative processing on all three tasks. We predicted that entity theorists’ relatively extens
evaluative processing would reflect in (a) a significant framing effect on judgment and on rec
reconstruction and (b) a significant automatic evaluation activation effect of Donn B.’s scol
independent of the framing manipulation. The present design might have two disadvantages. Firs
judgment task might heighten evaluative concerns among both entity and incremental theorists,
hence reduce the power of the experiment in detecting implicit theory group differences in the prim
task. Note that this potential problem, however, worked against our predictions. Second, the frar
manipulation might contaminate participants’ responses to the subsequent priming task. This pote
problem was dealt with by including the framing manipulation as a design variable in the analysis
variance of the priming data. If subjects’ responses to the priming task were affected by the fran
manipulation, this should lead to significant framing interaction effects.

ProceduresAbout 2 weeks before participating in the experimental session, all participants fille
out the Implicit Person Theory Measure in a group session. At the beginning of each experime
session, an experimenter, who was blind to the participants’ implicit theory and experimer
condition, explained to the subjects that the purpose of the experiment was to examine decis
making in personnel selection. Then each participant was seated in front of a computer. All the stir
were presented and participants’ responses were recorded by the computer.

First, participants read the story about the pilot-training program on the computer screen, and
were presented with the pilot trainee’s 20 scores on the Screening Test. After this, the fram
manipulation was introduced and the participants were given the judgment task, which was folloy
by the filler task, then the recall/reconstruction task, and finally the priming task. Because som:
Donn B.’s scores were used as primes in the priming task, giving out the priming task first wo
inevitably expose the subjects to some of Donn B.’s scores, which could affect their responses ol
judgment and the recall/reconstruction tasks. To avoid this, we presented the judgment and recall
before the priming task to all the subjects. In addition, we did not counterbalance the order of
judgment and the recall/reconstruction tasks because the relation between judgment and re
reconstruction was not the target of our interest. These procedures should not cause problems be
we predicted individual differences between entity and incremental theorists who, using th
procedures, received the same order of tasks (judgrrenetcall/reconstruction priming).

Results

Overview.In general, the results supported our hypotheses. When high ver
low test scores were used as primes, entity theorists’ response times to adjec
with the same valence were facilitated, just as when positive and negative attit
objects were used as primes. In contrast, incremental theorists’ responses t
valenced adjectives were not systematically affected when the test scores \
used as primes. It thus appears that entity theorists engaged in more exter
evaluative processing of the test scores than did incremental theorists. In addif
only entity theorists’ judgment and recall/reconstruction were affected by t
framing manipulation, such that presenting the judgment task in a posit
(negative) frame elicited relatively more (less) favorable judgments and led
recall/reconstruction of more high (low) test scores. In contrast, the frami
manipulation did not affect incremental theorists’ judgment and recall/reconstri
tion. These results suggest that relative to incremental theorists, entity theol
may process person information in a more evaluative manner and be more lik
to segregate person information by its valence.

The implicit theories measur&he mean implicit theory score (with a range
from 1 to 6) and its standard deviation were 3.49 and 1.24, respectively. Th
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participants who believe that the kind of person an individual is is fixed (enti
theorists) should consistently endorse responses at the lower (agree) end o
scale (yielding a mean score of three or lower), whereas participants who beli
that the qualities of a person are malleable (incremental theorists) sho
consistently endorse responses at the upper (disagree) end of the scale (yield
mean score of four or above). Those whose average score falls between three
four have given mixed answers across items and are indeterminate (or mixec
their beliefs about the nature of persons. In order to select participants with cl
beliefs, participants who scored in the middle (i.e., with an average score hig
than 3.0 and lower than 4.0) were eliminated from the analyses 24, 19%).
Participants with average scores lower than or equal to 3.0 were classifiec
entity theoristsl = 55), whereas those with average scores higher or equal to -
were classified as incremental theoridis< 46).

Reaction times to the priming tasko prepare the data for later analyses, th
reaction times of incorrect responses to the adjectives (6.6% of the data poi
were discarded. The mean reaction times for each type of prime—target trial w
then computed. As in the pilot study, the distribution of the average reaction tin
was positively skewed, skewness 3.71, and the standard error of skewnes
estimated from 500 bootstrapped samp#eB.71. A natural log transformation of
the average reaction times reduced the skewness of the data to 1.02, wi
bootstrapped standard error of 0.15.

A2 X 3 X 2X 2X 2 (Implicit Theoryx FramingX Prime TypeX Prime
ValenceXx Target Valence) ANOVA was performed on the log reaction times. Tt
predicted Implicit TheoryX Prime TypeX Prime ValenceX Target Valence
interaction was not significan(1, 89)= .03,ns.A significant Prime Valenc&
Target Valence interaction was fourke(1, 89)= 11.47,p = .001. However, this
interaction was qualified by the Implicit Theory Prime ValenceX Target
Valence interactiorf; (1, 89)= 4.10,p < .05, indicating that the Prime Valenze
Target Valence effect, which was characteristic of evaluative responding to
primes, might be differentially significant for entity theorists and increment
theorists.

Following the analysis strategy of Fazio et al. (1986) and Bargh et al. (199
since the three-way interaction was significant, we tested whether the Pri
ValenceX Target Valence interaction was significant among entity theorists a
incremental theorists. In support of our predictions, for entity theorists, the Pril
Valencex Target Valence interaction was significaR(l, 49)= 12,21,p = .001.
Planned analyses revealed that for entity theorists, the Prime ValeA@get
Valence interaction was significant both when attitude objects were used
primes,F(1, 48)= 17.49,p < .001, and when high or low test scores were used :
primes,F(1, 48)= 6.75,p = .01. As shown in Fig. 2, entity theorists respondec
more quickly to positive target adjectives when the primes were high test sca
than when they were low test scoréd € 851.50 vs 905.06 ms)(53) = 2.29,

p < .05. They also showed a trend toward responding more quickly to negat
target adjectives when the primes were low test scores than when they were |
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Fic. 2. The priming effects of test scores on valenced adjectives (Main Study data).

test scoresN] = 934.49 vs 1014.35 msi(53) = 1.80,p = .08. The same pattern
of responses was found when attitude objects were used as pMnes/g2.11
vs 942.94 ms for positive adjectiveg53) = 4.16, p = .0001; M = 914.15 vs
958.15 ms for negative adjective$53) = 1.04,p = .30). This pattern of results
indicated that entity theorists display patterns of evaluative responding on tri
with test scores as primes and on trials with attitude objects as primes.

In contrast, for incremental theorists, the Prime Valenc&arget Valence
interaction was not significang (1, 44) = .59, p > .05, and this was the case
when test scores were used as prinkg4,, 42) = 0.03,ns, and when valenced
attitude objects were used as primg¢l, 42) = 1.51,p > .05. As predicted,
incremental theorists did not show significantly faster responding to the posit
adjectives when the primes were high scores than when they were low sc
(M = 927.97 ms for the high score—positive adjective trials and 961.99 ms for
low score—positive adjective trialg{44) = 0.47,ns.They also did not respond
more quickly to the negative adjectives when the primes were low scores tl
when they were high scoresv(= 1006.26 ms for the low score—negative
adjective trials and 986.34 ms for the high score—negative adjective )=
—0.48, ns. Consistent with our prediction, this pattern of results indicated th
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incremental theorists, unlike entity theorists, did not display the response patte
that characterize evaluative responding on trials with high or low test scores
primes.

Recall the pilot test which tested how entity and incremental theorists |
sponded to valenced objects. Results from this pilot test revealed that the Pr
ValenceX Target Valence interaction was significant for entity theorists and al
for incremental theorists, indicating that both entity and incremental theori
displayed similar patterns of responses when the primes were clearly valen
However, in the main study, this interaction effect was not significant fi
incremental theorists. Similar to entity theorists, incremental theorists respon
more quickly to positive adjectives when the primes were positive attitude obje
than when the primes were negative attitude objédts=(863.51 ms for positive
attitude objects as primes and 963.91 ms for negative attitude objects as prir
respectively)t(44) = —2.12,p < .05. However, unlike entity theorists, incremen-
tal theorists did not respond more quickly to negative adjectives when the prin
were negative attitude objects than when the primes were positive attitude obj
(M =923.34 ms for positive attitude objects as primes and 945.77 ms
negative attitude objects as primes, respectivé{y¥) = —0.55,ns.Thus, when
attitude objects were used as primes, incremental theorists showed the expe
effect for positive adjectives but not the negative adjectives. We will return to t
discrepancy between the pilot study and the main study in incremental theori
responses to the valenced attitude objects in the follow-up study.

In addition to the above findings, the five-way ANOVA also revealed
significant prime valence main effe€i(1, 89)= 6.38,p = .01, and a significant
target valence main effedg(1, 89) = 22.79,p < .001. Overall, responses were
faster when positive attitude objects or high scores were used as primes than v
negative attitude objects or low scores were used as pries 908.69 vs
952.41 ms). Subjects also responded more quickly to positive adjectives tha
negative adjectivesM = 901.45 vs 958.15 ms). There was also a significar
framing main effect on response latenciE§2, 89) = 3.60,p < .052 Finally, a
2 X 3 X 2 (Implicit TheoryX FramingX Target Valence) ANOVA was also
performed on the neutral attitude object—adjective trials. Only the framing me
effect was significanf (2, 95)= 3.38,p < .05 Although the framing manipula-
tion had systematic effects on response latencies, the lack of any signific
framing interactions indicated that framing did not affect the automatic evaluati
activation effects.

In short, as we hypothesized, the high and low test scores were effective
facilitating entity theorists’ responses to subsequently presented adjectives
were congruent in valance. However, the test scores were not effective

31n general, except for the condition in which attitude objects were used to prime positi
adjectives, response times tended to increase from the negative framing condition, to the ne
framing condition, and the positive framing conditiovi & 845.56 vs 938.23 vs 1028.65 ms).

4 Again, response time to the adjectives increased from the negative framing condition to the nel
framing condition and the positive framing conditiovi & 844.72 vs 941.52 vs 1031.74 ms).
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facilitating the incremental theorists’ responses. These results support the hyp
esis that entity theorists are more likely than incremental theorists to att
evaluative tags to person information (e.g., the test scores) when they
processing this information.

The effect of framing on the judgment and “recall” measurgébus far, the
findings suggest that entity theorists processed the test scores in a more evalu
manner than did incremental theorists. However, did entity theorists also hav
greater tendency to separate the test scores by their valence? This questior
addressed by assessing the effect of framing on judgments and the reca
reconstructed scores. Results supported our predictions in that entity theor
judgments and person data reconstruction were systematically affected by
frames, whereas incremental theorists’ judgments and data reconstruction v
much less affected.

Because participants’ judgments on the two judgment items (i.e., how w
Donn B. would do in the course and how likely he would be to qualify for a
international pilot’s license) were highly correlated< .75), the two items were
averaged to form an overall judgment index. On the index, which ranged from C
9, a higher score indicated a more favorable judgment of Donn B.’s futu
success. Similarly, the five recalled or reconstructed scores were averaged to
an overall recall score.

Our prediction was that entity theorists’impressions of Donn B.’s performan
would be systematically affected by the frames, such that a positive frame wo
lead to a more positive impression and a negative frame would lead to a m
negative impression. In contrast, incremental theorists would not be affectec
much by the frames. Thus, entity but not incremental theorists would displa:
linear trend for the effect of frame valence on impression or data reconstructi
To test this prediction, an Implicit Theory Frame Valence (X 3) ANOVA was
performed on the judgments and the mean recalled/reconstructed scores. In
analysis, the 2f frame valence effect was decomposed into a linear and quadre
contrast, and the @f interaction term was decomposed into an Implicit Thesry
Linear Frame Valence interaction contrast and an Implicit TheorQuadratic
Frame Valence interaction contrast. The focus of this analysis was on the Impl
Theory X Linear Frame Valence interaction.

The analysis of the mean recalled/reconstructed scores revealed a signifi
frame valence main effeck(2, 95) = 5.85,p < .05, and a significant Implicit
Theory X Frame Valence interaction effedg(2, 95) = 4.04,p < .05. The
significant frame valence main effect was largely due to the significant line
trend contrastt(95) = 2.96,p < .05. The linear trend indicated that the mear
recalled/reconstructed scores tended to increase linearly with frame valence.
quadratic trend contrast was not statistically reliab{85) = 0.07, ns. More
importantly, the Implicit Theory< Linear Frame Valence interaction contrast wa:
significant,t(95) = 1.99,p < .05, suggesting that the presence of the linear trer
might depend on the participants’ implicit theories. Figure 3 shows that for ent
theorists, the mean of the scores recalled/reconstructed decreased from
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Fic. 3. Effects of framing on recall/reconstruction.

positive framing condition to the neutral framing condition and the negatiy
framing condition 1 = 5.26, 4.91 and 4.61 for the positive, neutral, and negativ
framing conditions, respectively). By contrast, incremental theorists’ recall of t
test scores was not affected significantly by the framing manipulatios @.95,
4.72, and 4.88 for the positive, neutral, and negative framing conditions, resy
tively). Planned analyses showed that the linear trend was significant only am
entity theoristst(53) = 3.24,p < .05, and not among incremental theorists
t(44) = .30,ns.

Similar analyses performed on the judgment data revealed a significant fre
valence main effeck (2, 95)= 7.26,p < .05. This main effect was largely due to
the significant linear trend(95) = 2.23,p < .05; the quadratic trend was not
statistically reliablet(95) = 0.29, ns. However, possibly due to the relatively
large measurement errdv]S, = 1.51, the Implicit TheoryxX Frame Valence
interaction was not significank (2, 95) = 1.65,ns. Planned analyses, however,
revealed a significant linear trend for the frame valence effect among en
theorists,t(53) = 2.72,p < .05, but not among incremental theorist@l4) =
1.13, ns. As shown in Fig. 4, the favorability of entity theorists’ judgments
decreased systematically from the positive framing condition to the neut
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Fic. 4. Effects of framing on judgment.

framing condition and the negative framing conditidh € 6.30, 5.56, and 5.21
for the positive, neutral, and negative framing conditions, respectively). Increm
tal theorists’ judgments, by contrast, were not significantly affected by framil
(M =5.71, 5.96, and 5.19 for the positive, neutral, and negative framing con
tions, respectively). Although incremental theorists’ judgments appeared to
more negative in the negative framing condition than in the neutral one, t
difference was not statistically reliable(1, 27)= 1.96,ns.

In summary, the framing manipulation appears to have had a greater impac
entity theorists’ judgment and recall/reconstruction than on those of incremer
theorists, suggesting that entity theorists may be more likely than incremer
theorists to separate discordant person information by its valence.

FOLLOW-UP STUDY

The discrepant results in the pilot study and the main study regarding increm
tal theorists’ responses to valenced attitude objects raises a theoretical issue.
are two possible reasons for the nonsignificant Prime Valendarget Valence
interaction for incremental theorists in the main study. First, Bargh et al. (19¢
observed that the automatic attitude activation does not occur for attitude obje
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that are not consistently evaluated. Thus, it is possible that the incremel
theorists in the main study did not have consistent attitudes toward the attiti
objects. However, it is also possible that incremental theorists, who tended nc
attach evaluative tags to person information (test scores), also tended not to ai
fixed evaluative meanings to other attitude objects. Thus, the relation betw
implicit theories and the tendency to engage in evaluative processing may
domain general rather than domain specific. The generality versus specifi
issue is theoretically interesting. If the relation is domain general, it implies tt
entity theorists have a greater tendency than incremental theorists to f
evaluative opinions on everything. However, if the relation is domain specif
entity theorists will be more evaluative than incremental theorists only when th
are processing person information.

To address this issue, we conducted a follow-up study, in which we had Z
university students (171 males, 165 females) from a university in Hong Kong
out the Implicit Theories Measure and one of two versions of the Need to Evalu
Scale (Jarvis & Petty, 1996). One version of the Need to Evaluate Scale was
original scale Jarvis and Petty developed, which assesses individuals’ gen
tendency to form evaluative opinions. This measure has been found to b
reliable predictor of people’s tendency to spontaneously engage in evalua
processes. Items from the scale include “I form opinions about everything,”
want to know exactly what is good and bad about everything,” and “If somethir
does not affect me, | do not usually determine if it is good or bad” (rever:
scoring). We formed a second version, the Need to Evaluate People Scale
changing the target of evaluation in the original items to people, e.g., “I for
opinions about everyone,” “| want to know exactly what is good and bad abo
everyone,” and “If someone does not affect me, | do not usually determine if he
she is good or bad” (reverse scoring). The participants were randomly assigne
fill out the original Need to Evaluate Scale or the Need to Evaluate People Sc
A number of filler questionnaires were included between the Implicit Theori
Measure and the Need to Evaluate Scales. If the relation of Implicit Theories «
the motivation to evaluate is domain general, there should a positive correlat
between endorsement of an entity theory and both versions of the Neec
Evaluate Scale. However, if the relation is domain specific, endorsement of en
theory should correlate positively with the Need to Evaluate People Scale but
with the original Need to Evaluate Scale.

Results

To ensure that the two versions of the Need to Evaluate Scale had compar
reliability, a factor analysis was performed on each version of the scale. As
Jarvis and Petty (1996), scree tests revealed a dominant one-factor solutior
both versions. The factor structure for the original Need to Evaluate Scale and
Need to Evaluate People Scale were almost identical to the factor struct
reported by Jarvis and Petty (1996, Sample 1). The coefficient of congruel
(Wrigley & Neuhaus, 1955) was .95 for the original Need to Evaluate Scale a
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.90 for the Need to Evaluate People Scale. The internal reliability of the origir
Need to Evaluate Scale and the Need to Evaluate People Scale were .72 anc
respectively. In short, the two versions of the Need to Evaluate Scales in
present study had acceptable and comparable reliability.

To test our specific prediction, the main effect of implicit theory (treated as
continuous variable), the main effect of version (generalized need to evaluate
need to evaluate people), and the Implicit Theoryersion interaction were
tested in a regression analysis. A significant version main effect would indic
that the generalized need to evaluate was reliably stronger or weaker than the:
to evaluate people. A significant implicit theory main effect would indicate th
implicit theories were related to both the generalized and the specific neec
evaluate, and a significant interaction would indicate that the association betw
implicit theories and the need to evaluate depends on the generality of
evaluative need. The only significant effect in this analysis was the Impli
Theory X Version interactionf(1, 322) = 6.28,p = .01. Follow-up analyses
revealed a significant positive correlation between subscribing to an entity the
and the need to evaluate peopler= .17, df = 158. The correlation between
endorsement of entity theory and the generalized need to evaluate was
significanty = —.13,df = 169.

The follow-up study was designed to address the issue of whether increme
theorists have inconsistent attitudes towards the attitude objects in the main s
or alower need to evaluate in general. The results argue against the possibility
incremental theorists have a lower generalized need to evaluate and, incident
support the domain-specificity of the implicit theories effect. Believing in fixe
traits was associated with a stronger need to evaluate the goodness and badn
people, but it was not associated with a stronger need to evaluate in general. S
the attitude objects presented to participants in the main study were gener
inanimate or infrahuman (e.g., rats, sunshine, holiday), the difference in respc
ing between entity and incremental theorists could not be attributed to a differ
tial need to evaluate.

The follow-up study itself did not provide direct evidence for the notion the
incremental theorists have inconsistent attitudes towards the attitude obje
However, it is interesting to note that the negative attitude objects did not eli
strong evaluative responding from entity theorists either in the pilot study or t
main study, and they did not elicit significant evaluative responding fro
incremental theorists in the main study, possibly because the meanings of s
negative attitude objects in the priming task are ambiguous (e.g., “rats” can a
mean “darn”). Such ambiguity could have led to weak evaluative responding
the negative attitude objects.

Finally, the present findings suggest that although entity theory predicts
need to evaluate people, it is not redundant with the Need to Evaluate Sc
because entity theory did not correlate with the original scale, and the correlat
between entity theory and the need to evaluate people was rather mild.

In short, the main study and the follow-up study together, by showing th
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entity theorists attach strong evaluative tags to person information and that er
and incremental theorists differ in their need to evaluate people, provided cl
support for the hypothesis that holding an entity theory is associated with mi
extensive evaluative processing in the domain of person perception.

DISCUSSION

Past research findings suggested that people who hold an entity view
personality may take a different approach to understanding behaviors and forn
impressions of others than do those who hold an incremental view. A belief
fixed traits seems to orient individuals to focus on evaluating and diagnos
others’ personality traits. Since many studies have demonstrated that evaluatic
an important aspect of trait inferences (Rosenberg & Olshan, 1970; Felipe, 1€
Osgood & Ware, reported in Osgood, 1962; Rosenberg et al., 1968; cf. Peab
1967, 1970), we asked whether entity theorists would also have a greater tend
than incremental theorists to process person-related information evaluatively.

Specifically, the present study tested two sets of hypotheses, namely
evaluative processing predictions and the segregation of valenced informa
predictions, and each received support. First, since evaluation is an impor
aspect of many trait inferences, and since entity theorists have been foun
previous studies to be more inclined than incremental theorists to diagnose ti
(e.g., Erdley & Dweck, 1993; Hong, 1994; see also Chiu et al., 1996), it w
predicted that entity theorists would engage in more extensive evaluation wi
they process person information than would incremental theorists. In the m
study, we indeed found that subjects who believed that personality consist:
fixed traits (i.e., entity theorists) displayed responses that were more character
of evaluative processing than did those who believed that personality consist
malleable qualities (i.e., incremental theorists). In addition, in the follow-u
study, the tendency to subscribe to entity theory was associated with a stror
motivation to evaluate people but was unrelated to a generalized need to evalt
Taken collectively, these findings indicate that, compared to incremental theori
entity theorists may indeed have a greater tendency to focus on the evalue
meaning of incoming person information and to attach evaluative tags to t
information.

Second, we reasoned that because segregating positive evaluative inform:
from negative evaluative information may increase the efficiency of trait diagn
sis, entity theorists might display a greater tendency toward information segre
tion than incremental theorists. To test this hypothesis, we sought to selecti
activate the positive or negative information store by presenting the judgm
context with a positive or negative (vs neutral) frame. Although subjects in t
different framing conditions received exactly the same person information &
were given identical judgment questions, the framing manipulation had a sign
cant and systematic impact on entity theorists’ judgments and recall/reconsti
tion of test scores, but not on those of incremental theorists. This finding
consistent with the idea that entity theorists may have segregated the test sc
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by valence, such that, for example, in the presence of a positive frame, the posi
information store was activated to a greater extent, resulting in a more favora
person judgment and better recall of high scores.

By contrast, incremental theorists, who were hypothesized to have a les
tendency to segregate the information by its valence, were less susceptible tc
framing effect on judgment and recall. This may be because unlike entity theor
who orient toward diagnosing static qualities of people, incremental theorists
found to focus on understanding the more dynamic processes that underl
person’s behavior (Chiu, 1994; Dweck et al., 1993; Hong, 1994). Doing so m
require them to sample and integrate information about an individual fra
various situations in order to get an accurate profile of a person’s behavior an
underlying mediators. Thus, when they confront an array of potentially conflic
ing information about an individual, they may analyze the information piece |
piece in a fine-grained manner (i.e., piecemeal information processing; see F
& Neuberg, 1990; Fiske & Pavelchak, 1986) and generate an overall picture of
target person that includes both the positive and negative information. Tt
would thus be less biased by the framing of the question. To test these predicti
a systematic investigation of the processes through which entity and increme
theorists try to reconcile inconsistent social information may be fruitful in futut
research.

Although we found that incremental theorists did not display an evaluati
response pattern in the priming task and that their judgments and rec
reconstruction were not systematically affected by the framing manipulatio
these results do not imply that incremental theorists did not distinguish betwe
high and low scores, or that they did not form any evaluation, say, of the pi
trainee’s overall performance. Indeed, the procedure called for them to m:
judgments of how well he was likely to do in the training and how likely he was
succeed in earning a pilot's license. Moreover, these judgments were cle:
related to the particular test scores incremental theorists recalled as represent
(r(44) = 0.58,p < .05), suggesting that they certainly understood the meaning
the various test scores. What the absence of the priming effect for the test sc
suggests is that, although incremental theoristsaarare of the meaning of the
test scores, they do not attach strong evaluative meaning to each piece
information.

Taken together, the findings from this study are consistent with our predicti
that implicit theories of personality moderate the cognitive processes peo
engage in to understand the social world: A belief in fixed personality seems to
linked to a tendency to attach evaluative tags to social information and to st
valenced information separately, whereas a belief in malleable personality se
to be linked to a weaker tendency to do so.

Such findings extend past research on processing goals by showing
forming an impression may mean different things for people who hold the tv
types of implicit theories of personality. Even under an instruction to form &
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impression, individual differences in the extent of evaluative processing appea
be systematically related to the individuals’ implicit theories. Thus, for or
person, forming an impression involves making evaluative judgments of t
target, whereas for another it may involve gaining an idea about the targ
profile of current skills without making strong evaluative judgments. This idea
consistent with Jarvis and Petty’s recent findings that people differ considerabl
the extent to which they draw spontaneous evaluative judgments.

Implications for Understanding Automatic Evaluative Processing

Fazio (1986, 1989, 1990) proposed that not all attitude objects are capabl
activating evaluation automatically. Only attitude objects that possess hig
accessible, strong evaluation, probably acquired through prior experience with
attitude objects, should be capable of activating evaluation automatically wt
presented. The activation of attitudes toward objects that are associated
relatively inaccessible, weak evaluation should, in contrast, require effortf
nonautomatic, reflective processes. Thus, attitude objects should be capab
activating evaluation automatically in individuals who hold relatively stron
attitudes about them but not in individuals who hold relatively weak attitud
toward them. According to this analysis, the automatic attitude activation effi
should not be general across attitude objects (or across subjects for a g
attitude object). However, contrary to this contention, Bargh et al. (1992) obtair
findings indicating that people’s attitudes were activated quite automatically -
attitude objects that varied widely as to (a) extremity, ambivalence, and polari
tion of attitude, (b) consistency of evaluation across subjects (i.e., consensus),
(c) mean evaluation latencies (presumably indicating the strength of evaluatic
Based on these findings, Bargh et al. argued that the automatic attitude active
effect is quite general, holding across both attitude objects for which stro
evaluation is held and those for which weak evaluation is held.

In light of the present findings, implicit theory of personality may be a
individual difference factor that moderates the generality of the automatic attitt
activation effect as far as person information is concerned. Although our stt
does not allow us to determine whether incremental theorists did not form
“attitude” or whether the attitude they formed was too weak to be automatical
activated, the finding that entity theorists displayed evaluative processing :
evaluative reactions to the trainee’s test scores but incremental theorists did
may suggest that perhaps the automatic attitude activation effect holds
strongly for entity theorists. This is a hypothesis that merits further investigatic

Concluding Remarks

In keeping with the emphasis on implicit theories of personality in sever
prominent early theories of social perception (e.g., Jones & Thibaut, 1958; Ke
1955; Heider, 1958), this research demonstrates how implicit theories about
nature of personality may be linked to different approaches of social knowir
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One approach focuses on trait diagnosis (Chiu, 1994; Hong, 1994) and evalug
encoding of social information, and the other approach focuses on understan:
the processes mediating behaviors (e.g., emotions, goals, and beliefs) (H
1994) and involves less evaluative encoding. The present study highlights the
of implicit theories of personality in social information-processing, and by doir
S0, it may suggest new insights into how people understand the social world.
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