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The implications of implicit theories for social information processing were examined. Implicit theory proposes that entity theorists
see others’ traits as fixed and stable, whereas incremental theorists see others’ traits as malleable and changeable. It was found that
entity theorists formed on-line judgments and incremental theorists formed memory-based judgments of target individuals. These
process differences were observed in amount of recall, primacy effects in recall, memory—judgment relations, and illusory correlation
formation using natural differences in perceivers’ implicit theories (Experiment 1) and by manipulating their implicit theories
(Experiment 2). Results indicate that implicit theories affect the process by which perceivers form impressions of others. The
implications of these findings for the relation between implicit theory and social perception are discussgea. Academic Press

A major thrust of social cognition research has focusedl989), cognitive load (e.g., Srull, 1981), and time delay:
on how people process information about individuals wherbefore judgment (e.g., Srull, 1983) influence the nature c
evaluating them and recalling information about them. Onempression formation.
theme that has emerged from this work is that a “one size Although the important implications of target-relevant
fits all” approach to impression formation does not seem tdactors and temporary perceiver-relevant circumstances ¢
exist. For instance, the nature of the social target encoursocial judgments of individuals have been explored exter
tered has been shown to affect social information processsively in the social cognition literature, very little attention
ing. Even when the same social information is presentethas been given to stable perceiver-relevant characteristi
about a social target, very different patterns of recall andhat might affect impression formation. The current study
judgment result based on whether the target is an individuadddresses how one important individual difference factc
or a group and based on how the target is expected to vamffects social information processing about individuals
in behavioral consistency (e.g., McConnell, Sherman, &Specifically, this research explores how implicit theories
Hamilton, 1994b, 1997). In addition to the nature of the(e.g., Dweck, 2000; Dweck, Hong, & Chiu, 1993; Dweck &
social target, transitory factors affecting the perceiver such.eggett, 1988) influence the social information processes &
as processing goals (e.g., Devine, Sedikides, & Fuhrmarwhich people form impressions of individuals. This work

tests a process account and examines its implications f
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that social judgments lie along an on-line versus memory
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impression of the target at the time they initially process andnfrequently encountered social targets, which in turn
encode target-relevant behaviors. As a result, early behawias target evaluations. However, when perceivers forr
ioral information is especially influential in impression for- judgments on-line, the bias is attenuated or even revers
mation and is better recalled than target behaviors that ar@.g., McConnell et al., 1994b; Sanbonmatsu, Sherma
encountered after an initial impression develops. Also, per& Hamilton, 1987). Although there are alternative ac-
ceivers should recall a relatively large amount of informa-counts for illusory correlation production (e.g., Berndsen
tion about the target because the active integration of targeSpears, McGarty, & van der Plight, 1998; Fiedler, 1991
relevant behaviors during encoding and impressiorsmith, 1991), numerous studies have shown the
formation will result in many associative links in memory, memory-based judgments reliably produce the effect (fo
aiding information retrieval (Hamilton, Katz, & Leirer, g review, see Hamilton & Sherman, 1996).
1980; Srull, 1981; Srull, Lichtenstein, & Rothbart, 1985).  Thys, the on-line versus memory-based judgment distin
On the other hand, memory-based judgments are nGfon makes clear predictions about differences in the amou
rendered until the time that judgment is required. Instead ofy recall, primacy effects in recall, the correspondence be
forming an integrated impression of the target, perceivergyeen memory and judgment, and the formation of illusory
encode but do not integrate the target-relevant informatiogorelation. This distinction accounts for many inconsisten
in an evaluative fashion. This lack of elaborative encodingsjes observed in the social perception literature. For exan
leads to poorer overall memory for the target's behaviorsp|e, McConnell et al. (1994b) found that judgments of
and recall is relatively better for the most recently encounyividual targets are typically formed on-line, whereas

tered target-relevant information. Moreover, because me Udgments of group targets are usually memory-based. Th
qry-bafs_eddjudgmenr:s are based on a g]emor)é search _atdt fiding accounts for previous research that showed bett
time of judgment, there Is a correspondence between Judgz .1 of information about individuals than about groups

ment andljhet.cogtgntkofl\évggt énr:ormatlo; 'E ava[IJal.;:]Ie M (e.g., Srull, 1981), recall of impression-consistent informa
memory (Hastie ark, » Sherman, zenner, JOhNSOy, ., for groups but not for individuals (e.g., Srull et al.,

& ::Irgdld?':isogrz. to speaking to memorv representation an 985), and the formation of illusory correlations for groups
peaxing y repres ut not for individuals (e.g., Sanbonmatsu et al., 1987).
recall and to the relation between recall and judgment, the 2 :
. T . . In another study examining the on-line versus memory
on-line versus memory-based distinction has important im;

plications for the nature of evaluations drawn about othersbased distinction, McConnell et al. (1997) found that per

. .~ ~ceivers form on-line judgments about targets expected f
For example, it has been shown that memory-based judg: : .
%iemonstrate behavioral consistency (e.g., people who a

ments can result in the formation of distinctiveness-base ) .
predictable) but form memory-based judgments about ta

illusory correlations (Hamilton & Gifford, 1976; for re- . . .
views see Hamilton & Sherman. 1989: Mullen & Johnson gets expected to demonstrate little behavioral consistent
’ i : people who are moody). In the former case, perceive

1990). In illusory correlation experiments, participants reao(e'g" ) ) i
behavioral statements about two social targets. Both targefd10Wed relatively good recall, primacy effects in recall, nc
engage in the same proportion of desirable to undesirabl@i€mory—judgment correlations, and no illusory correla
behaviors (usually 2 to 1), but more information is presentedi©ns: In the latter case, perceivers showed relatively poc
about one target (the frequently encountered target) than tHEC2ll, relatively better recall for more recent information,
other (the infrequently encountered target). Despite thdn€mory—judgment correlations, and the presence of illusor
equal proportions of desirable to undesirable behaviorsSorrelations. These differences were observed because :
participants typically evaluate the frequently encounteredial perceivers expected different amounts of behaviore
target more favorably than the infrequently encounteredonsistency in the targets they encountered. Given the
target. expectations, different social information processing mect

lllusory correlations can occur because infrequent in-2nisms were invoked (on-line vs memory-based judg
formation categories are salient, and the distinctivenesgents), and as a result, different recall and evaluative ou
(based on infrequency) of infrequently encountered socomes were observed. It is interesting to note that thes
cial targets and of infrequently encountered behavior®utcomes occurred based on qualities ascribed to the soc
(typically negative) leads to enhanced encoding of theséargets that perceivers encountered. An interesting, and y
items at the time of encounter (Stroessner, Hamilton, &unaddressed, question is: Are there systematic differenc
Mackie, 1992) or at a subsequent time once their eventuakithin the perceiver that may determine whether socia
infrequency is apparent (McConnell, Sherman, & Ham-judgments will be on-line or memory-based? We now turr
ilton, 1994a). When memory-based judgments occurio research on implicit theories to propose one individus
these highly available behaviors lead to overestimationglifference that might moderate social information process
of the number of undesirable behaviors performed hying.
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Implicit Theories is, when the test score prime was favorable (i.e., score
greater than 5.0), entity theorists’ judgments of desirabl

Dweck and her colleagues (e.g., Dweck, 2000; Dweck &target adjectives were made more quickly than judgments ¢
Leggett, 1988, Dweck et al., 1993) have proposed thal,yesjraple target adjectives. Similarly, unfavorable tes

individuals hold systematic beliefs about the nature of PO ore primes (i.e., scores less than 5.0) facilitated judgmer

ple’s personalities. These implicit theories have been showgs e qative target adjectives relative to positive target ac
to influence many social phenomena. At the heart of implicitie tives, but again this pattern was only observed for entit
theory is a distinction between those who believe that peog,eorists. These data suggest that entity theorists, but r
ple’s personalities are comprised of static, fixed traits (entityj,cremental theorists, spontaneously extracted the evalu
theorists) and those who believe that people’s personalitieg,e connotation of the pilot’s scores, which in turn facili-
are dynamic and malleable (incremental theorists). Unlikgateq valence-congruent target judgments.

research that focuses on how particular personality traits are Gjyen this demonstration of an initial difference in spon-
intercorrelated (e.g., Schneider, 1973), implicit theories extaneous trait extraction as a function of implicit theory, it
plore people’s beliefs about the malleability and fixednespecomes important to consider what subsequent impressi
of personality traits. formation processes might unfold differently for entity and

An array of research has shown that implicit theoriesincremental theorists. Thus, the current work proposes th
influence how people see others, themselves, and socightity theorists will be more likely to form on-line evalua-
groups. In typical experiments, participants’ implicit theo- tive judgments of target individuals and incremental theo
ries are measured by a questionnaire or are manipulated vigsts will be more likely to form memory-based evaluative
instruction set. Studies have shown, for example, that entitjudgments of target individuals. Because entity theorists a
theorists (compared to incremental theorists) draw strongasspecially likely to assume that observed behaviors ai
inferences from behavior (e.g., Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, reflective of an underlying disposition and, hence, are mor
1997; Hong, Chiu, Dweck, & Sacks, 1997), blame them-likely to try to discern an individual's qualities as informa-
selves more following failure (e.g., Erdley, Cain, Loomis, tion is received, they should be more inclined to form
Dumas-Hines, & Dweck, 1997), and form and endorse mor®n-line impressions of social targets than incremental the
extreme group stereotypes (e.g., Levy, Stroessner, &rists. Conversely, incremental theorists will be more likely
Dweck, 1998). Findings such as these have been obtaindd base their judgments on recall of target-relevant beha
for men and women, children and adults, and members abrs at the time of judgment because they are less likely t
independent and interdependent cultures. A consister@xtract trait information from behaviors in an on-going
theme is that entity theorists are more ready to see otherg§ashion. Thus, the current hypotheses are consistent with t
behaviors as stable, consistent, and diagnostic of their uréonclusions of Hong et al. (1997), but they explore how
derlying attributes than incremental theorists. social information is used differently in target judgments.

Although several studies have explored the implicationsAlso, they examine several consequences that result fro
of implicit theories for judgments of others, relatively little these processes. Experiment 1 tested these predictions
is known about the underlying processes that may be influassessing perceivers’ implicit theories and then presentir
enced by the implicit theory that one holds. Although therethem with information about two target individuals in an
has been some speculation about the implications of implicitlusory correlation paradigm. Experiment 2 used the sam
theories for how social judgments are produced (e.g.paradigm, but established the causal relation between ir
Dweck et al., 1993; Levy et al., 1998), only one study hasPlicit theory and social information processing by manipu-
attempted to explore some impression formation mechalating participants’ implicit theories.
nisms (Hong et al., 1997). Those authors argued that entity
theorists, relative to incremental theorists, engage in more gxpeRIMENT 1: IMPLICIT THEORIES AND SOCIAL
evaluative processing of information about target individu- JUDGMENTS OF INDIVIDUALS
als.

In their study, participants were presented with positive The first experiment examined whether individual differ-
and negative test scores about a fictitious airplane pilognces in implicit theories would reveal systematic relation
trainee (e.g., “Donn B.’s score: 8.8"), each of which pre-with social information processing and illusory correlation
ceded the presentation of target adjectives that were desifermation. It was expected that entity theorists would be
able or undesirable in valence (e.g., “likable” and “pain-more likely to form on-line judgments about the target
ful”). Participants made connotative judgments about eaclindividuals. This process outcome would be revealed b
target adjective, with test scores serving as primes on sometter overall recall of information about the targets, bette
trials. Hong et al. found that entity theorists, but not incre-recall of early information relative to late information about
mental theorists, showed prime-consistent facilitation. Thathe targets, no evidence of illusory correlations, and n
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correlation between target memory and target judgment. Ofiarget Behaviors
the other hand, incremental theorists should be more likely . .
. ~ A series of 36 behavior statements used by McConnell ¢
to form memory-based judgments about the targets. This o .
. ,al. (1994b) was employed in this study. Of these behavior:
would be revealed by relatively poor recall for the targets

24 were associated with a target person named Jim and

behaviors, relatively better recall for more recently eNcouNy e associated with a target person named Bob. For ea

tered information about the targets, evidence of iIIusorytarget two-thirds of the behaviors (16 for Jim and 8 for
correlations in their judgments, and memory—judgment corgypy \vere desirable in nature (e.g., saves cans and bottl

relations. for recycling) and one-third of the behaviors (8 for Jim anc
4 for Bob) were undesirable in nature (e.g., cheated on

Method take-home exam from the university). In addition to main-

taining the same ratio of desirable-to-undesirable behavio

Participants for both Jim and Bob, pilot testing ensured that the overa

evaluation of both desirable and of undesirable behaviol
ascribed to each individual was equivalent. In the currer
study, Jim was always the more frequently encountere
target individual. Previous work has shown that manipula
tions of which target person (Jim or Bob) is the more
Implicit Theory Questionnaire frequently encountered target do not affect memory or judc

ment outcomes (McConnell et al., 1997).
Participants completed a 14-item questionnaire described

as assessing social opinions. Five critical questions WerB ocedure

embedded in the questionnaire to assess participants’ im-

plicit theories: “People can do different things, but the Participants were runin one session in a large auditoriun
important parts of who they are can't really be changed”;They were told that the current experiment was explorin
“The kind of person someone is is something very basid!0W people process and retain information and that the
about them and it can’t be changed very much’; “EveryonéNOU'd pe taking part in several unrelgted studies. Afte
is a certain kind of person and there is not much that can beompleting consent forms, they were given a booklet fo

done to really change that”; “Everyone, no matter who theyecording their responses. The first page of the bookile

are, can significantly change their basic characteristics”; an@Sk€d them to complete a survey assessing various soc
» Opinions (the implicit theory questionnaire). Once all par-

“All people can change even their most basic qualitiés). ticipants had leted it. th ked t ttenti
The nine remaining items were fillers (e.g., “People are Icipants had completed It, they were asked 1o pay attentic

. . . o ; . to the overhead projection screen and to read the inform

better off if their romantic partner isn't their best friend . . .
too”). Participants indicated their responses using a scaltlon presented to them. Overhead transparencies with
)_' ¢ pl ; v di 09 pt | 9 arge, laser-printed typeface (24-point Times) were used t
ranging from 1 ¢trongly disagrepto 9 (strongly agreg: present the information. Participants were told that the ne:

A relative entity person theory score was computed by, qy \vas designed to acquaint them with the procedure

calculating the sum of the responses to the five critical item?eading information presented on the screen at a controlle
(reverse scoring those worded in an incremental the0r¥,ace. They were asked to read the names of 12 differe
direction), with larger scores reflecting a relatively stronggities of moderate notoriety (e.g., Austin, Texas) with eacl
entity theory M = 21.9,SD = 5.58,range= 12-33). A city being presented for 8 s. Only one city was visible at ¢
median split was used to classify participants as beingime, and no additional instructions or processing goal
incremental theorists (those whose scores were 22 or lesgere provided to the participants.
n = 26) or entity theorists (those whose scores were greater Behavior statement presentationAfter the presentation
than 22,n = 24). of the cities, participants were told that they would next rea
a series of behaviors performed by two real individuals
named Jim and Bob. Following McConnell et al. (1994b)
L Research has shown that implicit theory questionnaires possess godi€y were told that their goal was to read each stateme
psychometric qualities, including good test-retest reliabilities, interitemcarefully and that later they would be asked questions abo
agreement, and unique predictive power above other personality measurgise information. These memory-set instructions are typi
(for extensive details, see Dweck, Hong, & Chiu, 1995; Hong et al., 1997;Ca||y used in illusory correlation studies (e.g., Hamilton &
Levy & Dweck, 1997; and Levy et al., 1998). In the current experiment, the . . '
five questions revealed only very modest reliabilidy=€ .52). The reason Gifford, 1976; Stroessner et al., 1992)' E,md they were se
that questionnaire reliability in the current study was not as robust as iH€Cted for the current study because previous research (e.
previous work is not clear. McConnell et al., 1994b, 1997) has shown that such nor

At Michigan State University, 50 undergraduates en-
rolled in introductory psychology courses participated in
exchange for extra credit.
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directive instructions allow perceivers to reveal the greatest TABLE 1
range of social information processing. Because the current Free Recall and Target Evaluations as a Function
work was designed to examine social information process- of Implicit Theory in Experiment 1

ing differences, nondirective instructions should increase

o o . ) L Implicit th
the likelihood that individual differences in social informa- mphett fheory

tion processing can be detected. Measure Incremental Entity
After being provided with these instructions, the 36 be-amount of recall 10.19 12.13

havior statements were presented individually, each for 8 sserial presentation of recall

The order of the statements was randomly determined be- First 12 items 3.81 5.08

forehand with the restriction that no more than 3 items fromLik";Eltiézrgt?%ss 3.39 3.04

the same target-valence category (e.g., Jim—desirable be-jy, 6.31 583

haviors) could be consecutively repeated. After the behavior Bob 5.65 6.17

statements were presented, the participants completed Fegequency estimates

4-min filler task to eliminate short-term memory effects. M g'gg g'g
The filler task asked them to recall the cities that they had ' '
previously seen and to record them in the booklet.

Target free recall. After completing the city recall task, behavi ; d by Ji 4 Bob 25ere
participants were directed to recall as many of the state2€NavIors performed by Jim and Bob was asse e
recall was assessed by three trained judges who were L

ments as they could about Jim and Bob and to write the . s
. : . ware of the experimental hypotheses. They used a “gis
statements in their booklet. They were told that their recall” .~ =~ ~. .
criterion in assessing whether each recorded statement w

did not have to be verbatim, but that they should list as .
accurately recalled. Statements were categorized based
much of the statement as they could remember. They we

"hich target actually performed the behavior. Two judge:
given 8 min to recall the behaviors. g y P ' 1tag

, s served as primary judges and demonstrated very good i
Frequency estimates.Following the free recall task,

e terjudge reliability (95% agreement). In cases of disagree
participants were told that they had read 24 statements abop{ant “the third judge broke the tie.

Jim and were asked to estimate how many of them were amount of free recall. An analysis of covariance was

undesirable in nature. Next, they were told that they hagongucted on the number of statements recalled about t
read 12 statements about Bob and were asked to estima{@(gets using implicit theory (incremental vs entity) as the
how many of them were undesirable in nature. They reindependent variable and recall for the 12 cities (the fille
corded each estimate in the booklet. task) as the covariate. If entity theorists are more likely tc

Likability estimates. Next, participants evaluated how form on-line judgments, they should reveal better recall fo
desirable Jim and Bob were on 9-point scales, ranging fronthe target-relevant information than incremental theorist
1 (extremely undesirab)eto 9 (extremely desirable That  should. As Table 1 shows, the effect of implicit theory was
is, participants rated how desirable they found each indisignificant,F(1, 46) = 4.25,p < .05, revealing that entity
vidual to be based on the behaviors they read. They retheorists recalled more behaviors about Jim and Bob the
corded each evaluation in the booklet. did incremental theorists.

Debriefing. Finally, participants were asked to indicate ~ Serial position of free recall. Following McConnell et
whether they thought that anything suspicious had occurred!. (1994b, 1997), serial position of free recall was assesst
during the experiment and whether they saw a relatioPy comparing participants’ memory for the first 12 behav-
between the social attitudes survey (the implicit theoryiors presented to them to their memory for the last 1:
questionnaire) and the remainder of the experiment. Albehaviors presented to them. It was expected that enti
though some patrticipants responded to the former question
(e.g., “I wondered whether Jim and Bob were MSU stu- ? Because participants assigned themselves to conditions based on tt

dents”) none of them reported that they saw an Iinkresponses to the implicit theory questionnaire, it is possible that uncor
! y y trolled factors could account for differences in amount of recall about Jin

between the survey and the person perception task. and Bob. One possibility is that entity theorists, relative to incrementa
theorists, may possess better memory in general. To assess this possibil
at test was conducted on the number of cities that participants correct
Results recalled during the filler task. This analysis revealed no difference in reca
between entity and incremental theoridté € 6.17 vsM = 6.35, respec-
Free Recall Analyses tively), t(48) = 0.92,ns.Thus, any differences observed in recall for target
. . . . behaviors would not seem to represent global differences in memory abili
To examine evidence of the formation of on-line andpewyeen entity and incremental theorists, but instead would suggest d

memory-based judgments, the participants’ free recall foferences in social information processing specifically.




220 ALLEN R. MCCONNELL

theorists, when compared to incremental theorists, would btheorists estimated that the targets performed relative
more likely to recall early information because of the for- more undesirable behaviord/(= 0.33) than the entity
mation of on-line impressions. A 2 (person theory: incre-theorists 1 = 0.27). Also, a marginal main effect of target
mental vs entity)X 2 (presentation position: first 12 vs last was also observef(1, 48)= 3.01,p < .09, suggesting that
12, a repeated measure) mixed-design analysis of variangarticipants ascribed proportionately more undesirable b
(ANOVA) was conducted on the number of behaviors re-haviors to Bob 1 = 0.32) than JimNl = 0.29). Last, the
called. Two significant effects were observed. First, a mairpredicted interaction was marginally significa1, 48) =
effect of presentation position was found, revealing that3.67,p < .07, suggesting that incremental theorists showe
participants recalled more information from the first 12 greater evidence of illusory correlations. Indeddtests
items M = 4.42) than from the last 12 item#(= 3.22), indicated that only incremental theorists showed a signifi
F(1,48)= 11.84,p < .01. But as predicted, this main effect cant illusory correlationt(25) = 2.98,p < .01. These data
was qualified by person theorfy(1, 48)=5.11,p <.03.As  are consistent with the evaluative judgment data, whic
Table 1 reports, entity theorists showed strong primacyshowed that only incremental theorists showed an illusor

effects in recallf(23) = 4.40,p < .01, whereas incremental correlation bias consistent with memory-based judgménts
theorists did nott(25) = 0.78,ns.Thus as expected, recall

serial position effects varied as a function of implicit theory,

with entity theorists showing greater evidence of on-line judgments are memory-based, target evaluation
judgments than did incremental theorists. should reflect the content of target memory. That is, i
perceivers show evidence of illusory correlations (i.e., pre
fer Jim to Bob), the content of their free recall should reflec

In addition to examining free recall, the formation of the evaluative bias as well (i.e., show relatively better reca
on-line and memory-based judgments can be revealed Hy)l’ Jim’s desirable behaviors and Bob’s undesirable beha
biased target evaluations. When participants form memoryiors). Positive correlations should exist for incremental the
based judgments, they report preferring more frequentlyrists but not for entity theorists.
encountered targets in illusory correlation paradigms. Thus, To assess this relationship, the bias in the content of fre
it was expected that incremental theorists, relative to entityecall was correlated with the strength of participants’ illu-
theorists, would reveal evidence of illusory correlations bysory correlation liking bias. Based on the work of McCon-
showing an evaluative preference for Jim over Bob. nell et al., all of the behaviors recalled by each participan

Likability ratings. Participants’ liking judgments of Jim were used to create an index based on pretest desirabil
and Bob were examined ia 2 (person theory: incremental norms for each behavior sentence. Separate indices we
vs entity) X 2 (target: Jim vs Bob, a repeated measure)computed for recall of behaviors that were associated wit
mixed-design ANOVA. The critical prediction is for an Jim and with Bob during the original stimulus presentation
interaction, revealing stronger evidence of illusory correla-Each index was computed by summing the pretest rating
tions (i.e., preferring Jim to Bob) for incremental theoristsfor the items that each participant recalled about the targ
than for entity theorists. As predicted, the interaction ob-person and dividing by the number of total statement
tained,F(1, 48) = 7.02,p < .02. No other effects were recalled for that target person. Thus, these recall-base
significant. As Table 1 reveals, participants who held anindexes represent the mean evaluative content of the info
incremental person theory did indeed show a preference fanation recalled about the target person. In order to condu
Jim over Bob,t(25) = 2.36,p < .03, whereas those who
held an entity person theory did not show a preference , _

Although more recent research has focused on presenting the prop

,between the targe_t$(23) = —1.36, .p > .18. Thus, ,Only . tion of undesirable behaviors ascribed to each social target (e.g., Fiedle
incremental theorists showed an illusory correlation biasigg1; McConnell et al., 1994b, 1997), previous research (e.g., Hamilton
consistent with memory-based judgments. Gifford, 1976; Hamilton et al., 1985) calculated a phi coefficient for each
Frequency estimates.The proportion of undesirable be- participant's frequency estimates. In the current context, positive pk
haviors ascribed to Jim and Bob were analyzed in a 2oefﬁcients would reflect either proportionately greater estimates of unde
. . - sirable Bob behaviors or proportionately greater estimates of desirable Ji
(person theory‘ incremental .VS entlt};.<) 2 (target. Jim \_/S behaviors. It is this ambiguity in interpretation that makes phi coefficient:
Bob, a repeated measure) mixed-design ANOVA. Again, an, jess than ideal indicator of illusory correlation strength. However, fre
interaction was predicted to reveal stronger evidence ofjuency estimate analyses using phi coefficients (following a Fishez
illusory correlations (i.e., estimating that Bob performedtransformation) found a marginally significant difference between the
proportionally more undesirable behaviors than Jim) forisr:;':gict;:te‘:)rgs?triszps:](i4cg()):ﬂilc'ii‘:’]’t";b<[ 'O% (')”gcrt‘(*g‘;maggelo?)sf Sg‘l’}”ed
incremental theorists than for entity thequstg. The ANOVA  r eas entity theorists did nap [ 0.01,t(23) — 0.34.ng. Thus, these
revealed three effects. A main effect of implicit theory wasfindings are consistent with the analyses that examined the proportion-

found,F(1, 48)= 5.58,p < .03, indicating that incremental undesirable behaviors ascribed to each person.

Memory—Judgment Correlations

Illusory Correlation Analyses
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the correlational analysis, two difference scores were commemory measures and two different illusory correlatior
puted. The first difference score was produced by subtractmeasures provided support for the predicted differences
ing the recall-based index for Bob from the recall-basedhe social information processing between entity theorist
index for Jim. Thus, this recall-based difference score reand incremental theorists, memory—judgment correlation
flects the relative evaluative preference for Jim over Boldid not achieve significance for incremental theorists. Th
based on the content of free recall. And similarly, thedifficulty in obtaining strong memory—judgment correla-
likability rating for Bob was subtracted from the likability tions has been discussed in previous work (e.g., Hamiltor
rating for Jim. Thus, this evaluation-based difference scor®ugan, & Trolier, 1985; Hastie & Park, 1986; McConnell et
reflects the relative evaluative preference for Jim over Bokal., 1994b, 1997). As a result, researchers have relied ¢
based on the 9-point scale ratings. multiple process measures to document whether extensi
These recall-based and evaluation-based differencesocial information processing takes pldcindeed, incre-
scores were then correlated separately for entity and incranental theorists in the current experiment did reveal stron
mental theorists. For the entity theorists, as expected besvidence of memory-based judgments using other me:
cause of the on-line nature of their judgments, participantsures: relatively poor recall, the absence of primacy effeci
did not show a significant memory—judgment correlationin recall, and the formation of illusory correlations. Signif-

(r = —0.21,ns). For incremental theorists, the anticipated icant memory—judgment correlations are most likely to oc
memory—judgment correlation did not emerge={ 0.09, cur when integration and elaboration of social informatior
ns. is especially poor. The current experiment relied on partic

ipants’ preexisting differences in implicit theories, and per-
haps it would take a sample of people who hold evel
stronger incremental theories to obtain significant memory

It was proposed that people who hold a relatively strongudgment correlations. _ _ _
entity implicit theory would be more likely to form on-line ~ Another limitation of Experiment 1 is that it was corre-
judgments than people who hold a relatively strong increlational in nature, and thus, no strong causal claims can
mental implicit theory. The results of Experiment 1 pro- made that holding entity or incremental implicit theories
vided good support for this hypothesis. Entity theoristscausesperceivers to form on-line or memory-based judg-
showed stronger primacy effects in recall and recalled morénents. Clearly, Experiment 1 showed that natural differ
information about social targets than incremental theoristsgnces in implicit theories were related to differences in hov
These data suggest that entity theorists, relative to increP€rceivers form impressions of others. In order to make
mental theorists, processed social information in a morétrong causal claim, Experiment 2 used a procedure simil
extensive fashion, which is consistent with forming on-line
]_Udgmems' Further, this exp_er_lme_nt revea_led that the O_n' “To assess the robustness of the pattern of results across the t
line versus memory-based distinction had important impli-memory measures, a one-way multivariate analysis of varianc
cations for perceivers’ evaluations of social targets. SpecifMANOVA) was conducted using the number of behaviors recalled and a
icaIIy 0n|y incremental theorists showed evidence ofindex of primacy in recall (a difference score based on subtracting recz
forming iIIusory correlations, an outcome that results fromfor the last 12 items from recall for the first 12 items) as the dep_end_er
. . . _measures. As expected, the MANOVA revealed a strong effect of implici
memory-based judgments. That is, mcremen'gal theorljstgheory, (Wilks'sA = 0.84),F(2, 47) = 4.44,p < .02.
showed an evaluative bias between two objectively equiv- ° Additional analyses are consistent with this possibility. Zero-order
alent targets, whereas entity theorists did not. correlations between participants’ relative entity person theory score (us¢
Taken together there is good evidence that perceiveré"r the median split) and measures of memory performance and illusot
Imp|IC|t theories may affect the social information process_correlatlon suggest a linear relation between implicit theory and the ou
. . . . . . 7. come measures. For these analyses, all repeated measures were conve
ing mechanism invoked when forming Impressions of 'n_d|'to difference scores: primacy bias in recall (recall of first 12 items minus
viduals. Two memory measures and two illusory correlationvecall of last 12 items), liking bias (liking for Jim minus liking for Bob),
measures provided a consistent pattern of results in supportd frequency estimate bias (proportion of undesirable behaviors pe
of this distinction. Just as McConnell et al. (1997) Showedformed by Bob minus proportion of undesirable behaviors performed b
that expectations of behavior consisteriaysocial targets Jim). Across all participants, those who held stronger entity theorie
. p . s . g recalled more target behaviors € 0.35,p < .02), showed a greater
can mﬂuence_ whether on_-Ilne or memory-based Jlj'dgmentﬁrimacy bias in recallr(= 0.31,p < .04), and revealed weaker liking
result, Experiment 1 provided evidence that perceivers mayiases ( = —0.29, p < .05). Only the frequency estimate bias was
naturally exhibit meaningful individual differencéisat in-  uncorrelated to the implicit theory score € —0.09,ns). These correla-
fluence how they form impressions of others tional results, along with the above-mentionedest, ANOVA, and
Alth h Experiment 1 ts that im.li it theori MANOVA findings provide consistent and converging evidence that entity
oug pe e Squ_es S a phc €0 estheorists were more likely to form on-line evaluative judgments anc
may affect how perceivers form impressions of others, a feWncremental theorists were more likely to form memory-based evaluativ
limitations should be noted. First, although two differentjudgments and illusory correlations (a memory-based product).

Discussion
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to one employed by Chiu et al. (1997) to manipulate per-deal.” The narrative then stated that expert Dr. Edwar
ceivers’ implicit theories. In addition to providing an ex- Jones argued that “no one’s character is hard like a rock th
perimental test of this study’s hypotheses, it might also beannot be changed. Only for a small number is great effo
the case that a strong experimental manipulation woulchnd determination needed to effect changes.” The passa
increase the likelihood of observing significant memory—continued by noting that Jones'’s experiments, and those
judgment correlations in situations where memory-basegyumerous other researchers, have consistently found tt

judgments were anticipated. “the kind of person someone is can be changed a great de
across one’s lifetime and that people’'s basic personalit
EXPERIMENT 2: CAUSAL RELATION BETWEEN traits and characteristics are quite flexible and malleable.

IMPLICIT THEORIES AND SOCIAL JUDGMENTS

Experiment 2 tested whether holding an entity or incre--ram*:]et Behaviors
mental implicit theory causes the formation of on-line or  After reading the introductory passage, all participant:
memory-based judgments, respectively. In addition to mawere told, “Although this current experiment does not at
nipulating individuals’ implicit theories, this experiment tempt to address this [Jones’s] finding directly, we are
provided a replication of Experiment 1 under more Con-interested in learning about how we come to understar
trolled conditions. Again, an illusory correlatipn paradigm others.” They were then told that they would be reading :
was used both to assess the nature of social informatiogejes of hehaviors that were performed by two real peop
processing and to examine its evaluative consequences. |t o4 Jim and Bob. They were told to simply read eac

was expected that those who were manipulated to adopt AWatement as it appeared and that later they would be ask

entity implicit theory, relative .to an mcrem(.enta}l implicit some questions about the information they read. The stat
theory, would show greater evidence of on-line judgments, . . .
ments were the same items used in Experiment 1.

Method
Procedure
Participants and Design
After completing consent forms, participants were takel

At Michigan State University, 44 undergraduates en-y, individual computer workstations. The computer pro-
rolled in introductory psychology courses participated inyiged the appropriate instructions, presented stimulus m:
exchange for extra credit. They were randomly assigned (2gyi5|s and collected participant responses. After providin
p;\rtlmpants per condmo.n). to .|r?struct|on conditions de'instructions, it presented the 36 behavior statements on tl
signed to manipulate their implicit theory. monitor, each for 8 s. The presentation order of the state
ments was randomly determined by the computer with th
restriction that no more than 3 items from the same target

A procedure based on Chiu et al. (1997) was used towalence category could be consecutively repeated. After tt
manipulate participants’ implicit theories. At the beginning statements were presented, they completed a 4-min fill
of the experiment, participants were told that the currentask (solve a series of math problems) to eliminate shor
study was focusing on how people come to understangerm memory effects (McConnell et al., 1994b, 1997).
others. Next, they read a detailed summary describing what Following the filler task, participants provided free recall,
research on understanding people’s basic underlying aftrequency estimates, and likability ratings just as in Exper
tributes has shown. iment 1° The only difference between the experiments wat

Participants in the entity theory condition read that “peo-ihat all responses (except for free recall, which was recorde
ple’s basic underlying attributes do not change much.” Thg,, 5 sheet of paper) were recorded using the computer
narrative then explained that expert Dr. Edward Jones Azeyboard. At the end of the experiment, participants wer
gued that “in most of us, by the age of ten, our character haﬁsked, “how rigid or flexible dgou thinkpeople’s person-

set like plaster and will never soften again.” The passag lities are” as a manipulation check. They responded usir

continued by noting that Jones'’s experiments, and those g ) L .
NN a 1 (very flexiblg to 9 (very rigid) scale. Finally, they were
numerous other researchers, have consistently found th bery ¢ (very rigid) y y

t, " .
“the kind of person someone is cannot be changed mucaemede and thanked for participating.
across one’s lifetime and that people’s basic personality

traits and Char.aCte”S_t'CS are very stable. . ® The order of task completion was not varied because past resear
Participants in the incremental theory condition read thatnamiiton et al., 1985) found task order (e.g., recall before evaluations v

“people’s basic underlying attributes can change a greadvaluations before recall) does not affect responses.

Implicit Theory Manipulation
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Results TABLE 2
Free Recall and Target Evaluations as a Function

Manipulation Check of Implicit Theory Manipulation in Experiment 2

It was important to demonstrate that the implicit theory
manipulation affected participants’ own beliefs. As ex-
pected, those in the entity theory condition reported holding Measure Incremental Entity
more rigid beliefs about people’s personalitiés & 6.23) 5t of recall 960 1223
than did participants in the incremental theory conditionserial presentation of recall

Implicit Theory condition

(M = 4.14),1(42) = 4.89,p <.001. Thus, the instruction  First 12 items 3.59 4.91
sets appear to have manipulated participants’ implicit the- Last 12 items 3.64 3.36
ories as intended. Likability ratings
Jim 6.27 5.68
Free Recall Analyses Bob _ 5.41 6.31
Frequency estimates
As in Experiment 1, free recall was examined for evi- 7™ 8-23 8-3451

dence of on-line and memory-based judgments. It was ex-
pected that those in the entity theory condition would recall
more information and recall more early information thanI
those in the incremental theory condition. Free recall was
assessed by three trained judges who were unaware of theAs in Experiment 1, likability ratings and frequency
experimental hypotheses using a “gist” criterion. The pri-estimates were examined for illusory correlation formation
mary judges demonstrated good interjudge reliability (93%t was predicted that those in the incremental theory cond
agreement). tion would be more likely to reveal illusory correlations
Amount of free recall. A t test comparing those in the because they should form memory-based judgments.
entity and incremental conditions was conducted on the Likability ratings. Evaluations of Jim and Bob were
number of statements recalled by participants. As Table 2xaminedm a 2 (person theory condition: incremental vs
reveals, the predicted effect obtaingd2) = 2.62,p < .02, entity) X 2 (target person: Jim vs Bob, a repeated measur:
revealing that those in the entity theory condition recalledmixed-design ANOVA. As found in Experiment 1, only the
more behaviors than those in the incremental theory condinteraction was significanf (1, 42) = 12.38,p < .01. As
tion. This result replicates Experiment 1. Table 1 shows, the nature of illusory correlation formatior
Serial position of free recall. As in Experiment 1, free depended on the person theory condition. Replicating E>
recall serial position was examined by comparing partici-periment 1, those in the incremental theory conditior
pants’ memory for the first 12 behaviors presented to thenfiormed a significant distinctiveness-based illusory correla
to their memory for the last 12 behaviors presented to themntion, t(21) = 2.78,p < .02, preferring Jim to Bob. However,
It was expected that those in the entity theory conditionthose in the entity theory condition showed a significan
when compared to those in the incremental theory condiflusory correlation in the opposite directioifi21) = —2.19,
tion, would be more likely to recall early information be- p < .05. That is, they preferred Bob (the infrequently
cause of the formation of on-line impressions. Thus, a Zncountered target) to Jim (for a similar finding, see Sar
(person theory condition: incremental vs entity)2 (pre- bonmatsu et al., 1987).
sentation position: first 12 vs last 12, a repeated measure) Frequency estimates.The proportion of undesirable be-
mixed-design ANOVA was conducted on the number ofhaviors ascribed to Jim and to Bob were analyzed in a
behaviors recalled. Analyses revealed the same two effec{person theory condition: incremental vs enti®y)2 (target
observed in Experiment 1. First, a main effect of presentaperson: Jim vs Bob, a repeated measure) mixed-desi
tion position indicated that participants recalled more infor-rANOVA. Again, an interaction was predicted to reveal
mation from the first 12 items = 4.25) than from the last stronger evidence of illusory correlations for those in the
12 items M = 3.50),F(1, 42) = 5.70,p < .03. But more incremental theory condition than for those in the entity
important, this effect was qualified by person theory condi-theory condition. The ANOVA revealed two effects. First, a
tion, F(1, 42)= 6.41,p < .02. As Table 2 illustrates, those main effect of target was founé(1, 42)= 10.97,p < .01,
in the entity theory condition showed significant primacy indicating that participants ascribed proportionately more
effects in recallt(21) = 3.88,p < .01, whereas those in the undesirable behaviors to BobA(= 0.42) than JimNl =
incremental theory condition did ndf21) = —0.09,ns.As  0.33). But more important, this effect was qualified by
predicted, and replicating Experiment 1, entity theoristsperson theory conditiork(1, 42)= 8.01,p < .01. As Table
showed greater evidence of on-line judgments in free recall shows, participants in the incremental theory conditior
than did incremental theorists. showed a significant illusory correlation21) = —4.25,

llusory Correlation Analyses
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p < .01, indicating they thought that Bob performed rela-ries in determining the information processing mechanisr
tively more undesirable behaviors than Jim. Thus as Experinvoked in social judgments. In addition, positive memory-
iment 1 found, only incremental theorists formed illusory judgment correlations were found for incremental theorists
correlations consistent with forming memory-based judg-As noted previously, the difficulty in obtaining significant

ments’ memory—judgment correlations has compelled researche
to use multiple and converging measures of informatiol
Memory—-Judgment Correlations processing. Thus, Experiment 2 provided extremely stron

evidence (i.e., significant effects across five different pro

It was predicted that only participants in the incrementalcess measures) that implicit theories do affect how evalu:
theory condition would show a positive correlation betweentjye judgments are rendered.

the biased content of their free recall and the strength of
their illusory correlation bias. As in Experiment 1, recall-

based difference scores (where positive values reflect recall-
ing relatively positive information about Jim and relatively ) ) L
negative information about Bob) and evaluation-based dif- 1€ On-line versus memory-based judgment distinctio

ference scores (where positive values reflect an evaluativ}%aS provided a us_eful process—orle_ntgd accqunt that |r.1tw
preference for Jim over Bob) were calculated and correlate rates and reconciles several conflicting social perceptic
iteratures (Hamilton & Sherman, 1996). This approact

separately for those in the entity and incremental condition - L .
P y y efurnlshes a unifying theme for understanding how peopl

As expected and replicating Experiment 1, those in th . - Lo
entity theory condition did not show a significant memory_judge and remember social entities. To date, this distinctio

judgment correlationr(= —0.29, ns). However, and con- has shc;fwn hOW_ p}grc;ewerg expectations of te}rgethc_orr]]s:n
sistent with predictions, those in the incremental theor)}ency affect social information processing goals, which ir

condition did reveal a significant, positive memory—judg-tum affect whether judgments are formed on-line or ar

ment correlationr( = 0.44,p < .05). Indeed, the magnitude memory-based (McConnell et al., 1994b, 1997). This line o

of the correlations was significantly different between thework has shown that social information processing can b

two conditionsz = 3.36,p < .001 (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). determined by the qualities one perceiueshe target.The

Thus, those expected to form memory-based judgment%urrent study, in °°F‘”""Sta suggests t_hat perceivers th_e :
(i.e., those in the incremental theory condition) showedselves vary systematically in their readiness to form on-lin

evidence that their illusory correlation biases were based oﬁnd memory-based Ju.dgments..That 1S, their implicit theo
the content of their memory for the targets’ behaviors. ries affect whether their impressions will result from on-line
or memory-based judgments. This is not to suggest th:

_ _ incremental theorists will only form memory-based evalu:
Discussion ations or that entity theorists will only form impressions

Experiment 2 conducted a causal test of the hypothesign'“”e' Instea_d, the current work proposes thaF p?r?ei"e
that incremental theorists form memory-based judgment§@turally vary in how they come to understand individuals
and entity theorists form on-line judgments. Experiment 2_and tha_t the|r |mpI|_C|t theories serve as guides in determir
provided very strong support for this position. This exper-'ng social information processing defaults. And as the_ cut
iment revealed that those induced to hold an incrementdf€Nt Study reveals, these defaults can have important imp
implicit theory (when compared to those induced to hold arcations, ranging from hOW muc.h PErCeIVers .recaII ab_ou
entity implicit theory) recalled less information, recalled targets to biases in their evaluations of objectively equive

less early information, formed illusory correlations, andIent targets. ) o

revealed positive memory—judgment correlations. These The curr_entworkﬂlustra_tes that the evaluat_lvejudgme.nt:
converging memory and judgment measures indicate tha{Eat perceivers render will tend to be on—Ilng for entity
incremental theorists formed memory-based judgment§ eorists but will tend to be memory-based for incremente
whereas entity theorists formed judgments on-line theorists. Indeed, evidence consistent with this conclusic

These findings not only replicate Experiment 1, but also’/3S foun(?j_;w dlﬁerencgﬁ in recall (Ibo_th 'ti a?ﬁ;ntt)_lgnc
permit strong claims about the causal role of implicit theo-Primacy), differences in illusory correlation (both likability

judgments and frequency estimates), and memory—jud

ment correlations (Experiment 2). These differences sugge

" Frequency estimate analyses using phi coefficients, following a Fishethat entity theorists are expending more cognitive effort ir

r-to-z transformation, supported these findings. A significant dlfferenceforming evaluative impressions of the social targets the

between the person theory groups was fouttd?) = 3.06,p < .01. ter th . tal th ists. H d tF

Incremental theorists showed significant positive phi coefficietts=[ encounter ) anare 'ncremen,a COrSIS. qwever, S .

0.18,t(21) = 4.34,p < .001], whereas entity theorists did nat £ 0.02, Mean that incremental theorists are not actively processir

t(21) = 0.52,n4. social information at all? An interesting possibility for fu-

GENERAL DISCUSSION
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ture research to consider is that incremental theorists may bmore segregation, which appears to run contrary to th
actively processing information, but not in the service ofHong et al. (1997) account.
forming strong evaluative impressions. Instead, they may be However, a few differences between the current stud
focusing on situational information (e.g., the situationaland Hong et al. (1997) should be noted. First, the currer
demands or social roles) or transient target features (e.g., threork utilized an illusory correlation paradigm, whereas
target person’s goals and mental state) rather than attendiripng et al.’s participants were provided with test scores the
strongly to dispositional, impression-focused factors (Levy later served as primes in a target adjective connotation ta
Plaks, & Dweck, 1999). Thus, incremental theorists maysimilar to one developed by Fazio, Sanbonmatsu, Powel
show effortful social information processing for situational and Kardes (1986). Thus, direct comparisons between rec
details rather than for target-relevant details required t@and evaluations derived from behavioral statements (used
draw a strong impression. The current study focused otthe studies by Srull and by McConnell et al.) and priming
impression formation and thus does not permit an examifacilitation (Hong et al.) are difficult to make. Further, the
nation of this intriguing possibility. However, future re- illusory correlation paradigm, by design, does not provide
search should examine the extent to which incrementahny target-relevant expectancies or processing goals b
theorists expend their cognitive resources on understandincpuse it studies the development and formation of targ
situational factors instead of evaluative data, and such worknpressions, whereas the Hong et al. study provided parti
may allow for an interesting examination of how the pro-ipants with a framing manipulation that asked participant:
cesses by which incremental theorists render attributionto consider the likelihood that the target would succeed c
about others differ from those used by entity theorists (seéail based on the test scores provided. As a result, it i
also Chiu et al., 1997; Hong et al., 1997). difficult to compare the findings of the current study with
In addition to identifying an important individual differ- Hong et al. in terms of how well the proposed mechanism
ence moderator for the on-line versus memory-based disspeak to each other's work. Indeed, multiple mechanism
tinction, the current work also extends previous theoryfor impression formation exist (e.g., Brewer, 1988; Fiske
about the role of implicit theory in social perception. First, Lin, & Neuberg, 1999; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Hamilton &
the current findings are consistent with Hong et al.’s (1997)Sherman, 1996). Although through different processes, tr
conclusion that entity theorists are more likely than incre-current study and Hong et al. arrive at the same conclusio
mental theorists to engage in elaborative processing dEntity theorists seem to process social information in a mor
social information. On-line judgments, found for entity the- evaluative manner than do incremental theorists.
orists, do indeed reveal evidence consistent with extensive Along with forming impressions of individuals, implicit
information processing. Thus, the evidence of greater sportheories may affect attitude formation as well. Although
taneous trait extraction observed for entity theorists byHong et al. (1997) provided evidence that implicit theorie:
Hong et al. (1997) is quite consistent with the formation ofplay a moderating role irattitude activation,the current
on-line judgments by entity theorists in the current study,work raises the possibility that implicit theories may play a
who should work especially hard to form a strong impres-role in attitude formatioras well. For example, McConnell,
sion based on the early behaviors they encounter. Theeibold, and Sherman (1997) found that memory-base
current work suggests that such differences may result frofudgments resulted in the formation of context-depender
the formation of on-line and memory-based judgmentsattitudes about social targets. In their study, perceivers wt
which is different than the mechanism proposed by Hong eformed memory-based judgments held different attitude
al. (1997), who suggested that social information would beabout a social target in different contexts (e.g., Bob at wor
segregated for entity theorists but integrated for incrementals Bob at home) when perceivers learned more about tt
theorists. target in one context than in the other even though th
At first glance, the current findings might seem inconsis-desirability of the target's behavior did not vary across
tent with the Hong et al. explanation. That is, strong im-contexts. Such effects appear to be examples of attituds
pression formation goals have been shown in numeroubehavior inconsistency (Wicker, 1969) unless one conside
person memory studies to produce an integration of behawhat attitude objects are multiply categorizable (Fazio, 199¢
ioral inconsistencies rather than their segregation (e.gSmith, Fazio, & Cejka, 1996). Therefore, incremental, bu
Srull, 1981; Srull et al., 1985; for a review, Srull & Wyer, not entity, theorists may produce context-dependent att
1989; see also, Asch, 1946; Asch & Zukier, 1984). Andtudes about individuals they encounter in multiple context
when impression-set goals are given in an illusory correlabecause their implicit theory will lead them to form mem-
tion paradigm, stronger on-line judgments and the eliminaory-based judgments.
tion of illusory correlations result (e.g., McConnell et al., In sum, the current study shows that a consideration c
1994b; Pryor, 1986). Thus, it might be deduced that on-liné@mplicit theory illustrates how perceiver differences have
judgments should produce more integration rather thammportant implications for social information processing
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that occurs when forming impressions of others. We have R. S. Wyer (Ed.),Stereotype activation and inhibition: Advances in
shown that an individual difference variable can directly social cognition(vol. 11, pp. 97-108). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

affect how social judgments are rendered. Also, this workFazio, R. H., Sanbonmatsu, D. M., Powell, M. C., & Kardes, F. R. (1986)
shows that implicit theory can benefit from Considering how gn 'thle aut(:]mlanc activation of attitudedournal of Personality and
the on-line versus memory-based judgment distinction can. octal Peye oogy50,229-238.

. ; . .Fiedler, K. (1991). The tricky nature of skewed frequency tables: An
provide a proceg,s account f(_)r how ent_lty theorists engag_e IM information loss account of distinctiveness-based illusory correlations
greater evaluative processing than incremental theorists. joural of Personality and Social Psycholog@, 111-136.

Thus, a social cognition model advances from the considrisge, 5. 7., Lin, M., & Neuberg, S. L. (1999). The continuum model: Ten
eration of a personality trait variable, and a theory of indi- years later. In S. Chaiken & Y. Trope (EdsDual-process theories in
vidual differences is furthered from the consideration of a social psychologypp. 231-254). New York: Guilford.

process model of social judgments. In addition to expandingfiske, S. T., & Neuberg, S. L. (1990). A continuum of impression forma-
the theories of both camps, this work demonstrates new tion,_from categc_)ry-pased toindi\_/iduated_processes_: Influences of info
consequences that result from people holding different im- mation and motlyatlon on attention gnd interpretation. In M. P. Zanne
plicit theories. Given the role of implicit theories in influ- (Ed.) Advances in experimental social psychol@yypl. 23, pp. 1=74).

. . . ) New York: Academic Press.
encing a broad range of social behavior and the generality qflamilton, D. L., Dugan, P. M., & Trolier, T. K. (1985). The formation of

the on-line versus memory-based model of social judg- stereotypical beliefs: Further evidence for distinctiveness-based illusor

ments, a marriage of these two lines of work may yield correlations.Journal of Personality and Social Psychologhg, 5—17.

interesting and important insights for future research angiamilton, D. L., & Gifford, R. K. (1976). lllusory correlation in interper-

theory development. sonal perception: A cognitive basis of stereotypic judgmelasrnal of
Experimental Social Psycholog¥2, 392—407.

Hamilton, D. L., Katz, L. B., & Leirer, V. O. (1980). Cognitive represen-
tation of personality impressions: Organizational processes in first im

o . pression formationJournal of Personality and Social Psycholo@8,
Asch, S. E. (1946). Forming impressions of personaliiyurnal of Ab- 1050-1063

normal and Social Psycholog¢l, 258-290.

REFERENCES

Asch. S. E. & Zukier. H. (1984). Thinki b i | of Hamilton, D. L., & Sherman, S. J. (1989). lllusory correlations: Implica-
S; e It duslerz ||S( h I). 'nlz'gg alzc;flg persousurnal o tions for stereotype theory and research. In D. Bar-Tal, C. F. Grauman!
ersonality and Social Psycholog46, B ' ) A. W. Kruglanski, & W. Stroebe (Eds.)tereotyping and prejudice:

Berndsen, M., Spears, R., McGarty, C., & van der Plight, J. (1998). changing conceptionp. 59—-82). New York: Springer-Verlag.
Dynamics of differentiation: Similarity as the precursor and product of . L
stereotype formationlournal of Personality and Social Psychology, Hamilton, D. L., & Sherman, S. J. (1996). Perceiving individuals and
yp Y 4 ! groups.Psychological Review,,03, 336 -355.

1451-1463.
Brewer, M. B. (1988). A dual process model of impression formation. In Hgstle, R., & Park, B. (1986). The relatlonshlp beMeen memory an
judgment depends on whether the judgment task is memory-based

T. K. Srull & R. S. Wyer (Eds.)Advances in social cognitiofvol. 1, ) - )
on-line. Psychological Reviewg3, 258-268.

pp. 1-36). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. ’ o )

Chiu, C., Hong, Y., & Dweck, C. S. (1997). Lay dispositionalism and Hong,Y.,_Chlu, C., Dwe(_:k, C.s., &Sac_k_s| R. (1997). Impll(:lttheorles_ anc
implicit theories of personalitydournal of Personality and Social Psy- ~ €valuative processes in person cognitigsurnal of Experimental Social
chology, 73, 19-31. Psychology 33, 296-323.

Levy, S. R., & Dweck, C. S. (1997). [Implicit theory measures: Reliability

analysis for the behavioral sciencénd ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. and validity data for adults and children]. Unpublished raw data, Co

Devine, P. G., Sedikides, C., & Fuhrman, R. W. (1989). Goals in social lumbia University. )
information processing: A case of anticipated interactidournal of ~ Levy, S. R., Plaks, J. E., & Dweck, C. S. (1999). Modes of social thought
Personality and Social Psychologys, 680—690. Implicit theories and social understanding. In S. Chaiken & Y. Trope

Dweck, C. S. (2000)Self-theories: The role in motivation, personality, and (Eds:),anl-process theories in social psycholo@yp. 179-202). New
developmentPhiladelphia, PA: Psychology Press. York: Guilford.

Dweck, C. S., Chiu, C., & Hong, Y. (1995). Implicit theories and their role -€VY: S- R., Stroessner, S. J., & Dweck, C. S. (1998). Stereotype formatic
in judgments and reactions: A world from two perspectisycholog- and endorsement: The role of implicit theoridsurnal of Personality
ical Inquiry, 6, 267—285. and Social Psychology}4, 1421-1436.

Dweck, C. S., Hong, Y., & Chiu, C. (1993). Implicit theories: Individual McConnell, A. R., Leibold, J. M., & Sherman, S. J. (1997). Within-target
differences in the likelihood and meaning of dispositional inference. illusory correlations and the formation of context-dependent attitudes

Cohen, J., & Cohen, P. (1983\pplied multiple regression/correlation

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletitd, 644—656. Journal of Personality and Social Psychologig, 675-686.
Dweck, C. S., & Leggett, E. L. (1988). A social-cognitive approach to McConnell, A. R., Sherman, S. J., & Hamilton, D. L. (1994a). lllusory
motivation and personality?sychological Revievg5, 256—-273. correlation in the perception of groups: An extension of the distinctive:

Erdley, C., Cain, K., Loomis, C., Dumas-Hines, F., & Dweck, C. S. (1997). ness-based accourdpurnal of Personality and Social Psycholo@y,,

The relations among children’s social goals, implicit personality theo- 414-429.
ries, and responses to social failui@evelopmental Psycholog33, McConnell, A. R., Sherman, S. J., & Hamilton, D. L. (1994b). On-line and
263-272. memory-based aspects of individual and group target judgméamis-

Fazio, R H. (1998). Further evidence regarding the multiple category Nal of Personality and Social Psycholody7, 173-185.
problem: The roles of attitude accessibility and hierarchical control. InMcConnell, A. R., Sherman, S. J., & Hamilton, D. L. (1997). Target



IMPLICIT THEORIES AND SOCIAL JUDGMENTS 227

entitativity: Implications for social information processintpurnal of influence categorization of multiply categorizable objedisurnal of
Personality and Social Psychology?, 750-762. Personality and Social Psychologyl, 888—898.

Mullen, B., & Johnson, C. (1990). Distinctiveness-based illusory correla-Srull, T. K. (1981). Person memory: Some tests of associative storage al
tions and stereotyping: A meta-analytic integrati@nitish Journal of retrieval modelsJournal of Experimental Psychology: Human Learning
Social Psychology?9, 11-28. and Memory,7, 440—-463.

Pryor, J. B. (1986). The influence of different encoding sets upon theSrull, T. K. (1983). Organizational and retrieval processes in persol
formation of illusory correlations and group impressioR&rsonality memory: An examination of processing objectives, presentation forma
and Social Psychology Bulletii2, 216-226. and the possible role of self-generated retrieval cdesrnal of Per-

Sanbonmatsu, D. M., Sherman, S. J., & Hamilton, D. L. (1987). lllusory ~sonality and Social Psychologg4, 1157-1170.
correlation in the perception of individuals and groupscial Cognition,  Srull, T. K., Lichtenstein, M., & Rothbart, M. (1985). Associative storage

5,1-25. and retrieval processes in person memalgurnal of Experimental
Schneider, D. J. (1973). Implicit personality theory: A reviégycholog- Psychology: Learning, Memory & Cognitiod,1, 316-345.
ical Bulletin, 79, 294-309. Srull, T. K., & Wyer, R. S. (1989). Person memory and judgmeésy-

Sherman, S. J., Zehner, K. S., Johnson, J., & Hirt, E. R. (1983). Social chological Review96, 58—-83.
explanations: The role of timing, set, and recall on subjective likelihoodstroessner, S. J., Hamilton, D. L., & Mackie, D. M. (1992). Affect and

estimates.Journal of Personality and Social Psychologi4, 1127— stereotyping: The effect of induced mood on distinctiveness-based illusol

1143. correlation.Journal of Personality and Social Psycholo§, 564-576.
Smith, E. R. (1991). lllusory correlation in a simulated exemplar-basedwicker, A. W. (1969). Attitudes versus actions: The relationship of verba

memory.Journal of Experimental Social Psychology7, 107-123. and overt behavioral responses to attitude objedtsirnal of Social

Smith, E. R., Fazio, R. H., & Cejka, M. A. (1996). Accessible attitudes Issues?25,41-78.



	EXPERIMENT 1: IMPLICIT THEORIES AND SOCIAL JUDGMENTS OF INDIVIDUALS
	TABLE 1

	EXPERIMENT 2: CAUSAL RELATION BETWEEN IMPLICIT THEORIES AND SOCIAL JUDGMENTS
	TABLE 2

	GENERAL DISCUSSION
	REFERENCES

