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ExTENdEd AbSTrACT
A consistent finding in the attitude literature is that strong at-

titudes are products of effortful cognitive elaboration (Petty and Ca-
cioppo 1984; Petty and Wegener 1999). We argue that the link be-
tween elaboration and attitude strength could be more complicated. 

Dweck, Chiu and Hong (1995) have identified two distinct im-
plicit self-theories—entity vs. incremental theory—and have shown 
that each theory has a variety of influences on the theory holders’ 
information processing and judgments. People who endorse entity 
theory (entity theorists) believe that their personal traits (i.e., person-
ality, intelligence, and morality) are fixed, while people who endorse 
incremental theory (incremental theorists) view their personal traits 
as malleable. This line of research has found that individuals can 
extend their implicit self-theories: individuals apply their beliefs in 
personal traits not only to themselves, but also to other individuals. 

We propose that individuals can extend their implicit-self theo-
ries, even to products or brands, and that implicit self-theories will 
affect individuals’ attitude formation processes. Specifically, entity 
theorists will form attitudes toward products or brands more quickly 
(i.e., with less elaboration), but the strengths associated with the at-
titudes will be stronger than incremental theorists. That is, depend-
ing on implicit self-theories, individuals may form strong attitudes 
without elaboration.

STudy 1: THE rELATIOnSHIP BETWEEn 
IMPLICIT SELF-THEOry And ATTITudE 

FOrMATIOn TIME And ATTITudE STrEnGTH
We investigate whether entity theorists take less time than in-

cremental theorists to form attitudes toward brands, and whether 
the strengths associated with the attitudes formed by entity theorists 
are stronger than those by incremental theorists. Attitude formation 
time was measured using Media Lab software while each participant 
viewed a computer screen showing a print ad for a new brand and in-
dicated his or her attitude on a like-dislike dichotomous scale. After 
a thirty-minute lag, attitude strength was assessed both by metacog-
nitive measures (direct responses; e.g., “How certain are you about 
your opinion?”) and by attitude accessibility (indirect responses: re-
sponse latency to access and express an attitude).

The results support our prediction that an individual’s disposi-
tional implicit self-theory orientation affects his/her attitudes, atti-
tude formation time, and attitude strength. The results illustrate that, 
compared with incremental theorists, entity theorists quickly form 
attitudes that are congruent with the position of a persuasive mes-
sage (ß = -.37, t (62) = -2.99, p < .01). Further, even though they 
formed attitudes quickly, they held the attitudes more strongly than 
incremental theorists (ß = .26, t (62) = 2.09, p < .05). 

STudy 2: THE CAuSAL IMPACT OF IMPLICIT 
SELF-THEOry On ATTITudE FOrMATIOn TIME 

And ATTITudE STrEnGTH
We validate the causal relationships between implicit self-theo-

ry and attitudes. In Study 1, we did not address the question of cau-
sality. In Study 2, we manipulate an individual’s implicit self-theory 
orientation using the generalized implicit self-theory manipulation 
technique (Chiu, Hong, and Dweck, 1997). 

The results replicated those of Study 1: entity theory priming 
reduced the time taken to form attitudes (F (1, 105) = 18.12, p < 

.001), but increased the strength associated with the attitudes (F (1, 
105) = 6.71, p < .025).

STudy 3: COGnITIvE ELABOrATIOn—THE 
dIFFErEnCE In ATTITudE FOrMATIOn 

PrOCESS BETWEEn EnTITy And InCrEMEnTAL 
THEOrISTS 

Next, we manipulate the argument quality of a persuasive mes-
sage (strong vs. weak argument) and examine if the level of cogni-
tive elaboration is different between entity and incremental theorists 
when forming attitudes. 

The results support the idea that the strong attitudes formed by 
entity theorists are not the results of effortful cognitive elaboration. 
The two-way, implicit self-theory by argument quality interaction on 
attitude demonstrates that only incremental theorists were affected 
by argument quality manipulation, whereas entity theorists were not. 
Incremental theorists formed more message-congruent attitudes un-
der the strong argument condition and less message-congruent at-
titudes under the weak argument condition (F (1, 77) = 10.52, p < 
.001). In contrast, attitudes formed by entity theorists did not differ 
by argument quality manipulation (F (1, 77) = .20, NS). These re-
sults demonstrate that entity theorists exerted low levels of cogni-
tive elaboration, whereas incremental theorists exerted high levels of 
elaboration. Nevertheless, attitude strengths of entity theorists were 
significantly greater than those of incremental theorists (p < .025). 
Taken together, although they did not exerted effortful cognitive 
elaboration when forming attitudes, entity theorists formed stronger 
attitudes than incremental theorists. These findings contradicts with 
the prior notion that strong attitude is a product of effortful cognitive 
elaboration. 

STudy 4: WHAT THEn MAkES EnTITy 
THEOrISTS FOrM STrOnGEr ATTITudES THAn 

InCrEMEnTAL THEOrISTS?
We prepared four consumer reviews on the 3D-TV (two posi-

tive and two negative) and then made four different combinations: 
positive-to-positive, positive-to-negative, negative-to-positive, and 
negative-to-negative. Participants read only one of the four combina-
tions.

The results reveal that entity theorists are likely to stick to the 
attitude formed based on first reviews, and they are not be willing to 
adjust it after second reviews are provided, while incremental theo-
rists put more weight on second reviews. The purpose of Study 5 was 
to explore how and why entity theorists form and hold strong atti-
tudes without elaboration. Our results give us an interesting explana-
tion: entity theorists believe that everything is fixed, so that they do 
not need to adjust their attitudes once formed. As a result, they do not 
need to process all of the information available; they focus on only 
the first few pieces of information when forming attitudes, while in-
cremental theorists focus on more recent pieces of information.

SuMMAry
The present study extends our understanding of the effect of 

implicit self-theory on the attitude formation process. Entity theorists 
form strong attitudes without effortful cognitive elaboration. Specifi-
cally, entity theorists form attitudes more quickly toward products 
and brands, and they hold these attitudes more strongly than incre-
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mental theorists. Our findings contribute to both the implicit self-
theory and attitude strength literature.
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