DUE SUNDAY 2/7/2021 BY 9 PM Eastern Time

Your response should be a typed, double spaced essay of no more than 500 words that includes evidence (citations) as well as a personal reflection.  Refer to the rubric for further guidance. 
Read the article by Dweck (2002) and answer the following questions in fewer than 500 words.  Consult the rubric before final submission

Carol Dweck and her colleagues launched a series of empirically based studies that investigate how people develop beliefs about themselves and how these self-theories create their psychological worlds, shaping thoughts, feelings, and behaviors.  Her research lends insight into why some individuals are motivated to work hard while others fall into feelings of helplessness and self-defeating behaviors.  She suggests a re-thinking of the role of self-esteem in motivation.
Dweck coined the popular term “growth mindset”—the idea that success is the result of hard work, effort, learning, training, and perseverance.  And having this mindset affects one’s motivation, especially in the face of failure.
 



How can teachers/coaches/parents create a climate of mastery-oriented learning and thinking?  In other words, what strategies should be adopted to motivate learners towards achievement?  What strategies should be adopted to foster a growth mindset?  Consider the role of praise and reinforcement, task difficulty, and enjoyment.
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	Novice
	Competent
	Proficient

	Thesis.
Student clearly indicates direction of the essay. / Paper directly addresses topic and introduces upcoming position.
	Points Range:0 (0.00%) - 6 (6.00%)
	Points Range:7 (7.00%) - 8 (8.00%)
	Points Range:9 (9.00%) - 10 (10.00%)

	Evidence.
The thesis is supported with relevant, accurate, and substantial evidence. /
Student demonstrates knowledge of concepts. / At least two references in APA style are given to lend support to the student's position.
	Points Range:0 (0.00%) - 12 (12.00%)
	Points Range:13 (13.00%) - 20 (20.00%)
	Points Range:21 (21.00%) - 25 (25.00%)

	Organization.
Paper has strong structure, logical flow, and a clear progression of ideas. / Paper is formatted with introduction, body, and conclusions.
	Points Range:0 (0.00%) - 11 (11.00%)
	Points Range:12 (12.00%) - 15 (15.00%)
	Points Range:16 (16.00%) - 20 (20.00%)

	Mechanics
There are few to no errors (punctuation, spelling, typography).
/ Student demonstrates a high degree of skill, complexity, and style.
	Points Range:0 (0.00%) - 11 (11.00%)
	Points Range:12 (12.00%) - 15 (15.00%)
	Points Range:16 (16.00%) - 20 (20.00%)

	Personal Analysis.
Student makes lesson relevant to personal lifestyle and behavior. / A personal application indicating main takeaway points is worked into paper.
	Points Range:0 (0.00%) - 12 (12.00%)
	Points Range:13 (13.00%) - 20 (20.00%)
	Points Range:21 (21.00%) - 25 (25.00%)
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Self-Theories of Intelligence

Carol S. Dweck

‘Why do some very bright individuals do poorly in school and end up achieving lit-
tle in life? Why do other, seemingly less bright people, rise to the challenges and
accomplish far more than anyone ever expected? Much of my career has been de-
voted to answering these questions, and that’s where social psychology comes in.

One of the most important things social psychology has done is to show us how
profoundly people’s beliefs affect their behavior. This has been shown very clearly
in the realm of motivation and achievement. Do people believe their intelligence is
a fixed trait or an expandable quality? Do they believe their failures are due to a
lack of effort or a lack of ability? Do they believe they are doing a task to learn
something new or to show how smart they are? These beliefs are key components
of individuals’ eagernéss to learn, their love of challenge, and their ability to per-
sist and thrive in the face of difficulty. This is why they are key factors in what peo-
ple achieve—quite apart from their intellectual ability.

The most exciting thing about this is that beliefs can be changed. So, even more
important than showing that beliefs matter for people’s motivation and achieve-
ment, is showing that when you change their beliefs, you change their motivation
and achievement. It is sometimes amazing to people who are not social psycholo-
gists that what looks like minor belief-changing interventions—teaching students a
different view of intelligence, teaching them a different interpretation for failure,

Reprinted with permission of the author. Adapted from “Messages that motivate: How praise molds
students’ beliefs, motivation, and performance (in surprising ways),” in J. Aronson (Ed.), Improving
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or orienting them toward different reasons for achieving—end up having real ef-
fects on their school engagement and achievement. I have seen researchers from
other fields be completely baffled by these results because they are used to seeing
hugely expensive, large-scale, long-term, multifaceted interventions that yield
only small effects. Yet, social psychologists understand the power of a carefully
targeted intervention that changes a key belief and refocuses people’s motivation in
highly productive ways.

THE ROLE OF MOTIVATION IN ACHIEVEMENT

What role does motivation play in achievement? There are many researchers who
argue that motivation is the key ingredient not simply in outstanding achievement,
but also in extraordinary achievement. Their work suggests that creative genius it-
self grows out of the ability to sustain intense commitment for very long periods in
the face of obstacles (Runco, Nemiro and Walberg, 1998; see also Hayes, 1989;
Nickerson, 1999; Perkins, 1994; Weisberg, 1986; 1999). They tell us, much to our
surprise, that many well-known geniuses were preity much ordinary bright chil-
dren who then became obsessed with something and, because of that obsession,
ended up making enormous contributions (Howe, 1999; Simonton, 1999). This is
true in science: Darwin’s father was deeply disappointed in how ordinary his son
seemed as a child (Simonton, 1999). It is true in philosophy: John Stuart Mill’s fa-
ther, in fact, was tickled to show that his ordinary child could be trained to be a
world-famous philosopher (Howe, 1999). Tolstoy and William James were also
seen by some as unexceptional children (Howe, 1999).

Even Mozart, whom we think of as composing in infancy, did not produce really
original and noteworthy works until after more than 10 years of nonstop compos-
ing (Bloom, 1985; Hayes, 1989; Weisberg, 1999). Most of his early compositions
were amateurish hodgepodges of other people’s compositions. The same principle
applies in athletics as well. We all know the story of how Michael Jordan was cut
from his high school basketball team—which only increased his commitment to
relentless practice until he became one of the greatest athletes of all time.

Yet, much of society is stubbornly wedded to the idea that accomplishment,
especially outstanding accomplishment, is about endowment. Afteér Mozart, Dar-
win, Michael Jordan, and Tiger Woods practice their skills feverishly and single-
mindedly for years and years, we ignore this and instead believe that they were
simply born with one-in-a-million ability. When Thomas Edison claimed that ge-
nius was 99 percent perspiration, and only 1 percent inspiration, we think he is just
being modest. And when we hear that the ringlike structure. of benzene came to
Kekule, the great chemist, in a dream or that the brilliant poem “Kubla Khan”
came to Samuel Taylor Coleridge in an opium-induced delirium, we think “Ah yes,
that’s genius,” forgetting the years of training, commitment, and perseverance that
led up to these episodes.
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SELF-THEORIES OF INTELLIGENCE

In discussing beliefs that play a key role in motivation, I will focus on one particular
kind of belief, namely, people’s “theories” about their intelligence. I will begin by
describing the two theories of intelligence that people hold: The belief that intelli-
gence is a fixed trait that cannot be developed (which we have called an “entity” the-
ory) versus the idea that intelligence is a malleable quality, a potential that can be
cultivated (which we have called an “incremental” theory). I will then show how
these beliefs affect the tasks students will take on, the effort they are willing to exert,
their ability to cope with setbacks, and—ultimately— their academic performance.

As you will see, the belief in fixed intelligence can lead even the most able stu-
dents to worry about how smart they are, to think they’re dumb when they fail, to
dislike and avoid effort, and to show impaired performance when they face aca-
demic difficulty (which even top students can experience when they enter a new
school). The belief that intelligence can be developed, in contrast, makes students
want to do just that: It leads them to value learning over looking smart, to enjoy ef-
fort and challenges, and to thrive in the face of difficulty (see Dweck, 1999).

Which is the correct view of intelligence? Ts it fixed or is it something that can
be developed? Psychologists have always taken and still take both views. Alfred
Binet (1909/1973), the inventor of the 1Q test, however, was a radical proponent of
the idea that intelligence can be developed. He believed that children’s most basic
capacity to learn could be transformed through education, and he devoted much of
his career to designing educational programs that might do that. Today, more and
more psychologists are taking the view that intelligence or important components
of it can be developed through motivation and learning (Brown and Campione,
1996; Perkins, 1995 ; Resnick, 1983; Sternberg, 1985). My work does not directly
address the question of the true nature of intelligence, but it does show the critical
importance of what people believe about intelligence. Let’s now look at the moti-
vational worlds created by the two different beliefs.

THE BELIEF IN FIXED INTELLIGENCE

What Is the Student’s Goal?

When students believe that their intelligence is fixed what is it they want most to
accomplish through their academic work? The answer is they want to look smart.
Since intelligence is such a deeply valued commodity and they only have a fixed
amount of it, they want to feel as though they have the right amount. In many stud-
ies with grade school, junior high school, and college students, we give students a
choice between a challenging task where they can learn important new things and a
“safer” task where they can look smart. Most students with the fixed view take the
task that will make them look smart (Dweck and Leggett, 1988; Stone and Dweck,





220 Self-Justification

1998). This means that rather than risk making errors, they will sacrifice valuable
learning opportunities,

A recent study shows exactly how self-defeating this can be. At the University of
Hong Kong (the premier institution of higher learning in Hong Kong), all classes,
class assignments, and exams are in English. But not all students come to the uni-
versity knowing much English. In this study (Hong, Chiu, Dweck, Lin and Wan,
1999), we assessed new students’ theories about their intelligence and we obtained
their scores on their English proficiency exams. We then asked them if they would
be willing to take a remedial English course if the faculty offered it. Students who
had low English proficiency and believed in malleable intelligence said yes, but
students with low English proficiency and a fixed view of intelligence did not.
They were not willing to expose their ignorance or risk errors—even though, by
not doing so, they were putting their academic career in jeopardy.

What Does Failure or Difficulty Mean?

You might think that students who believe in fixed intelligence would form an
opinion of their intelligence and stick to it, but this isn’t the case. Why not? Because,
although they believe intelligence is fixed, intelligence is an invisible, internal thing
that they can’t really observe directly—so they just have to guess its level from their
performance. This means that one day students may think their fixed ability is high
because they’ve done well, but the next day think it’s low because they haven’t.

We have found over and over that students who believe in fixed intelligence see
academic setbacks as meaning something very negative about their intellectual
abilities (Dweck and Sorich, 1999; Henderson and Dweck, 1990; Mueller and
Dweck, 1998; Stone and Dweck, 1998; cf. Grant-Pillow and Dweck, 2003). This is
even true of bright students at top schools.

In one study (Dweck and Sorich, 1999), we asked junior high school students to
imagine that they really liked a new class they were taking in school. They studied
for the first test, but did really poorly. What would they feel and what would they
think? They told us they would feel stupid and would think, “I’m just not good at
this subject” and “I wasn’t smart enough.” One test had the power to define them.

What would they do? Work harder? Guess again.

What Do They Believe About Effort?

Other students believe that effort can compensate for lower ability, that you can
get to the same place by working that much harder—but not these students. They tell
us that if you don’t have ability, forget it. Specifically, they agree that: “If you’re not
good at a subject, working hard won’t make you good at it” and “It doesn’t matter
how hard you work—if you’re smart you’ll do well; if you’re not smart, you won’t.”
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So what would they do after doing poorly on that test? Compared with students
with the malleable view, the students with a fixed view of intelligence agree more
with the following: “I would spend less time on the subject from now on,” and “I
would try to cheat on the next test.” If effort doesn’t work, these are, sadly, the op-
tions they see for themselves.

I'believe there is no more damaging view for students than the belief that effort is
unnecessary (if you’re smart) and ineffective (if you’re not).

What Happens to Performance?

The need to prove your intelligence can be highly motivating when things are
going well, but it does not serve students well when the going gets tougher. To ex-
amine this, we have done several large studies of students making the transition to
junior high school (Dweck and Sorich, 1999; Henderson and Dweck, 1990). This
is when students leave the cocoon of grade school in which teachers have time to
be more nurturant, the work is more individualized, and the grading tends to be
more generous. Suddenly, students find themselves in a new, more impersonal
world with harder work and more stringent grading. This is a particular threat to
students with the fixed view, whose intelligence is now on line.

In each of our studies, we have found that this is a time when their grades and
achievement test scores suffer compared with those of their classmates who hold
the more malleable view. Regardless of their past achievement, students with the
fixed view are more likely to show lower academic performance. Some students
who were among the highest achievers before are now in trouble.

Now let’s look now at the alternative.

THE BELIEF IN MALLEABLE INTELLIGENCE
What Is Their Goal?

When students believe their intelligence is a potential that they can develop, they
focus—not so much on looking smart—but on challenges and learning. When we
- offer them a choice of tasks, they reject the task that would simply make them look
smart, in favor of the task that allows them to learn something new, even with a risk
of errors.

They agree with statements like these: “It is much more important for me to
learn things in my classes than it is to get the best grades,” and “I like schoolwork I
can learn from even if I make a lot of mistakes.” For these students, the name of the
game is not the quick fix of outdoing others, but rather personal mastery over time:
“I feel successful when 1 improve in school even if other students get a higher
score than me.”
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What Does Failure or Difficulty Mean?

It sends a message about your effort or strategy, not your fixed ability. Mistakes
are simply a natural part of learning, and something that give you information
about what to do next. Failure, while never a welcome event, is also signal to do
something. When these students get a disappointing grade, they tell us they’d get
information about what went wrong, engage in remedial work, and study more the
next time (Dweck and Sorich, 1999; Grant-Pillow and Dweck, 2003; Hong et al.,
1999). In other words, they take the bull by the horns and work toward improve-
ment in the future.

What Does Effort Mean?

Everything. For these students, effort is what powers their ability and allows
them to use it to the fullest. Even geniuses, they believe, have to work hard for their
accomplishments. In this, they are in sync with Thomas Edison and his claim of 99
percent perspiration. They also believe that even if you’re not so good at some-
thing, effort will certainly help you achieve, for effort is the way to overcome set-
backs. In short, they agree: “The harder your work at something, the better you will
be at it” (Dweck and Sorich, 1999).

What Happens to Performance?

In line with their emphasis on challenge, effort, and learning, these students are
able to do well as they make difficult educational transitions. As I've reported, they -
outshine their classmates with the fixed view in grades and achievement test scores
as they confront the challenges of a new school (Dweck and Sorich, 1999; Hender-
son and Dweck, 1990). Even some students who had not done that well before in
school blossom at this time (Henderson and Dweck, 1990),

CAN THEORIES OF INTELLIGENCE BE CHANGED?

Yes, they can. Even though when people’s theories are left alone, they tend to be
fairly stable, people can be taught a different view.

In a number of experiments, psychologists have tested the effects of orienting stu-
dents toward a malleable view of ability (by telling them that the ability required by
the task could be learned over time with practice or effort) versus a fixed view of
ability (by telling them that the ability is inborn, or is one that you either have or
don’t have) (Aronson, 1998; Jourden, Bandura and Banfield, 1991; Tabernero and
Wood, 1999; Wood and Bandura, 1989). These studies have found that when indi-
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viduals are given the malleable view, they choose more challenging goals for them-
selves, they maintain confidence and high effective persistence in the face of set-
backs, and they end up outperforming those who are given the fixed view. What’s
also interesting is that the students given the malleable view maintain their interest
in the activity even when they’re experiencing difficulty.

In a fascinating study designed to test the effects of a self-theory intervention,
Joshua Aronson, Carrie Fried, and Catherine Good (2002) taught college students a
malleable view of their intelligence and looked at the impact of this on their actual
engagement and achievement in school. Students who were taught this theory, es-
pecially the minority students, showed greater engagement with their studies and
higher grade-point averages than groups of comparable students who were not
taught this theory. This study shows what a profound effect a short belief-changing
experience can have on a student’s academic life.

Aronson and Good (2002) also performed a self-theory intervention with minor-
ity students in junior high school as part of computer skills class. For the students
in the experimental group, the mentors conveyed the view that intelligence is ex-
pandable, and helped each student design a Web page that advocated this view. At
the end of the year, they compared the performance of the experimental and control
groups on statewide standardized achievement tests. The results showed that the
students in the malleable theory intervention earned higher achievement test scores
in both math and reading than did students in the control group. Although the mal-
leable manipulation helped all students, it was particularly beneficial to females in
math. In the malleable condition, the gender gap in math, evident in the control
group, disappeared.

Recently, we completed a theory-changing intervention with at-risk junior high
school students who had been showing sharp declines in achievement (Blackwell,
Dweck and Trzesniewski, 2003). As in the Aronson and Good study, students in the
experimental group (who received instruction in the theory of malleable ability) and
students in the control group both received training in important academic skills and
knowledge. However, only students in the experimental group were taught the idea
that learning changes the brain and makes you smarter. By the end of the semester,
students in the experimental group earned significantly higher math grades than
those in the control group and, according to their teachers (who did not know which
group students were in), showed marked changes in academic motivation. The mal-
leable theory appeared to energize students to use the new skills they had learned.

Most academic interventions simply try to strengthen the skills that vulnerable
students are thought to lack, for example, by teaching them study skills or by tutor-
ing them in the subjects that present difficulty. Yet this does not appear to be
enough. In all of the three studies just described, the students in the control group
either already had equivalent skills or were given all of the same skill-boosting
programs as the experimental group. In each case, only those who experienced the
belief-changing intervention showed changes in motivation, put their skills to work
for them, and displayed gains in achievement,
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Aside from direct interventions, there are also some common practices that
can—inadvertently—alter students’ theories about their intelligence.

THE EFFECTS OF PRAISE

A few years ago, Melissa Kamins, Claudia Mueller, and I began to wonder if some
very common and very well-meant practices might be having unwanted effects on
students. We started thinking about how students with the fixed view of intelli-
gence were so fixated on their intelligence and so concerned with how their perfor-
mance measures them. Well, we thought, when you praise students’ intelligence
after a job well done, isn’t that telling them that intelligence is what it’s all about
and isn’t it telling them that their intelligence can be measured directly from their
performance? ) :

Now, of course, this isn’t what people mean to do when they praise intélligence.
They mean to boost students’ confidence and motivate them to do well in the fu-
ture. In fact, in a survey of parents that we conducted, more than 80 percent of par-
ents agreed that it was necessary to praise children’s ability to make them feel
good about themselves. However, to see what intelligence praise really does, we
conducted a series of studies. To foreshadow our findings, I will tell you that the
power of intelligence praise was astounding to us.

In six studies (Mueller and Dweck, 1998; see also Kamins and Dweck, 1999, for
studies with younger children), we gave 5th-grade children interesting puzzlelike
problems to solve. These problems were part of a popular nonverbal IQ test. The
first set of problems they worked on were challenging but well within their range,
and virtually all children did really well. After this success, children received one
of three forms of praise. One-third of the children were given intelligence praise:
“You must be smart at these problems.” One-third were given effort praise: “You
must have worked hard at these problems.” And one-third of the children were sim-
ply told that they had done really well, but were not praised for their ability or their
effort. Remember, all three groups of students were really the same when they
came into the study. The only thing that differed was one sentence of the praise
feedback they received. Next, they all received far more difficult problems, on
which they did more poorly (so we could assess the impact of this difficulty on
their subsequent motivation and performance). Finally, all children received an-
other set of the easier (but challenging) problems.

First, we found that students who were given intelligence praise actually now
bought into the fixed view of intelligence more than the students who were given
the effort praise. Thus, the intelligence praise per se seemed to imply that the adult
was judging some deep-seated ability that dwelt within them, and the effort praise
seemed to imply that skills are more acquirable and can be expanded through effort.

What goals did students want to pursue following the initial praise? The major-
ity of the intelligence-praised students chose a task that would allow them to look





Self-Theories of Intelligence 225

smart and rejected a challenging task that would allow them to learn a lot but
wouldn’t necessarily make them look good. The effort-praised students did com-
pletely the opposite: as many as 80 to 90 percent of them preferred the task that
would allow them to learn a lot and rejected the task that would just make them
look smart. So, intelligence praise, rather than making students eager for challenge
and learning, did just the opposite. It was effort praise that made students eager to
jump right in and learn.

What did failure mean to them? If praising students’ intelligence did in fact
teach them to measure themselves from their performance, then they should mea-
sure themselves from their poorer performance on the second set of problems—
and that’s what they did. When asked to rate different explanations for why they
had trouble with those problems, intelligence-praised students agreed strongly
with: “I'm not good enough at the problems,” and “I’'m not smart enough.”
What the intelligence praise gave them, one experience with difficulty took
away. The effort-praised students hardly blamed their ability at all. Instead they
agreed strongly with: “I didn’t work hard enough,” something they could easily
remedy.

How did the difficulty affect children’s enjoyment of the task? We assessed this
by asking students how much fun they thought the problems were and how much
they liked working on them. When students answered these questions right after
the praised success, students from all groups thought the task was great fun. And
when the effort-praised students were asked these questions after the hard prob-
lems, impressively, the difficulty did not change their enjoyment one bit; they
really seemed engaged and challenged. But the enjoyment of the intelligence-
praised students declined significantly after the difficulty (as did their desire to
take the problems home to practice). In short, effort praise, but not intelligence
praise, allowed students to maintain their interest and commitment.

What happened to performance? In four studies, we tracked students’ perfor-
mance over the three sets of problems, and looked at what happened from the first
set (where all three groups had done equally well) to the third set (that was equiv-
alent to the first set in difficulty, but came after the hard second set). The effort-
praised students did the best of the three groups on the final set, and they im-
proved significantly from the first set to the third. This means that their continued
involvement and effort paid off. They actually became better (“smarter”) at the
problems.

In contrast, the intelligence-praised students did the worst of the three groups on
the last set of problems, and declined significantly from the first to the third set.
So, not only does this mind-set lead to self-denigration and loss of enjoyment in
the face of difficulty, but it also leads to impaired performance.

This is not to say that students didn’t enjoy the intelligence praise. To the con-
trary. When students received the intelligence praise, they often displayed a proud,
satisfied smile that they didn’t show in the other conditions. However, that smile of
satisfaction was short-lived, as a host of concerns soon overwhelmed them. In
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contrast, the effort praise, although perhaps not as thrilling initially, had a host of
beneficial effects. By the way, we meant the effort praise to stand for a category of
praise—process praise—where the emphasis is on what students put into their
work to achieve an admirable result. The praise could as easily refer to their strate-
gies and the like, not just sheer effort.

FEEDBACK IN THE REAL WORLD

How might these trait-versus-process messages be communicated to kids in the
real world? Chauncy Lennon and I (Dweck and Lennon, 2001) began thinking seri-
ously about this issue when he called to my attention a very strange finding from a
large-scale study of thousands of students across the country: The more time par-
ents spent with their children on homework, the less well the students did! Now, of
course, it might be the case that parents felt they had to spend more time with
poorer students. But it also could be that spending a lot of time with students on
their homework sends them the message that they’re not capable. So, we started
thinking about all the good things parents do that can send their kids a trait mes-
sage—or that can send their kids a process message—and we developed a ques-
tionnaire to ask beginning junior high school students about this.

We developed a series of scenarios in which we asked students to imagine that
their parents did something. Here is an exarhple: “Imagine that your parents offer
to help you with your schoolwork. Why would they do this?” We then offered them
a series of four reasons to rate. Each reason represented a trait message (“They are
worried that I’m not smart enough to figure it out on my own”) or a process mes-
sage (“They want to make sure I learn as much as I can from my schoolwork™). The
trait messages focused on judgments of smartness-dumbness or goodness-badness,
whereas the process messages focused on learning, challenge, effort, strategies,
and understanding things. Here’s another example.

“Suppose that your parents are very excited when you bring liome some good
grades. Why would they be this way?” Trait message: “They think it means I'm
smart in school.” Process message: “They think [ worked hard to get good grades.”
We included positive trait messages like this so that it wouldn’t just be that the
trait-focused messages were ones that were more negative.

We then looked at what these trait-versus-process messages predicted. First, the
trait message predicted a more fixed theory of intelligence, whereas the process
message predicted a more malleable theory. The messages also predicted students’
effort beliefs, their explanations for failure, and their grades across their transition
to junior high school.

Of course, we don’t know from these findings whether there are real differences
in parents’ messages that are causing these differences or whether students who
already have a fixed theory just interpret their parents’ practices differently from
students who have a malleable theory. Our findings from the studies on intelli-
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gence-versus-effort praise show that adults’ practices can have a direct effect on
children’s beliefs and motivation. However, both possibilities would be interesting
and we are looking at this question in our current studies (Pomerantz and Dweck,
2003).

(MORE) IMPLICATIONS

Our findings on trait-versus-process feedback tell a consistent story. They show
that practices focussing students on judgments of their intelligence can lead to a
belief in fixed intelligence with all of its vulnerabilities. On the other hand, prac-
tices that focus students on such things as effort, challenge, or strategies can lead to
a belief in malleable intelligence with all of its benefits. Let’s look at some of the
implications of these findings.

One thing that excites me about these findings is that the process message is
preity easy to incorporate into existing practices. A teacher, for example, may be
very structured or unstructured, very autocratic or democratic, very warm or for-
mal—it doesn’t matter. A process message can fit into any of these styles.

The same thing is true for parents. In some cultures, the parents rule the roost
and children must simply comply. In other cultures, there is a higher premium on
understanding the child’s point of view and in having a more equal give-and-take
between parent and child. Still, a process message can be integrated into either
style without asking parents to develop a whole new philosophy of child-rearing
that may or may not fit with their culture.

Learning Is Nice, but Aren’t Performance Goals
Also Important?

T've talked about how students with the malleable theory of intelligence value
learning something new (a learning goal) over validating their intelligence through
their performance (a performance goal). But given our society, are performance
goals also important? Yes, they are.

To my mind, it’s the balance that counts—keeping a balance between valuing
learning and performance. Let’s face it: Grades often matter a lot, and many stu-
dents who want to go on to top schools need good grades. Problems arise when stu-
dents come to care so much about their performance that they sacrifice important
learning opportunities and limit their intellectual growth—as they do with a fixed
theory of intelligence.

Problems also arise when students equate their grades with their intelligence or
their worth. This can be very damaging, for when they hit difficuity, they may
quickly feel inadequate, become discouraged, and lose their ability or their desire
to perform well in that area.
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For me, the best mix is a combination of a) valuing learning and challenge, and
b) valuing grades but seeing them as merely an index of your current performance,
not a sign of your intelligence or worth (see Grant-Pillow and Dweck, 2003).

Students who are taught that their performance simply measures their current
skills can still relish learning and challenges, for mistakes and setbacks would not
be undermining them. By the way, this stance characterizes many top athletes.
They are very outcome-oriented during a game or match, but they do not see a neg-
ative outcome as reflecting their underlying skills or potential to learn. Moreover,
between games they are very learning-oriented. They review tapes of their past
game, they try to learn from their mistakes, they talk to their coaches about how to
improve, and they work ceaselessly on new skills.

What About “Gifted” Labels and Programs?

Calling a student gifted can be just like intelligence praise. This means that la-
beling kids as gifted can sometimes do more harm than good by feeding into a
fixed theory of intelligence. The label “gifted” implies that students have received
some magical quality (the gift) that makes them special and more worthy than oth-
ers. Some students are in danger of getting hung up on this label. They may be-
come so concerned with deserving the label and so worried about losing it—that is,
they may become so concerned with bolstering their fixed, superior intelligence—
that they may lose their love of challenge and learning. They may begin to prefer
only things they can do easily and perfectly, thus limiting their intellectual growth.

In line with what I discussed earlier, psychologists who study creative geniuses
point out that the single most important factor in creative achievement is willing-
ness to put in tremendous amounts of effort and to sustain this effort in the face of
obstacles. It would be a pity if by labeling students as gifted, we limited their cre-
ative contributions.

However, we can prevent this by making clear to students that “gifted” simply
means that if they work hard and keep on learning and stretching themselves, they
will be capable of noteworthy accomplishments. Of course, that is true of many
people, not just those considered gifted.

What About Girls?

Girls, especially bright girls, have traditionally underestimated themselves and
shied away from challenges. Don’t they need a message that they’re smart?

As I have shown, the way to motivate students and to give them more lasting
motivation and confidence is not by telling them they’re smart, but by focusing
them on the processes that create achievement. In fact, my great fear is that in our
zeal to bolster the confidence of girls (and minority students as well), we have lay-
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ished intelligence praise upon them, thereby making them perhaps even more vul-
nerable than they were before.

PYGMALION AND THE MALLEABLE THEORY

The idea of beliefs affecting behavior was dramatically demonstrated in the origi-
nal “Pygmalion in the Classroom” studies by Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968). It
was teachers’ beliefs and teachers’ behavior that were influenced, but the impact
was on students’ achievement.

At the beginning of a school yeat, teachers were told that some students in their
classes had the potential to blossom intellectually. These students had in fact been
randomly selected, but by the end of the year, especially in the younger grades,
many of these students actually showed marked gains in achievement.

This study is often interpreted to mean that when teachers think students are
smart, they treat them differently. But teachers were not told that the students were
simply smart. They were given a malleable theory of those students’ intelligence,
and it may well be the malleable theory of intelligence that produced the results.
This would mean that it is not only students’ theories of intelligence that matter,
but teachers’, too (see Dweck, 2001).

CONCLUSION

I have shown that self-theories about intelligence can play a central role in motiva-
tion and achievement by orienting individuals toward different goals, different in-
terpretations of outcomes, different views of effort, and different ways of coping
with difficulty. I have also shown how these theories can be shaped by experience,
and how interventions that teach a malleable theory of intelligence can boost moti-
vation and achievement. Just as social psychologists have long known, changing a
key belief such as this can have a surprisingly large impact in a surprisingly short
time. The task ahead is to identify other key beliefs that affect motivation and ef-
fective functioning in other areas of people’s lives.

References

ARONSON, J. (1998). The Effects of conceiving ability as fixed or improvable on responses
to stereotype threat. Unpublished manuscript, University of Texas.

ARONSON, J., FriED, C., AND Goob, C. (2002). Reducing the Effects of Stereotype Threat
on African American College Students by Shaping Theories of Intelligence. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology 38, 113-125.

ARONSON, J., AND Goop, C. (2002). Reducing Vulnerability to stereotype threat in adoles-
cents by shaping theories of intelligence. Unpublished manuscript, New York University.





230

Self-Justification

BINET, A. (1909/1973). Les idées modernes sur les enfants [Modern ideas on children].
Paris: Flamarion.

BLACKRWELL, L. S., DWECK, C. S., AND TRZESNIEWSKI, K. (2003). Implicit theories of intel-
ligence predict achievement across an adplescent transition: A longitudinal study and
an intervention. Unpublished manuscript, Columbia University.

Broow, B. S. (1985). Developing talent in young people, New York: Ballantine.

Brown, A. L., AND CAMPIONE, J. C. (1996). Psychological theory and the design of innov-
ative learning environments: On procedures, principles, and systems. In L. Schauble and
R. Glaser (Eds.), Innovations in learning: New environments for education, 289-325).
Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Dweck, C. S. (1999). Self-theories and goals: Their role in motivation, personality, and
development. Philadelphia: Taylor & Francis/Psychology Press.

Dwgck, C. S. (2001). The development of ability conceptions. In A. Wigfield and J. Eccles
(Eds.). The development of achievement motivation.

Dweck, C. S. AND LEGGETT, E. L. (1988). A social-cognitive approach to motivation and
personality, Psychological Review 95, 256273,

Dweck, C. S., AND LENNON, C. (April 2001). Person versus process-focused parenting
styles. Symposium paper presented at the Biennial Meeting of the Society for Research
in Child Development, Minneapolis, MN.

Dweck, C. S. AND SORICH, L. (1999). Mastery-oriented thinking. In C. R. Snyder (Ed.).
Coping. New York: Oxford University Press,

GRrANT-PiLLOW, H. AND DWECK, C. S. (in press). Clarifying achievement goals and their
impact. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology.

Haves, I. R. (1989). Cognitive processes in creativity. In J. Glover, R. Ronning, and
C. Reynolds (Eds.), Handbook of creativity. New York: Plenum.

HENDERSON, V., AND DWECK, C. S. (1990). Achievement and motivation in adolescence: A
new model and data. In S. Feldman and G. Elliott (Eds.), At the threshold: The develop-
ing adolescent. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Hong, Y., Cury, C., DWECK, C. S., LIN, D., AND WaN, W. (1999). A test of implicit theories
and self-confidence as predictors of responses to achievement challenges. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 77, 588-599.

Howe, M. J. (1999). Prodigies and creativity. In R. J. Sternberg (Ed.), Handbook of cre-
ativity. New York: Cambridge University Press.

JOURDEN, F. J., BANDURA, A., AND BANFIELD, J. T. (1991). The impact of conceptions of
ability on self-regulatory factors and motor skill acquisition. Journal of Sport and Exer-
cise Psychology 13, 213-226.

KaMINS, M., AND DWECK, C. S. (1999). Person versus process praise: Implications for con-
tingent self-worth and coping. Developmental Psychology 35, 835-847.

MUELLER, C. M. AND DWECK, C. S. (1998). Intelligence praise can undermine motivation
and performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 75, 33-52.

NICKERSON, R. 8. (1999). Enhancing creativity. In R. I. Sternberg (Ed.), Handbook of cre-
ativity. New York: Cambridge University Press.

PerKiNs, D. N. (1994). Creativity: Beyond the Darwinian paradigm. In M. A. Boden (Ed.),
Dimensions of creativity. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

PeRKINS, D. N. (1995). OQuismarting 1Q: The emerging science of learnable intelligence.
New York: Free Press.

POMERANTZ, E., AND DWECK, C. S. (in progress). Trait vs. process-focused parenting.

REsnNICK, L. B. (1983). Mathematics and science learning: A new conception. Science,
471. :

ROSENTHAL, R., AND JACOBSON, L. (1968). Pygmalion in the classroom: Teacher expecta-
tion and pupils’ intellectual development. New York: Holt, Rinchart & Winston, 1968.
Runco, M. A., NEMIRO, J., AND WALBERG, H. J. (1998). Personal explicit theories of cre-

ativity. Journal of Creative Behavior 32, 1-17.

SIMONTON, D. (1999). Origins of genius: Darwinian perspectives on creativity. New York:
Oxford.

STERNBERG, R. J. (1985). Beyond IQ. New York: Cambridge University Press.





Self-Theories of Intelligence 231

STONE, J., AND DWECK, C. S. (1998). Theories of intelligence and the meaning of achieve-
ment goals. Unpublished manuscript, Columbia University.

TABERNERO, C., AND WooD, R. E. (1999). Implicit theories versus the social construal of
ability in self-regulation and performance on a complex task. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes 78, 104-127.

WEISBERG, R. W. (1986). Creativity: Genius and other myths. New York: Freeman.

(1999). Creativity and knowledge: A challenge to theories. In R. J. Sternberg (Ed.),
Handbook of creativity. New York: Cambridge. ‘

Woob, R., AND BANDURA, A. (1989). Impact of conceptions of ability on self-regulatory
mechanisms and complex decision-making. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy 56, 407-415.











