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WA IS (implicit theories ) JEAE—FLLEE2E ) AAE LS, MHETE 58 A
X ARIFEAFRETT (human attribute, W08 7. ShEEFIAARRRT ) LA K &) =540 mT A8 1 1
B, B FRIT R W EEAN A K E b R B ( DweckfiLeggett, 1988;
Dweck, 1999; FfRFIf/N2, 2003) o 41 BN N ZSHREBR [ A vl seds
), A B EIA S N R AT LS /G, 3 e ] DB P9 BROAS B 20 S SE iR I8
(‘entity theory ) FI#i“%i& (incremental theory ) PHPHESE

MEFTREA N RS EIE 2 52m MAT ToR  TE . SA SRR, MAETR
Tia] B4 PR B A B A B () R TR) 2 6 O B AR T B R . A R SR e, A~

il 1

s HER: 2016-01-29
HEEWH: BRAAMFLLFRE (71271101, 71571087 )

EE”N: 224 (1972—) , &, BhAkLEmEmids, WLt 5m,
X1 (1992—) , %, BokFEmtmmLagt,
A (1988—) , B, B FRERWHLALE GBRIEF) ;
HEZ (1987—) , B, BHAFSEIEHENTL
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A1) 3 X R R 5 ] AR I B TR 2 R MR Bl ( Dweck, 1999; Plaks%, 2005) |
F 3T ( Dweck, 2000) . F 2 ( RobinsFIPals, 2002) . #4547k ( Erdley%%,
1997) , HEMEXZR (KneedF, 2001 ) PIEAELIAH (LevydE, 1998) %, dT4FK,
EATR CHBRARSHENE” BIATH OISR, 28] TIH AT AR A Tz
PR A7 DA PN B AR B 19 A B R AT IS I 2 A Toh , RERS S A s s B AT BRAR T 24 70, %
A T AT A A S5 S MBE IR, BRIt 07 28 A A i i
HE X AFPER R & . AR S TR SR, 52t ol
SRR BN BRI FIWT, 33X 23 E— 05 I B 0 BRI R b PR e B . R S B AE
THBRFFT U R FH T AR 3L, ARSCEFEMNE SR E NG ENE 1 &, BT HXE %
BAT P50 e AR 58 77 1] o

=, NRARERER

A N BE A BIE I BFSE AT LLE B B K elly (1955) ZEBFR A AMH ( personal
constructs ) BJ4EH AN ERIS (lay theories ) , HIAATEE H # 4B 16 T EEA AU & DA M
PSSR Al s AT B FRA BRI o 5ok 2= eIt EF R T — &5
W98 T AR SIS R 208 N BRIMASRE R 3519, RltDweck% (1995)
W AE RIS KN N R A EEES, IR PIBRAKS BRE &5l AT R X A A
B Can Jy. SEEFEREET ) USSE B al AR, AR SRS AR e A~
ZEFE ( Dweck, 1999) .

FF SRS WS ) ANBFR W SEAR8 4 (entity theorist ) , fBATIA M AZERFEE (404
Jio AKE, HEIEM) o W LL A B S AR X TN BE AR Y ( Dweck,
1999; Plaks%, 2005) , JfFHMATHGEHEZHE L . FE AR (Moldends, 2006 ) .
Han—A AR S A, EREKEs), R EA AR, IER AR
A5 FTLASERIEE B G AYE H O R 15 HAT ISR

R A 1 W S g AR 2518 (incremental theorist ) , /BfTTIA M AATTAT LAk AS
H SR AR FER Y (Plaks®, 2005) , JEHAMTHEGERAZZ5) . ARAPIRE (Molden
%, 2006) o SYARISEAR, BARSE UM ESI M), AR & RAIE B
SR TR — D ARG RGIR, RS ISE HA N — A AT LUl H B %%
JIREEAC, L, WSS E AR E R A IR0 ER, TR R SRk HL 2R
A CHERERIBE S . BARAMNTATRES NN H O [RIBAAZE P AP N RS B 4E R, (A2
MurphyfIDweck (2010 ) tA A2 K AT [ A ) T b g 3 — 2R . SXOPPREE
MRS RS E AN TRINM2T 72, 51 AT 53 (Dweck, 2006 )

it , AR EINEH “mindsets” {8 “implicit theories” ( NFRAASELES ) B
4i& ( MurphyfiDweck, 2016) , FF4H T “FE@BUm” (fixed mindset ) 1 “ & REH
]” ( growth mindset ) K435 “SCRIE” A “HiARIE” AEXTR, FIX—W0 5tk
ShH A — 862534 4% ( Mathur®:, 2016; JohnfilPark, 2016; RuckerflGalinsky,
2016 ) , {HIECCHRFAY “implicit theories” “mindsets” “lay theories” YRR
I — MRS . A SCERRAE A HESHESE T R ITLRIR
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=. EEEERIERIT AR

(—) TR ELE kB Ly “RA M7

FEP RS IS AN R 48 B & S EOR R BB K 5 M) ( DweckfLeggett, 1988;
Dweck, 1996; Erdleyd:, 1997 ) . SEAKigEHA “EKMFm” (performance goals ) ,
R BE & KA HORPTAE . prLARe i B p ik, tk, sSifkipsEa —FR
WriEB A CRBhiL, &R SAS M AR T ERGE TP,  “3RIM” XLLRR )2
AT B E Hbs ( DweckflLeggett, 1988; Erdley%ds, 1997; Blackwell5:, 2007;
Mathur?s, 2013) .

TR F B SARIS 3 S ANt A i 2287 I O I3RS I i oy sl 2 ) AN R 3R B
WIRPA X Al S D SR AR R . AN 94T RIS ( BlackwellF, 2007 ) o WSRANHERIN
WYy, LRI E SR — RN EAT RS A S A2 (HongdF, 1999;
Nussbaumf1Dweck, 2008 ) . tpi2ii, SLRSE RAEMEEA S S A5 “ K
F7 (Dweck, 1999, 2006) . fEMUATAEAR, KMo HMRTTAZARAHEW] (Hong
&, 1999; Blackwell5F, 2007 ) , XX lfi 1 B9 AR HA U8 B A s bL™ A= Jak
W ( Dweck, 1999) .

B3 sz FH BT PR sk By, R B MR B B FR A% R SE 2 5 W s | AR
HIER . ParkFlJohn (2010) BYMFFTUESE T3k — s, TEIRMFFE Hh SLie 3 bl 4
m R “RERRFRIEME, BEMBIARRIREEFN, SibA G, S
R EAFENS” |, MLl UL, A BT A IR BN BT SRS E A WS . BRI
ZAb, ZIE IR R BRSSO Lo MEAEfH F Victoria’s Secret ( — N8 A Lo ik 1 B9 kgL )
WA A5 U RSB A I O H AR . Bt AW ). [FFEHL, 7
ParkFllJohn (2010) AY5E AT, RestiRigry2= E7e i T MITA R (— M RR K
. ARe i) LS A C IR . B4R, By, MERTASIS R
AT E OB A Z AT T R b B . RS A IR R, SR e AT
S AR ARRILAS , SRGERG T B Fdm (ParkFlJohn, 2010) .

AN, RGBS EEIEE B A, DM IIRER RN E AT S a8
ZARBEEAN] . ParkFlJohn (2012) ZERFFEH HPIFIAFERY S EAA—FIRSE, 2R &8
XF SRR F R, IR A I I B I A O SR AR (e
FO A P AR 52 T84 10 7 R BERE L AR 1) AR AR ARG 2E 7 ) SERELESERIS X)) 45
H R b AR A AR B

(=) SR E HOCHTH R4,

SRS H RN AR S X G R A R AR, AT R B SIS B I e T4 AR,
FCANTENASE R, SEOIS B CE AR “J2fh4”  (Mathur%, 2016) o

TS B A, DA S i B B e A vt B R A AT TN R 2% TR AR AR
HEMATEHZER (GerveydF, 1999) , ffiTHEES HOGENGFRIZER, WHES NN Z
A G B R R, TR A E 2R T . R, A TEA ARG 2
G RIS, PRI ) TR e R AME: ( Murphy MiDweck, 2016) o BIANTESEA: &
PLE, SR A FISEE T T2, i TS BAHR ORI T, A2 e
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FEURARIZA I BIALHE (Haselhuhn:, 2010) o b, ARIZEAIRNY 25 E T e 1R
BN EMEE BN EA AR R E ( BrocknerfllWiesenfeld, 1996 ) , SEARISE G455 Ry
KA RE S P BUBATE ZH OGS R A, MATEPRT A TFH T E &Sk
MRSV E A BT R SAE AR LA I T S 45 R 510 2 A T 58 it o

NFHET S EA T, SRR AEE RO A R R BE A R N RS B E X T 5
MEZR A BUBMEANA] . Jain%E (2009 ) WRSEREL, M) 45LL “487 HE4QLRT “K”7 HELRLE B
EWART, RESRARRSSE AR e, MR SRS H A R0 . Jain%F (2009 ) 1A
R A SRR HOGEESE R, W AR R HESRIZEHURARIRIR, T LASERIS
XTHESEAHURL . Mathur® (2013 ) FEWFSEHER T S HESR R B S SO 3 R A8 1 4 0]
[ R 25 R, SRR SR E X T B AR AR ANEUR, S Rl R AER T
EHEE, SRR EREZET “HR7 ME%, AUl SR OSSR

(=) SEARIe T ] TR TSR A5 5% 7 B9 9%

AMAKT R RN & Ly AT AR PR A S i HX 55 7 (efforts ) A9 ( Middleton
FfMidgley, 1997; Hong%%, 1999; GrantfllDweck, 2003; Blackwell%, 2007 ) . SZfK
WEINHURIRA = RE ST, WMATES T, RIRTFES T, WA mRed1. Bl
XTSRS R UL, ANTTEES Tt Re A D E 2 = 9 ( Murphy®§, 2013)
iz BN SO b, IITERAR ZRSOK F O b HUE 57 0 BRI DL LB () [R)8, 3K
PRUBUEARLE ) B bR, SRR S AT RE SRS AN JEATHE B I S . IRses 5
BOE MARGHE ], RS SRR Pl LA b 32 45 AR &, QSRR RE < PRmy 7 B 2R
T G AR SEAE T SRR AL, BRSER I “IRE LREGE RN HIBE ST 7 AR
Jride, WG]k #E (JohnFlPark, 2016) .

X PR S S B AT DRI — &, QA B IR) &, SRS 35 mT RE R (0 ) T3k 4%
REFE ST A O A NE B 2 R S R D IR R (Y J7 X ( Murphy flDweck, 2016 ) . i
an, SRS AT e ffH W Spanx B AR SEIE A Tl H BB N5 L i B A AT B 1 7 it
BCH R PR IR AR 258, T R ER TRUIE 2 | Al TR S P e ZE T JrE 1]
R 7= B R BRI, SEAE 5 AT Bk {5 Jenny CraigiX B2 171 57
I AERRIEARNREEE, I8 E YR, Foyxs )y XA A SRS )
( Murphy fllDweck, 2016) .

{H/ZJohn%F (2016 ) HINh, SERLAEITESS BMETGZAT RS J), HAn R B ag
N H IR RAF0Y i BTECRE T, SR E W R AL PR ) i, (BRI EMATAh A B2
RERE 58 BUX TS5, PROA XA AR & —Fh s H S RE I A il s .

M., #EEERERIT A

(—) WA E L= kB R« Fm”

5RigEe “ERMFm” AE, #irieEEA “%35Fm”  (learning goals)
WA H N A IAEIEATRR R, A HR MR R o, AN E IR AL TR 2
AhFH# ERT LT B ORISR R A R A . T LA AS IS R BRI Y T
JRRYEE, WARVFY RIS, RGBS (MuellerfilDweck, 1998; Blackwell
%, 2007) o WARIEHEH R RWMEEETW—ER0, FEMRIMEET R ORI R
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LSRiOEZT

WX sz BRI AT AR, B SCARTE 3 AR S & A — A B %R, A
[A] 38 SR 5 1)t 2 AT X B3 = AR A ] 0 %388 15, ( Murphy #1Dweck, 2016 ) o AT
SRS REGE 1 SE R R AT R , R IR AT REXT A T R AR B S AT
TGRS, AT SE B i R DRI S AGE B s 220 .

AN, RS 2 M ACBE X R B R HE, Frii e i AR £ 1E
JI0E AT LASCAR 1, b ] A B2 W K RE % B B A AT Y £ T M R R R BE D Y T
( MurphyFiDweck, 2016 ) . Mukhopadhyay#llYeung ( 2010 ) FOAIFFT A ACRERTa ] 1y
S TR (A N RO S A 1 R % T BT i % . AR dl Tl s i), )&
VEPRRBME S O 3% T R RS HI IR kAT, BN RSk BRRE 4A 1% T R K
F 28 AN A IR 35 A P it —— i L 1 R i R 2% A 3Rl . B T RERREAE
R B LAAE AR T /D I SE A AR IF R 1 F e 8 0 HLA 2R B LI LA
Jl, TRE R R I 1 ACRE AN 2 R B SRR A T oM ]

FE) T EAEDTI, FUMEASISE A ARSE S T m, PRI ¢ RIS )X
TS H AR, AParkfillohn (2012) MIRFFEH, [FIFEEXTIRZ A EAL, R VAT i
TZHR S U0 7 R B R I DRI 22 8N B AL ) 5 T AR L RR AR 1 10 7 9% 8 0 2 56
FrE G IR =R IR EN SR, S2a0 28 A IO UE T Wi AR E E AWHE SR HE R 24 2 S 1m) .

(=) WA e B o PRt i

JCRT RS R BT AR S H L L AL R, AR AR B A QAR AR T R AR
(Hong %$1997; Levy%§, 1998) . HaRBH KFE—RM “Bha” M, #A4ie
FATREH OCE— R ah “BRE” SR AL ( MurphyFMDweck, 2016) o K A#AR
WHEBERELRE, BT LA R 51T B & 08 2 125 [ AR R I R R 3R 8 R &
(Gerveyd, 1999) . WG, FATAT AR S AMALE N b A 5
DR, NPT RETE S R SR N, WA PR I R R A A R, A SR
HONFEISEE T TZ, (RGO A, Wi ieH SR B LS AR — L
2, B AIAE T RCRATHME AR S Z ok A ME: (Haselhuhn®s, 2010) .

HRETER T, WA E SR E S SR AR WL R . Bk
WA ] BE S 2SS RN GE HIRC O B TR P AT, (RS R, sk
MfTEREE] T RPN, BTG T UF (Mathur®s, 2016) , FTLA T fRH S
R E IS E SRS E X T8 & e i i T w1 S EEE R
FEALBFFE T, Jain%E (2009 ) ABL, FE4ILL “F57 HEHRRN 07 MEALEHUE BT,
W ENT T TR 22 S HELL AR . Mathur®E A (2013) ZERFZETFINA T
“THEEARNENE” XA, PRARRIET IS EEWE A7 ERTERTEARS
BARKBS I EAEFT 8N, 78 “R7 HERL T T2 5 0 o WS B AR T 5 |, T SIEAAR 8 2 ) i e
FEZL T 5 S BT R B 2 70k . [FIREHL, WiAie B P ik A E L% T
IR B, XWIRUE T TE AN GE “HIR” .

X R DGR I 2 (AT AR 10 4 45 2 Bl s AR ™= «anfe]” REHS B A Tl
(AL 5] (Hong4, 1997; Levy%%, 1998) . filfil, MurphyFiDweck (2016 ) A
S, XFFEIAS IS EORUL, TRANIEA = S AR A M0 T Ak 2R Gk i B AR 1 R
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S R S PR E X EE R T A R, BRI S RO E R T A T 2
PIVER, MBS BRIk AR 184 1O TRCR IR I E B . a2, X T8
R, BB AR A 0 (5 B A S AF BIOCHE, IrLART LARYE HARE P 1 P B AAS
PSRRI HE AL

(=) AR T ) T A T AT 55 T 003 2%

W e 5 SRS A L A S5 ) (Murphy flDweck, 2016 ) , flifiTtA %%
JRIIHOCHE . W8 e — HA KSR AL = ERET IS 1L, PUATIN A SE
NEREAHEARGAC . WR—FEKRES SRR T, UL A5 B 7R JFk Y
KA AR . EHRRESEM L, BRIREZHERI AR, & imes
FHW R S BEE IS | 2%, (H R T Z 8 — o ARk, T #Asie &
BB, KR e Ao T BT AR 28 I A RE R R RS, W iRk
A B R 1 S50 o S P B 03 SR D R R, TR T BB S [ AR I8 (John ANl
Park, 2016) .

[FIREHD, QERATNEER S, AR e L EHE A O M IR RS, T2 AR TE] 25
TR ARAE A, RS AP sen g, 1S plhs Bh ]S4k A
BRI SIS o N, A 12514 Weight WatchersiX AES BRI L . ST/ AR .
Bz B R SR E A AR RS TG | (Murphy MiDweck, 2016 )

g LA, WATA SRS AR i & AR Sl B A LR L R X ) (=
W) o

®1 ZHEREMHFEREEEBRIRINESR

x 7 U4 TN ELA AT
— ke | ZSN STREMAHL ) O 2RI 5 B A 1 ek
e WITERH |3 R XHRESETF [ C SR T A ek

SR E | R E R | R 0 IR A AR

W E | G| A S I A

o SRR [ E RIS R ASIR L T 5

MEIEEARR s T m a1 | R B ) 4 f R i
ORI . R A

FE S AN

. AEARERNEMSZETER

R T K MRS BRI s FHENE SR, TR AR 28 R XA
) AR S R PR e ml AR P A R I A T e R S BRI AR R A . DAAE O B2 A AT
XPZAE S I i AR 28— IR, (ER X Se b S iR il A [P 5 8 A B AE S0 %
AT HEATI, MAESEPRE B, AR AT RE I A SL I8 & 1Y 7 2R RN B AT
Jo, HIREEE A WA —E R R RYE, BT B AR AT 283 N B ARSI 7 el A
R

(—) RS BRIS i) £

Levyds (1998) BRSNS T 2488 12 W H TN ERAMEHEHISY ( ParkFllJonh,
2010; ParkFlJonh, 2012; MathurfiJain, 2013 ) . NEEFISR &M &8 HIRMIRSK
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H, HhPASEETEMsmiiR (an “Br AR REM A, RITED A
FEARKMAC” ), AR XTEASS IR (a0 < A& nT DL s s AR N H
(17 ), e B 4% H R S B R AR B AT 1—6 0T 4, 13RR “HEH AR
B, 6o “AERFER” , RGNS ] LA R WA e

ER S S Al S (RS A TR, 7ESCERD, B R S TR E
PRIE P R SARIE B IR WA, WHATZEBL LT SR Bt nT S e R 9 &, — st
H PR T HATE R . Mathur (2016 ) ATER ERGYEE, o LU ER P —
L ) 35 e ) e Lk A A R B Rl i T AR R s, ARG FEEAT3C S . ParkfilJohn
(2012) TAK T LIAR S T 2% 5 18 2R 10 18] S5 SRS M 0 A S A v P I 1) R I 2% T
WH LW RIS HE LRI H . A~ B, AR A AT BE A i 2 A 4
i, B SLISE, ARR TR AR A, A WA IS, LA AT LKA IR A —
A AR R AR N RS B 4ERE (LyonFliPollard, 1997) o BGAR, H2RF
F AN > 5 T BB s O A B R BORE B E T AR R B, ERES R
CRIET AR TR T RE A WA IS M, EWAES CKE” R AN
(E A A AT RE R SRIE T, X T B ARG o LASGIE

(=) BN BRIS S50 T shia X

BRI M A0 o] TR —FP N RS BRI R, (H2 N B AKE BRIS A S5 v Ap I
AT a3 ( Dweck:, 1995; NussbaumAliDweck, 2008 ) 5{fiZ% ( Dweck, 1999 ) . Hi
NIRRT, X A BRI ] B 4 T AR BB 2 T A A SO ), /0 SR8t
ATLARY, fn, ERaSREcEE . AT 4 ARSI R L B AR B2

LB &G 5l FERTARIBFGE T, MR BOCT “ A B4R TR T LA A9/ 8 28
17 FRREME SCREBERE A AR AT AR YR B L (Levy®, 1998; Yorkston%, 2010;
Mathur#lJain, 2013) . {40, MathurflJain (2013 ) 7EHAFZEH DIAERF AT S 1)
R R T —Bf—— “AM— BRIk (v AR ) —Se52m B {dRR 1)
R 7 HUSRHPGH R P AR B YorkstonSE A (2010 ) ZERFFEH )
PRI “George MedinlH I TR AT R ZEN MRS AE 104 J5 i dn £ Sk —FHEKIE A BE
A MEAG I — R A T k- 7 ICRE Y SO A i A i SRS L T AR 1
WA, SEHGEE R BRI AT

2 EAIA S, AR RN, AR AR T A JE BB 4 m AR M ) A vt mT AT
WA S EEKIES (YorkstonZ, 2010) . 7FYorkston%E A (2010) MAFFEH, N
T 2R i R A 3 37 B R TS 2 A BT S R T AR RR B R R, AR L
WA 5 O “EEFRATAT, BATNWENAE, FAI7ELHE WM A S LR ARTTH)
ATE, RECE T, AT R CAERRATA ], FRAIBOUT THRARANAE, [RREHC
BATAZE LR R T 28R, R—EANERME—ES5REE" ) Kia sk i
ARV RIS, 255 W RSN T . ELREER AV R S AR SR A BRSS9
RS ) B SE RIS M, PRI R P B AR B B T AT

3E VNI 3o LU 3 8 5 N o A 28 P [ P A e O B LB e B[]
FERERS 51 B Rl A N B AR BRI i [n] (Jain%%, 2009; MathurfilJain, 2013) .
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MathurfllJain (2013 ) ZEHSEE G800 E “ LT EAEKE” (EALSMAEGAR
WrAE 4 Hoom Jd = N ATERITP RIS R R ) BB AL BOFD “James Bond”  ( AR EZELA
&5 i S WORE &) MR B, S5R BN, WA “SEJEAMKE” EBRs T
WA S Wi, WA “James Bond” BRI S 3 T S2& S m)

75 WERAREBERYEESENER

A DAEXT “IRAMS IS ” T e A MR R Cn— NESEikis#

IR ARIRE ), H AT 5T 3 B N B AS BEIS 7E BE AA R 41 20 )2 Tt L AT [R) SR
( MurphyFiDweck, 2009) . —ZHZRY “NERBAMEIE” BE—DMRAP AL
SR CRERT . SRR R WIS SR AR AT AR RS BN, BN, —2EAIE AL T HESE
“KA” B9tk ( Murphy fIDweck, 2009 ) , ZEXFERIAL A AT IS R AR

AR, SRR ITRERT N RS BE B A X SRR 1Y .

TP Al 22 T A P B A RS AT LA o Aol 1) A% 1 30 R o AR o s T 2 T i
A, HSE SR AU R B T AR PR . TH S N RS B A A TR Al
A 1 I BRAAE ES S AL RIS I Al I 28 B PR AT AR L Al S SRR A mT e L (5
A WA RS

(—) HIHE LRy Al A5

TE F SRS ) ol AR AR i ] MV B, A8 1228 A T 2 8 S 6 SRS i)
A EHAPES ( Murphy flDweck, 2009; EmersonfilMurphy, 2014) , KR ASZiKiS
650 i) ol — AR B A AP B, ANAR 2388 il A 2 PR R A R A RN 28 L
BRI AZ BV B T BRAY, THIE AR A B e b 2E . HARXT FEAS S Al AW
HESRATH AR RSPk UL, SIS &S A O AR ITTE, S S D H A SN
% ( WheelerfllOmair, 2016 ) . XFERISIHLEE Rk sl 2 AR 5 SR A SCR ) . ikt
AR A — B IAAAEFEAT AL Y TR ARG Y1, S5 Z0e 40T, mE ik,
MR B R, RIS R RIS

B2, A 5T R I A2 e A0 ) 4l T 25 5 3R A5 T 2 8 S AT, PR > o R )t
B, X E BRI, R ERBANAEE ( Hong®%, 1999) , FrLlikZE4{r
W AET g BAERN P (Dweck, 2006) o FECA MBI, & TTHE TR #AR
A EINEIE (MurphyfliDweck, 2009; EmersonfliMurphy, 2014 ) ., %5—IijE#A
BN T X —, AT A 5005 H 100K AL ) 51 TaE47 Tk, 4538 W, 4
BT A C B A SRS i, ATl A5 AR BE R SURIFEREAR, thhhix st
ST I B O A AR S w4 52 T, 8 2R B AL A AT,
QR A ALECYS ( Murphy fliDweck; 2009; Murphy%%, 2013; EmersonfIMurphy,
2014) o XWHEIFEAL)Z T S MEZH—F, SHpm Al “RM M7 S
Al B 22 3 AN TE 1847 9 kA 5 B © AV Gk &5 (RobinsFlIPals, 2002; Blackwell5,
2007; Van Yperen&§, 2011) , Frli—2by 3% 5 ] GEXHA AR 18 il A B A PEAT o

SMZ, A REZARYE F O R SRS ERRE T, RS E EAR hET H ARRE R N B
NASEICYERE , RARAHH T & AT
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(=) FbRAEff Y ] B

FRAPAR AT AR 22 ) 1)t LAt HE — BT 0 7=, FE 108 i A 8k A B4k
BRI (Ourusoff, 1992) , {HIZIX &85 AT IR B REE DI WE? B /el
JE ARV BT ST EEST A P B A BRI AR, ol 2 7 A R B S B B ] AR

RER M ST T AR LIRS % (Aaker, 1997) , WL, Wi
Ay, & BY) (Aaker, 1997 ) o WHRIEFPET LRI H R AR BTZ “ 28007
CHRARAG T LSRR R R R X AR B T AR TR, AR AT R AR LA
ol TR AN ) (8 8 5t T S AR, PRA 7 i X R AR AL 04T R 5 i R B 1 5K
RIS A R K225, BIANAT AT SR B 7 198 SAF AR Z 4k H B Iy vl AR s 3 1 2k
VL T — S A ) i R E B A RS TAR K T, R BT TR B — BT
e, HARIESL SAWCEHE R . AR H TR AR, %A R AR R0,
B HORE SRR TS RS . FAL. 40, Wikl ( Murphy fiDweck, 2016)

BEAN, —ASH e A RE IS AR AT BT O B B 7 b 5 R e B = (R DL
B ( VolcknerfilSattler, 2006 ) , JH%& X177 it 58 e 5 DC B 5 W, =0T
BCEE R w5 R AL, BRI L S5 hE S ARl (KellerfilAaker, 1992)
B BRI LIRS REEAT T ANFE ( AakerFliKeller, 1990) . 48 2% X 7= 5 FiEE
P UG CRE SEATHIWTET , AT TX R RN 25 40 ] AR 1 4 v LA B AAT TIA A2 i Rt ) ] AR
Zx[Al IR H W= A= 520 ( Yorkstons, 20105 Mathurds, 2012) o 450 AN ] (14 45
BIEMPET, SRS E B NARE A R AR A OO — AU, ] H AR
WHEARIEZ MR . AN —EESUSE 223, JUHIE ST T A0 2E i SRk 5 R
R+ A A AR, B Y — A R4 0 SRR W Subaru ¥R 2 LE 2 )N BE T A
( Yorkston%§, 2010) , TWi#iAR & AR Z X FEAYEEAE o (HJ2 Y — SRl AR i
ol H A i S R T AN S, AMESE T AR O T AMERT,
ARV WP XE DL 32 SRR M AE R ( YorkstonZs, 2010 )

(=) FHEEEMARE

HSRA 1 SR C 2 T A ST T A I &, (DR SR B T e s E e, P
HEH ARG L, SRR TR S22 21#1% (LokenfilJohn, 2009) , 74
{EAEfEHL, TERXEERGALT, b 2RIk MRS, (HR BRI AN A BRI [RlREHY,
TH PR AT AR B A A R A A5 HA AT AR R S B AR = A e

ORI AL, ARSI R e BB G E, B A A IZ AR
FURIRN, i RMREARRMRFRHAK, WEEERZEM LS. Freivl 4
b B BAE AR AEHLET,  FR I W AR P ) XHE A& 2 AR A FI) ( Murphy FlDweck,
2016) . WNEREFLEAE R EFUEGALT (Story, 2007; Hurley, 2012) , ZAw]SrZIF0
ARSI, AMEBOD T A B SRS EAUEN, B ARER:  “ BIRIRAIARE
BUR I AR B, B IRATAT DA SRk 95 ” (Palmeri, 2007; Story, 2007 ) ,
ARG e T fatle FrS  BUEARfEpLI, flbamad S AT Tl LB #i s e
f ] AR A A E

TH 2T N AR RN & B = v AV B i 2 (R AR e LB & . B o, e

SNEIZ G (F38EFEIH)



WHEE TSR, BAHEMREEMIALEHEZE (Gervey, 1999) , MIH /D3R4
o 25 ] LUME R, Al T B R B A il — LSy, W R AR iR i
MR%5, HeZ LB S H IR E M . T SEARIS B T — NG iR, 22
AL A B IR, AR SHRE A AR AR B AT 7 ™= BRSSP LA IR R R4 4R
#ME ( MurphyFiDweck, 2016)

AN, PEMEAR S E EAGE AN A e s, i REwe s Bk T8 2 (R LT
RAIS%T7, ANEL A TE R 2 AR B AR, BT AR b T SEAS B A T 25 50 SR )
Ao Haselhuh$ (2010 ) PYBFFEMUESE T3X— 05, F—MELLPEETE T, —IFiRm
(FIER R RN, WA RIS B TR R OB R S R N5 A 5 A
RHER . WL, Wi H WRBEZ R AMET T, RSB EFIEXRR, L ERE
PRI AR E R RIS E BB S GG R R B R — N EE N E,

t. KRERARRE

JREIA ATST C 28 A S BRHS BRIE A X — SETH BT N AT T 58, IR T
BRSS9 £ AUS Shin) 8, (HRIA A AR 22 [n) AT BEAE AR I 5T h A T 3R

(— ) T T4 N B S B E (5 7 vk

WA BIFE 2R HLevy 25 N 19984F g il it P B2 (] R R E A il &, (H 5 200K
N RS B2 FH BT PR 40k, BT RGO REAE IR S2 35t R i 2% 38 N B AR BRI AT T
PERRE M LWk L aT LU 8 — SE R A (] 42 S AR Pl AR P B ik AR 5,
LyonAfIPollard (1997 ) #&H AR K A FT B R R A s =), A SRS mim ,
AR NS, A AR, AR MRS vl 56 UE I (B e & 7 ik T A,
A DA% JE— LU R i WO AR e sl SRS ] AT, W8 R B TR AR oW Y AT 2 4
W ] R SRS [ Y ( ParkFlJohn, 2012) , J&75 A T [al 4 & MA B P
FEERISYERE, X SEHR ] IFEAR I e — L ik

FIA BB ZE A A F 5 v 3 7 7T B S8 %) 80 mT DA A ATTER) N B A BRI e, dn el
M B (Levy%¥, 1998; Yorkston%s, 2010; MathurfilJain, 2013 ) . WA 4
( YorkstonZ, 2010) . WAEMA (JaindF, 2009; MathurfilJain, 2013 ) ZF4REEIS shs
FERNER S EISLER . IBA—MEBIRATEZ WSS, AR AR #H AR
AL AT AR FE 7 SRR AEAR R AE LT oy B, IR 247 1A T Re R A SRS
BRI 56 IRE AR B A6 ) 915 2 5 A5 iR Al i AR e AT v, DTS 95 28 3 0 B2 52 il L 4E
AR E e AL, AIA ATRETE ARG S i i AR E N ES, 5 shid 3%
H ] S BRKS EES, DATE A b 2 TR g7 X SR (AR
HAGSEBRE X .

(=) 8 94 N B A& 3L 1Y) S by FH

A AT HE— 208 RN RS S TETH S G N A9 . BRI A B 28X —
BEWS BAT AT T EEE, AL REE FH % ( Mukhopadhyay flYeung, 2010) . %%
B2 (MathurfilJain, 2013) , (H2XHMRIFAZ, REIHE SRAEIF
WA K, AR BHFFE R T 0T LA A AR AT IR 2 40, 8 AT LAY R 587G
i, X —S EARAGIE SR AT Wi T8 52, B RS B R 2 2 sc kb &, DR LT

“PWIRAMIEW” 5 ¥ 5 A RR T

47



48

MR35 T KA

M C SR 2 ) 2, IAMEAS 50 5 Tl VR B4 = A
LA EFEE ( OHernflIRindfleisch, 2010; ThompsonfilMalaviya, 2013 ) . {HJ&IE
RS, SEARISE MW 2RI, A& E ) T2 s . B4, #iise
HRSEARISE I P A R RS S A AR E? SRS AT RERARAE P A
P T —2eRE R H B r9ikit, HNZASEES SRR, msisiesdnl
fe A EILFEAIEN LR, AEES A CAWEE IR, AR AT LI 56X —
A, DM — S SRR AL P ASPEAR IR S5 i Al SR b, B FH P i R

AN, Mathurds (2016 ) 12 H 432 W5 X SEAARTS 5 R T BE S M) “ W™ B
TAVEIE, PrPSCARISE T REE A 50 AL A G iR, AMESTE Sk RN, 1
HATRE RS PGS AR o ARS8 HOCUES D A, FrLAE A RER&—1> “QHE
H O, WEREBOCE LR E B IR B o ARSRIBFSE AT LI X — WS A TR g, AR
P22 WL AR T A AT A A ELAT W 28 1 A o) i 2 ST ), DT A T SR T
ek . ST AR A B A MR

FESEH
[LEBFE, /02 WA EERISERIE LR g DTSRI, CBRLAIERE, 2003, (2) @ 153-159.
[2]Blackwell L S, Trzesniewski K H, Dweck C S. Implicit theories of intelligence predict achievement across an adolescent
transition: A longitudinal study and an intervention[J]. Child Development, 2007, 78 (1) : 246-263.
[3]Dweck C S. Implicit theories as organizers of goals and behavior[A]. Gollwitzer P M, BarghJ A (Eds.) . The psychology of
action: Linking cognition and motivation to behavior[C]. New York, NY, US: Guilford Press, 1996.
[4]Dweck C S. Self-theories: Their role in motivation, personality, and development[M]. Philadelphia: Psychology Press,
2000.
[S]Dweck C S. Mindset: The new psychology of success[M]. New York: Random House, 2006.
[6]Dweck C S, Chiu C, Hong Y Y. Implicit theories and their role in judgments and reactions: A word from two
perspectives[J]. Psychological Inquiry: An International Journal for the Advancement of Psychological Theory, 1995,
6 (4) : 267-285.
[71IDweck C S, Leggett E L. A social-cognitive approach to motivation and personality[J]. Psychological Review, 1988,
95 (2) : 256-273.
[8]Emerson K T U, Murphy M C. Identity threat at work: How social identity threat and situational cues contribute to racial and
ethnic disparities in the workplace[J]. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 2014, 20 (4) : 508-520.
[9] Erdley C A, Loomis C C, Cain KM, et al. Relations among children’s social goals, implicit personality theories, and
responses to social failure[J]. Developmental Psychology, 1997, 33 (2) : 263-272.
[10]Gervey B M, Chiu C Y, Hong Y Y, et al. Differential use of person information in decisions about guilt versus
innocence: The role of implicit theories[J]. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 1999, 25 (1) : 17-27.
[11]Haselhuhn M P, Schweitzer M E, Wood A M. How implicit beliefs influence trust recovery[J]. Psychological Science,
2010, 21 (5) : 645-648.
[12]JHong Y Y, Chiu CY, Dweck C S, et al. Implicit theories, attributions, and coping: A meaning system approach[J].
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1999, 77 (3) : 588-599.
[13)Jain S P, Mathur P, Maheswaran D. The influence of consumers’ lay theories on approach/avoidance motivation[J]. Journal
of Marketing Research, 2009, 46 (1) : 56-65.
[14]John D R, Park J K. Mindsets matter: Implications for branding research and practice[J]. Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 2016, 26 (1) : 153-160.
[15]Knee C R, Nanayakkara A, Vietor N A, et al. Implicit theories of relationships: Who cares if romantic partners are less
than ideal?[J]. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 2001, 27 (7) : 808-819.

SNEIZ G (F38EFEIH)



[16]Levy S R, Stroessner SJ, Dweck C S. Stereotype formation and endorsement: The role of implicit theories[J]. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 1998, 74 (6) : 1421-1436.

[17]Mathur P, Jain S P, Maheswaran D. Consumers’ implicit theories about personality influence their brand personality
judgments[J]. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 2012, 22 (4) : 545-557.

[18]Mathur P, Jain S P, Hsieh M H, et al. The influence of implicit theories and message frame on the persuasiveness of
disease prevention and detection advocacies[J]. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 2013,
122 (2) : 141-151.

[19]Mathur P, Chun H H, Maheswaran D. Consumer mindsets and self-enhancement: Signaling versus learning[J]. Journal of
Consumer Psychology, 2016, 26 (1) : 142-152.

[20]Molden D C, Plaks J E, Dweck C S. “Meaningful” social inferences: Effects of implicit theories on inferential
processes[J]. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 2006, 42 (6) : 738-752.

[21]Mukhopadhyay A, Yeung C W M. Building character: Effects of lay theories of self-control on the selection of products for
children[J]. Journal of Marketing Research, 2010, 47 (2) : 240-250.

[22]Murphy M C, Dweck C S. A culture of genius: How an organization’s lay theory shapes people’s cognition, affect, and
behavior[J]. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 2010, 36 (3) : 283-296.

[23]Murphy M C, Dweck C S. Mindsets shape consumer behavior[J]. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 2016, 26 (1) :
127-136.

[24]Nussbaum A D, Dweck C S. Defensiveness versus remediation: Self-theories and modes of self-esteem maintenance[J].
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 2008, 34 (5) : 599-612.

[25]Park J K, John D R. Got to get you into my life: Do brand personalities rub off on consumers?[J]. Journal of Consumer
Research, 2010, 37 (4) : 655-669.

[26]Park J K, John D R. Capitalizing on brand personalities in advertising: The influence of implicit self-theories on ad appeal
effectiveness[J]. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 2012, 22 (3) : 424-432.

[27]Plaks J E, Grant H, Dweck C S. Violations of implicit theories and the sense of prediction and control: Implications for
motivated person perception[J]. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 2005, 88 (2) : 245-262.

[28]Robins R W, Pals J L. Implicit self-theories in the academic domain: Implications for goal orientation, attributions,
affect, and self-esteem change[J]. Self and Identity, 2002, 1 (4) : 313-336.

[29]Rucker D D, Galinsky A D. Growing beyond growth: Why multiple mindsets matter for consumer behavior[J]. Journal of
Consumer Psychology, 2016, 26 (1) : 161-164.

[30]Van Yperen N W, Hamstra M R W, van der Klauw M. Two win, or not lose, at any cost: The impact of achievement
goals on cheating[J]. British Journal of Management, 2011, 22 (S1) : S5-Sl15.

[31]Wheeler S C, Omair A. Potential growth areas for implicit theories research[J]. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 2016,
26 (1) : 137-141.

[32]Yorkston E A, Nunes J C, Matta S. The malleable brand: The role of implicit theories in evaluating brand extension[J].
Journal of Marketing: A Quarterly Publication of the American Marketing Association, 2010, 74 (1) : 80-93.

A Literature Review of Implicit Theories and Consumer
Decision-making

Li Aimei, Liu Nan, Sun Hailong, Xiong Guanxing
( School of Management, Jinan University, Guangzhou 510632, China )

Abstract: Implicit theories refer to the views on the variability of basic characteristics of human
beings ( such as intelligence, moral characters and personalities ) and surrounding things, and can
be divided into entity and incremental theories. This paper aims at the discussion of the application of
implicit theories to the field of consumer behavior research. The views on the variability of basic

characteristics of human beings and surrounding things can affect the motivations for consumption and
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thereby consumption decision-making. Entity theorists are likely to seek products in line with their
performance goals and effortless success, and focus more on outcomes. But consumers who subscribe
to incremental theory are likely to seek products in line with their development & learning goals and
which should be used by efforts, and focus more on process. In addition, brands and firms also can
cast the propensity for entity theory or incremental theory and consumption accordingly evaluate firms.
It also discusses the possibility of the measurement and start-up of implicit theories and their application
to consumption field.
Key words: implicit theories; entity theory; incremental theory; consumer decision-making
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Does Interactive Behavior Certainly Create Value? The
Effect of Customer Value Co-creation Interactive Behavior
on Customer Value

Bu Qingjuan!- 2, Jin Yongsheng!, Li Zhaohui?

(1. School of Economics and Management, Beijing University of Posts and Telecommunications, Beijing
100876, China; 2. School of Economics and Management, Dezhou University, Dezhou 253023,
China )

Abstract: Virtual brand community is a typical platform of value co-creation, and interaction is a
behavior trace of value co-creation. Customer is a kernel body of interaction. Then, in the virtual brand
community context, which kind of behavior do customers carry out in the interactive process of value
co-creation? What value does interactive behavior create for customers? Does interactive behavior
certainly create value? Based on document research and previous research achievements, this paper
argues that customer value co-creation interactive behavior is made up of four dimensions, namely help
seeking, interpersonal interaction, feedback and advocacy, and customer value is composed of three
dimensions, namely use value, recreational value and social value. By online questionnaire survey,
this paper uses structural equation to verify the effect of the interactive behavior on customer value. It
arrives at the results as follows: firstly, help seeking and feedback are both value co-creation and
value co-destruction behavior because help seeking significantly has a positive impact on use value, but
significantly has a negative impact on social value, and feedback has a positive impact on social
value, but has a significantly negative impact on recreational value; secondly, interpersonal
interaction and advocacy are both value co-creation behavior and do not lead to value co-destruction,
because interpersonal interaction has significantly positive impacts on recreational value and social

value, and advocacy has significantly positive impacts on the three dimensions of customer value.

Key words: interaction; virtual brand community; customer value co-creation behavior;

customer value; value co-destruction
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