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ARl A AeAolAnt, I FF o]F
e Aol AolE YoA gt
%A THHayes, 1989). oH7-2] A& F&o] F5-a|

= do] o Qs B, 14, A,
Sxby Sol glom FolA dHe] oA %

g/

7] wEoltt. ATE Tl W oA <
4 e UAd B2, 584, 98 2
TAZARD EolA Blojur], Aol g Iy
(Amabile, 1989, 1997), HFsdZ A FHz2He,
MEEe 2Ede] digd AW Fol Ut
(Sternberg & Lubart, 1991). =] AFol|A = ©]
o} fFARHA 5714, &0 ok, B4
Yo EF, /4G, ol AE, & 4, MY
BAEAA, A=, 1999), 2714, A7) &4,
B, AWRE Az, S84, 294, T

AEEE, 2000, 3714, AL_A, 434, =

(RN
A

AH, B4, AR
AHLAOT AVSHAT THFE AAE AR

X =
o} gl HFHA As A = A7
se Bl Hejse o o) sloke of
AEHE gsidnh old g wA A B4
bolg ATE woh B AT 94
c}. SternbergQ]' Lubart(1991, 1995)= Z17+9]

A7Eol BolHe HEW WAL 3

Ir

o @ ok 2L
oy

L
ox

- 27 -
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The effect of implicit theories of

creativity on creative thinking and evaluation

Jihyun Ahn Young Woo Sohn Eun Kyoung Chung

Yonsei University Kangwon National University

The purpose of this study is to examine the effects of two different types of implicit theories (entity and
incremental) and personal traits on creative thinking and evaluation of creative products. Ninety university
students  participated in the experiment. In study 1, participants were manipulated to endorse either
incremental theory of creativity or entity theory of creativity and were asked to perform TTCT test, and
to evaluate their performance. Results indicated that incremental group showed higher TTCT score than
those with entity theories. In study 2, incremental theorists rated hither score in product evaluation and
showed higher product liking and willingness to purchase than entity theorists. In addition, participants'
centrality of visual product aesthetics mediated the relationship between implicit theories and product
liking as well as purchasing intention. Theoretical and practical implications and limitations of these

results are discussed.

Key words : creativity, implicit theories, creative performance, creative product evaluation
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