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Parents’ beliefs about their children’s abilities shape their parenting practices and
consequently their children’s development. The current study aims to explore parents’
implicit theories of intelligence. Two dimensions that are particularly important are:
malleability and relevance for success. First, parents’ beliefs on these two dimensions
of intelligence were explored in relation to demographic variables (gender, level of
education). Second, the relation between parents’ implicit theories of intelligence and
their failure beliefs was examined. Finally, we investigated whether different
parenting styles could predict parents’ implicit theories of intelligence. Data was
collected through a survey posted online and processed with the IBM® SPSS®

software. Results indicated that neither parents’ gender not their educational level is
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related to their implicit theories of intelligence. Additionally, no connection was
found between views on malleability of intelligence and specific failure beliefs.
Finally, permissive and authoritative parenting styles did not predict incremental
theories of intelligence but the authoritarian style did. Suggestions for future research

are also discussed.
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Chapter One

Introduction

Parents hold different beliefs regarding their children’s abilities. One
dimension that is particularly interesting is malleability. Some parents may believe
that effort is the key to changing one’s abilities, thus considering them as malleable,
while others may believe that abilities are innate and therefore unchangeable by effort.
What parents believe about their children influences significantly their parenting
practices and consequently their children’s behaviors (Bornstein et al., 2018). There is
evidence that parents’ implicit theories have significant effects on their failure beliefs,
goal orientation, co-regulatory strategies and inevitably on their children’s mindsets
and self-regulation (Dweck and Leggett, 1988; Pomerantz and Dong, 2006; Blackwell
et al., 2007; Moorman and Pomerantz, 2010; Burnette et al., 2013; Jiang et al., 2019;
Stern and Hertel, 2020). Another dimension of abilities that should be taken into
consideration is their relevance for success. In fact, when parents consider an ability
to be important for their children’s success, only then implicit theories regarding the

malleability of that ability become relevant (Dweck and Leggett, 1988).

There is evidence that individuals can hold simultaneously different implicit
theories about different domains (Muenks et al., 2015; Haimovitz and Dweck, 2017;
Stern and Hertel, 2020). Some parents, for instance, might think that their children’s
ability to self-regulate is innate, therefore fixed, while their intelligence is changeable
by effort. They might also think that self-regulation is relevant for success while
intelligence is not. The different ways in which different domains and dimensions of
implicit theories co-exist within individuals, affecting their attitudes, has not been

extensively explored.



There is also evidence that parents’ failure beliefs might be even more
influential for children’s development, since they are thought to be perceived more
easily by children, who find the concept of intelligence quite abstract (Haimovitz and
Dweck, 2016). Therefore, a simultaneous examination of both concepts might shed

some light on the ways that these factors influence children’s development.

This study will use a variable-centered approach. Two main variables will be
used: malleability of intelligence and relevance for success. The relation between
demographic variables (parents’ gender and educational level) and the aforementioned
variables will be investigated. Then, we will examine the association between parental
failure beliefs and implicit theories of intelligence. Finally, we will explore whether
different parenting styles (permissive, authoritative and authoritarian) can predict

implicit theories of intelligence.

Implicit Theories of Abilities

It was Dweck and Leggett (1988) who, in their seminal work on social
cognitive theory, first introduced the term implicit theories. With this term they
referred to a system of personal beliefs and assumptions that individuals hold,
regarding attributes and abilities about oneself or others, in an effort to understand and

explain the world (Liftenegger and Chen, 2017).

Implicit theories are at the heart of certain patterns of behavior that can be
either adaptive or maladaptive for one’s learning experience. For example, these
theories might be the reason why some students see challenge as a threat of failure
while others see it as a way to maximize their ability (Dweck and Leggett, 1988;

Karlen and Hertel, 2021).



One aspect of ability that has been extensively studied, since Dweck and
Leggett (1988) first placed implicit theories at the core of individuals’ patterns of
behavior, is malleability. Beliefs about abilities can be placed along a continuum,
starting from incremental theories at one end, leading towards entity theories at the
opposite end. Incremental theories view abilities as malleable, and effort is seen as a
means to alter them, while entity theories regard abilities as innate and relatively

fixed, unchangeable by effort (Dweck and Leggett, 1988; Karlen and Hertel, 2021).

So far, research on implicit theories has been conducted mainly with young
learners and university students, demonstrating that individuals who hold incremental
theories are more persistent with challenge, show higher levels of motivation, adopt
sophisticated learning strategies and, consequently, they flourish academically
(Dweck and Leggett, 1988; Blackwell et al., 2007; Burnette et al., 2013). More
specifically, in a study conducted with a sample of Swiss preschoolers, Compagnoni
et al. (2020) found that children who saw their willpower as a non-limited resource
were more eager to exert effort and showed better behavioral self-regulation
compared to their classmates with a more limited view of their willpower. In another
study with a sample of Chinese primary school students, Su et al. (2021) found that
students who held incremental theories had more positive failure beliefs and
considered themselves more self-efficient in mathematics, something that ultimately
influenced their academic achievement. In a survey with 244 secondary school
students, Karlen et al. (2021) reported that students’ implicit theories about self-
regulated learning were positively related to their self-concept, learning strategies,
enjoyment about learning and academic achievement. In another study conducted with
Singapore students (Liu, 2021), incremental theories about intelligence were

positively related to mastery-oriented goals while entity theories of intelligence



predicted performance-oriented goals. Finally, similar findings were reported in a
study conducted with college undergraduates, showing that incremental implicit

theories about motivation were linked to mastery-oriented goals (Wang et al., 2021).

It becomes evident that implicit theories about one’s abilities play a
determinant role in their motivation, willpower, self-regulation, learning strategies
and academic achievement. But what is it that shapes a child’s implicit theories at first
place? One answer might be that parents’ and teachers’ implicit theories shape their
co-regulatory strategies who in turn influence children’s implicit theories (Karlen and

Hertel, 2021).

Parental implicit theories are beliefs that parents hold regarding their
children’s abilities (Stern and Hertel, 2020). In research so far, there is evidence that
parents’ attitudes predict children’s learning strategies and academic achievement as
well as their social skills (Taylor et al., 2004). Pomerantz and Dong (2006) reported
that mothers with high entity theories regarding their children’s academic
achievement influenced their children’s academic functioning, while in the case of
mothers who held low entity theories, children’s academic achievement could not be
predicted. Likewise, Moorman and Pomerantz (2010) showed that mothers who
endorsed an entity theory were more unconstructively involved with their children
than those with an incremental theory. Muenks et al., 2015 conducted two studies
demonstrating that parents who believed that abilities are unable to develop, adopt a
more controlling and performance-oriented approach, jeopardizing autonomy and
mastery-oriented functioning. They also reported that parents with entity theories
engaged less frequently with math and reading activities with their children. On the
contrary, children’s academic achievement seemed to be increasing when parents who

held incremental theories adopted constructive learning-related approaches, thus



helping their children adopt incremental theories themselves (Matthes and Stoeger,
2018). Finally, Stern and Hertel (2020) explored parents’ implicit theories of
intelligence and self-regulation and, by using a person-centered approach, they
identified three profiles of parents differing significantly in their failure beliefs, goal
orientation and co-regulatory strategies. One of their findings was that parents with
incremental theories about intelligence and self-regulation endorsed more adaptive

behaviors compared to the other groups.

Findings reveal that different implicit theories, along the continuum from
incremental to entity, can coexist within individuals, suggesting that they are
relatively independent constructs (Dweck et al., 1995a; Haimovitz and Dweck, 2016;
Schroder et al., 2016). This means, for example, that an individual holding an entity
theory about a certain ability can at the same time endorse an incremental theory in

another domain.

In a meta-analytic review, Costa and Faria (2018) sought to find the
connection between implicit theories of intelligence and academic achievement.
Findings suggest that implicit theories about one’s own intelligence play a crucial role
in their academic progress and emotional functioning. It is important to mention
though that implicit theories of intelligence and general cognitive abilities are rather

uncorrelated constructs (Dweck et al., 1995a).

Individuals holding entity theories believe that intelligence is unchangeable
(Dweck and Leggett, 1988; Dweck, 1999) and consequently their performance is the
result of that stability (Hong et al., 1999). On the other hand, incremental theorists

believe that intelligence is an ability like any other which can increase with time and



effort. Thus, they are more likely to develop adaptive patterns of behavior to improve

their skill and ability (Dweck and Leggett, 1988; Dweck, 1999).

As far as students’ academic performance is concerned, research has shown
that implicit theories of intelligence, either incremental or entity, play an important
part on students’ outcomes. Students who hold incremental theories focus on their
intellectual and academic development (Elliott and Dweck, 1988; Robins and Pals,
2002), set learning goals (Dweck and Leggett, 1988) and adopt mastery-oriented
behavioral patterns (Dweck and Leggett, 1988; Henderson and Dweck, 1990). More
specifically, Hong et al. (1999) showed that students with incremental theories who
received negative feedback tended to attribute it to lack of effort and were eager to
take remedial action in order to improve their performance. These findings reveal the
way effort is valued by incremental theorists and might also offer some insights into
the mechanisms supporting motivation. In another study following students through
college, Robins and Pals (2002) showed that students with incremental mindsets
adopted learning goals and mastery-oriented strategies while their self-esteem steadily
increased over college years. Additionally, findings suggest that students holding the
belief that their intelligence is malleable received higher grades and were more eager

to gradually take more advanced math courses (Romero et al., 2014).

On the contrary, students with entity theories, who believe that intelligence is
innate and unchangeable by effort, have the tendency to adopt performance goals
(Dweck and Leggett, 1988) and try to secure positive judgment instead of aiming for
the increase of their skill (Elliott and Dweck, 1988; Robins and Pals, 2002).
Moreover, they adopt helpless-oriented strategies (Robins and Pals, 2002) and
accredit poor performance to lack of ability, making effort seem pointless (Stipek and

Gralinski, 1996; Hong et al., 1999).



As for parents’ implicit theories of intelligence initial studies show that they
can predict children’s academic performance as well as parental co-regulatory and
learning-related strategies (Pomerantz and Dong, 2006; Moorman and Pomerantz,
2010; Rautiainen et al., 2016; Matthes and Stoeger, 2018; Stern and Hertel, 2020).
The link, if there is any, between parents’ implicit theories of intelligence and the

different parenting styles has been explored yet.

Another important aspect of implicit theories is their relevance for success
(Stern and Hertel, 2020). If parents consider an ability detrimental for their children’s
success, they will support its development. This means that only when parents believe
that an ability is relevant for success will their implicit theories, incremental or entity,

be activated (Spinath and Schone, 2003).

Implicit Theories and Failure Beliefs

Early childhood is the time when children are in the process of developing
their abilities and acquiring new skills. Unavoidably, they often find themselves in the
face of failure. Equally, students describe their academic failures as the most
unpleasant events in their daily lives (Mantzicopoulos, 1997). This is what makes the
role of parents very important in supporting them and enabling them to overcome
their challenges (Bernier et al., 2010). What individuals believe as the origin of failure
is closely linked to the implicit theories they hold regarding the malleability of

abilities (Dweck and Leggett, 1988).

Individuals holding incremental theories see failure as a lack of effort, which
makes them more persistent through challenge and more receptive to negative
feedback. Ultimately, failure is considered as an opportunity to deepen one’s learning.

On the contrary, individuals holding entity theories see failure as a sign of



incompetence and they attribute it to their limited skill or ability. As a consequence,
entity theorists are more likely to give up when faced with failure (Dweck and
Leggett, 1988; Blackwell et al., 2007; Haimovitz and Dweck, 2016). Interestingly
though, research has demonstrated that children who avoid challenge have no less

ability than those seeking challenge (Dweck and Leggett, 1988).

Based on research regarding parental implicit theories of intelligence and their
inconsistent connection to their children’s theories of intelligence (Gunderson et al.,
2013), Haimovitz and Dweck (2016) argued that perhaps the notion of intelligence is
quite abstract and therefore parental theories are not clearly perceived by their
children. Instead, they suggested that maybe parental failure beliefs are more
distinctly manifested through their behavior and thus more influential for their
children’s beliefs. In their research, Haimovitz and Dweck (2016) identified two types
of parental failure mindsets: A failure-is-enhancing mindset, where parents see failure
as an enhancing experience that supports learning and growth, and a failure-is-
debilitating mindset where parents see failure as a debilitating and counter-productive

experience that inhibits learning.

Inevitably, parents’ beliefs regarding failure influence their parenting
behaviors, as for example their reaction to their children’s setbacks. Parents who
regard failure as a debilitating experience adopt more performance-oriented practices
because their children’s performance is of most importance to them. They are also
concerned about their children’s lack of ability and they seem to provide less support
for them. On the other hand, parents with failure-is-enhancing beliefs are more
concerned about their children’s learning experience (Haimovitz and Dweck, 2016).
In the same research, Haimovitz and Dweck (2016) suggest that parents’ implicit

theories and parents’ failure beliefs might be independent constructs. This means, for

9



example, that some parents might view failure as debilitating for certain self-

regulatory abilities but enhancing for the development of intelligence.

Taking this issue one step further, Stern and Hertel (2020) tried to examine the
link between parents’ implicit theories of intelligence and self-regulation and parents’
failure beliefs. They demonstrated that there is a strong connection between

incremental theories and failure-is-enhancing mindsets.

Implicit Theories and Demographic Differences

There has not been enough evidence regarding demographic variables and
how they are related to parents’ implicit theories. Research so far has been scarce,
focusing mainly on variables such as age, gender and educational background, but it

remains quite unclear how these are linked to implicit theories.

As far as age in concerned, Chen (2012) explained that students who have
been performing well in science might believe that their abilities are innate, holding
therefore entity theories. Additionally, Stern and Hertel (2020) found that parents with
entity theories were younger in age and had younger children than parents with

incremental theories. These findings however were not statistically significant.

It seems that there is no significant connection between gender and implicit
theories (Pomerantz and Dong, 2006; Burnette et al., 2013; Jiang et al., 2019).
Nevertheless, mothers and fathers do not usually share the same principles regarding
child rearing (Lareau, 2000), but there is evidence that their implicit theories are
linked to their involvement in their children’s education (Jiang et al., 2019).
Additionally, girls are more likely to avoid difficult tasks and they consider failure as

the result of limited ability, while boys are more eager to accept challenge (Dweck,

10



1986; Chen, 2012). There also seems to be a difference in parents’ implicit theories
regarding their child’s gender. Eccles et al. (1990) pointed out that parents are more
likely to view their daughters’ achievement as the result of effort while they accredit

their sons’ achievement to talent.

As for parents’ educational background, findings are contradictory. Some
researchers suggest that the more educated an individual is the more likely it is that
they hold incremental theories (Pomerantz and Dong, 2006; Jiang et al., 2019). These
findings were verified by Stern and Hertel (2020) who revealed that in their sample,
parents with the lowest educational level were entity theorists. Other findings
contradict this idea, demonstrating that parents with an academic education believe

that abilities are innate, holding therefore entity theories (Rautiainen et al., 2016).

Inconsistent findings regarding parents’ implicit theories and variables such as
age, gender and educational level call for more research that will shed some light on

how these characteristics affect individuals’ implicit theories.

Parenting Styles

Theoretical Framework

During the past decades, the parenting style construct has been in the center of
attention for many researchers, particularly those specializing in socialization issues.
It was well understood that parents’ behavior plays a major role in children’s
development. On the one hand, Freudians supported the view that biology determines
development, and therefore societal and parental demands are irrelevant, if not

conflicting, to the human nature. Behaviorists, on the other hand, focused on how
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development is influenced by reinforcing behaviors in the family environment

(Darling and Steinberg, 1993).

However, documenting the ways in which individual practices influence
development proved to be a complicated task. In order to assess parenting style, both
qualitative and quantitative research was conducted based on three components: the
emotional relationship between parent and child, parental practices and behaviors, and
parents' belief systems. Research was conducted by researchers from different
theoretical backgrounds and therefore, they used different approaches and concluded

in different definitions of style.

Before proceeding to the different approaches, it is important to make a
distinction between parenting style and parenting practice. Very often, researchers use
the terms parenting style and parenting practice as equivalent, when in fact they are
two different concepts. According to Baumrind (1966), parenting style is a set of
attitudes through which parents interact with their children, creating an emotional
climate in which the child develops and learns how to socialize. Parenting practices
are specific behaviors of the parents, that are observable and purposefully directed to
the socialization of their children, such as asking about their children’s friends and
attending school functions (Darling and Steinberg, 1993). The relationship between
parenting typologies and parenting practices is complicated, since the latter are
included in the former. As a whole, parenting style constitutes the general framework

of attitudes and perceptions in which parenting practices are applied.

The psychodynamic model. The psychodynamic model places emphasis on the
emotional relationship between parent and child and on the different ways in which it

effects the child's psychosexual, psychosocial, and personality development. In order

12



to define the parent-child emotional relationship, researchers tried to establish the
connection between specific parental behaviors and parental attitudes. Schaefer
(1959) was the first who developed a framework for parenting styles by grouping
specific parenting practices, based on their potential to influence the child’s emotional
development. His model was based on two dimensions of behavior: Autonomy versus
Control and Love versus Hostility (A similar dimension was described by Symonds,
19309, placing at opposite ends Acceptance and Rejection). Autonomy would be at the
positive end of the first dimension and the negative end would include intrusiveness,
excessive control, excessive contact and emotional involvement, achievement
expectations and nurture of dependency. Affection and positive evaluation of the child
would be at the positive end of the second dimension and on the negative end would
be disregard of the child, punishment, controlling behaviors, irritability and
consideration of the child as a burden. These two dimensions of behavior were the

results of a first attempt to create a typology of parenting styles.

The learning model. The learning model was the result of behaviorists’ research
supporting the idea that the learning environment in which children are raised is at the
heart of their development. Therefore, emphasis was placed on parenting practices
and not on parenting attitudes. Parenting style was not considered as an entity. It was
rather considered as the sum of specific parenting practices (Darling and Steinberg,

1993).

Dimensions of style. Researchers from different theoretical backgrounds, who
understood the importance of conceptualizing parenting styles, focused on different
developmental and socialization processes. However, the dimensions they proposed
were significantly similar. As mentioned before, Symonds (1939) proposed two

dimensions including acceptance versus rejection and dominance versus submission.
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Baldwin (1955), talked about emotional warmth versus hostility and detachment
versus involvement. Similarly, Sears et al. (1957), introduced the dimension of
warmth and permissiveness versus strictness, and Becker (1964), proposed the
dimension of warmth versus hostility and that of restrictiveness versus

permissiveness.

Baumrind's Typology

All previous findings prepared the ground for Baumrind (1966), to focus her
research on the influence that parental authority has on child development. She
specified the concept of control and identified three parenting styles based on that

concept: authoritarian, permissive and authoritative style.

Authoritarian. Authoritarian parents base their efforts to mould, control and assess
the behavior of their children on a set of values, quite obsolete, usually in accordance
with theological standards (Baumrind, 1966). They are strict, they demand obedience
and can be punitive when their children’s actions are not in line with their perception
of appropriate conduct (Gota, 2012). They do not show affection nor do they
encourage open communication with their children. On the contrary, they believe that
their word should be respected and followed for what it is. They are exceedingly
demanding and they exert psychological control (Baumrind, 2013; Baumrind et al.,
2010). This type of parenting has been related to children’s rebellion (Baumrind,
1968), adolescents’ maladjustment and incompetence (Baumrind et al., 2010), as well

as externalized problems (Maccoby & Martin, 1983).

Permissive. Permissive parents behave in the exact opposite way from authoritarian
parents. They are affectionate, nonpunitive and they respond affirmatively to their

children’s impulses and behaviors (Baumrind, 1966). They do not exert psychological
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control, they rarely try to control their children’s behavior, while they encourage them
to express their feelings and act independently (Gota, 2012). Permissive parents allow
their children to participate in decision making processes about rules (Maccoby &
Martin, 1983) and have very few behavioral demands (Baumrind, 1966). This type of
parenting has been related to lower competence (Baumrind, 1971), lower autonomy

(Baumrind et al., 2010) and lack of impulse control (Maccoby & Martin, 1983).

Authoritative. Authoritative parents are warm, they express love and affection, and
try to guide their children’s behavior in a rational manner. They encourage verbal
communication and explain the reasoning behind each rule (Maccoby and Martin,
1983). They promote independence and try to cultivate their children’s self-will but at
the same time they stay firm to their own perspective, keeping in mind their child’s
unique traits (Baumrind, 1966). Authoritative parents use reinforcement to encourage
positive behavior and are not influenced by their child’s desires nor by group
consensus. Authoritative parenting style has been described as optimal by researchers
(Baumrind, 2013; Maccoby & Martin, 1983) because it has been associated with
many positive child outcomes such as independence, social responsibility, high
achievement (Baumrind, 1971b), self-reliance (Baumrind, 1968) and maturity

(Baumrind et al., 2010).

Baumrind’s contribution is essential because she saw parenting style as an
attribute of the parent alone and not a characteristic of the parent-child relationship.
Additionally, she argued that parenting style influences children’s openness to their
parents’ efforts to socialize them, unlike previous models who had not taken this

dimension into consideration (Darling and Steinberg, 1993).
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Maccoby and Martin's Framework

By the early 80’s, Baumrind’s typology played the leading role in all scientific
discussions concerning parents’ influence on child development. Her model described
patterns of parental control and child socialization. In 1983, Maccoby and Martin
reclassified parenting styles based on two dimensions: responsiveness and
demandingness (Maccoby and Martin,1983). Responsiveness was about parental
warmth, support and acceptance while demandingness was about control and power
assertion. Their model did not contradict Baumrind’s typology, it rather added to it.
Authoritarian parents are demanding but not responsive when it comes to
reinforcement. Authoritative parents are equally demanding and responsive, while
permissive parents are responsive but not demanding. Parents who are neither
demanding nor responsive constitute a fourth parenting style, the uninvolved parent.
This style has also been referred to as neglecting (Steinberg et al., 1994) and

disengaged (Baumrind et al., 2010).

Uninvolved. Uninvolved parents are rejecting and do not exert control over their
children. They put minimum effort and give minimum time to their parenting role and
they avoid monitoring their children’s behavior (Baumrind, 1989). They can be

hostile or not responsive at all to their children’s needs.

Finally, Baumrind (2013) proposed that, instead of examining responsiveness
and demandingness, a better definition of the four parenting typologies can be
achieved by investigating the dimensions of acceptance versus rejection,

psychological control and behavioral control that are distinctive to each style.
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Factors influencing parenting style

Parenting practices are influenced by a number of factors which in turn shape
parenting style. Some of these factors are the parents’ personality and relationship to
each other, the lack of social support, the child’s personality and developmental
history, the family’s cultural context and the parents’ socialization experiences

(Breiner et al., 2016).

Child rearing is the way through which the values and ideals of each culture
are transmitted from generation to generation. Parenting style emerges from a number
of factors, including individual characteristics of the parent and the child, but also
from the socioeconomic status and cultural background of the parent. Consequently,
parental behaviors are influenced by the cultural context which occupies a prominent
position in research on parenthood. Keshavarz & Baharudin (2009) explain that
parental behaviors are influenced - directly or indirectly - by the collectivism or the
individualism of each society. For example, in collectivistic societies parents promote
values such as mutual aid, sociability, conformity, and commitment to social values in
the socialization of the child. Conversely, in individualistic societies parents promote
autonomy, individuality, self-restraint, emotional independence and children's self-

confidence.

Vafaeenejad et al. (2018) reported that parenting style is influenced both by
the psychological characteristics of the parent and the child. Specifically, the

psychological characteristics of the parent are:

Mental health status. Parents experiencing psychological disorders may be hostile

and rejecting towards their children. They are often harsh, using even physical
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punishment. Parents with major depressive disorder, bipolar disorder, anxiety and

schizophrenia adopt usually the authoritarian style of parenting.

Self-efficacy. Self-efficient parents have confidence in themselves, which makes them
more persistent with positive parenting practices, even in difficult situations, such as

limited social support and financial problems.

Parenting stress. Parental stress often surfaces because the requirements parents set
for themselves in order to be considered successful in their role, often exceed their
true potential. They become less protective and more punitive and rejecting of their

children, while they usually adopt the authoritarian style.

Perfectionism. Perfectionist parents are overly critical of themselves and demand
from their children to achieve everything they failed to achieve when they were
younger. Their expression of love depends on whether their child obeys them

completely or not. They adopt an authoritarian style.

Personality traits. Parents with agreeable personality traits such as extroversion,
conscientiousness and openness to new experiences are more socially accepted, have
more stable personalities and are therefore less prone to developing depression. They
are more likely to adopt positive parenting strategies compared to parents with
personality traits such as introversion, nervousness, who opt for more restrictive

parenting styles.

Childhood trauma. Any form of abuse during childhood can be considered as a risk
factor for negative parenting practices. Parents who have experienced trauma tend to
be more hostile and neglectful towards their children and they experience greater

stress when it comes to their parenting role.
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Marital satisfaction. Parents who have a good relationship, behave positively to their
children, while when they are not happy in their marriage, they transfer their negative

feelings to their relationship with the children.

Parents’ attachment style. Past family conditions and relationships between the
immediate family members can determine ones parenting style. Parents who
maintained strong and secure relationships with their own parents, are more intimate
and responsive towards their children, usually adopting warm parenting styles. On the
contrary, parents with more insecure attachment to their parents show more anger and

less intimacy towards their children.

Perceived parenting style. As parents, individuals usually adopt the parenting style
of their own parents. When children experience love and responsiveness from their
parents, they will develop an emotional security and ability for intimacy which will be
later transferred to their own children. On the contrary, parents with a background of

restriction and punishment are more likely to follow the same path with their children.

Substance use. Substance use is a risk factor for psychological disorders, marital

problems and abuse, all leading to poor parenting practices.

The psychological characteristics of the child that influence parenting style are

(\Vafaeenejad et al., 2018):

Developmental and mental disabilities. A child’s disability may cause emotional
distress and psychopathological difficulties in parents, due to their tendency to
overprotect their children or their inability to manage their children's differences. As a

result, they tend to adopt negative or inappropriate parenting practices.
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Child temperament. Parents may become hostile and less affectionate when their
child is maladaptive, gets angry easily, is hyperactive, shy or emotionally immature.
This is due to the fact that they might feel challenged or inadequate and therefore they

adopt more negative parenting practices and the authoritarian parenting style.

Anxiety. Child anxiety disorder leads to the adoption of negative parenting practices
because, as in the case of physical and mental disabilities, the parental stress is high

and this leads to overprotection and less independence.

Parenting Styles and Beliefs about Intelligence

So far, we have tried to present the efforts made by the scientific community
to define the different parenting styles and the ways in which each one of them
influences child development. We have also presented the different characteristics,
known so far in literature, that influence parenting style. Darling & Steinberg (1993)
assume that specific social representations about child development, as well as
specific goals that parents have for their children’s education might also influence
their parenting style. As mentioned before, the idea of intelligence is of particular
interest for both parents and educators, who explicitly try to influence its
development. Based on an initial study by Mugny & Carugati (1985), who suggested
that representations of development may influence parental behaviors, Miguel et al.
(2013) explored the relationship between social representations of the development of
intelligence and parenting styles. They concluded that what parents desire for their
children as well as their representations about the development of intelligence seem to
determine parental behaviors and parenting style. However, the way parents respond
to their children is the result of a combination of numerous factors and their beliefs

about intelligence is only one of them. Parents’ implicit theories of intelligence (as far
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as malleability is concerned), and the way they relate to different parenting styles is an

area that remains unexplored and this study aims to shed some light on this relation.

The Current Study

The current study seeks to explore the relation between parents’ implicit
theories of intelligence (regarding malleability and relevance for success) and
demographic variables, such as gender and educational level, using data collected
from a Greek sample. Moreover, previous research has shown that parents who hold
incremental theories (intelligence is malleable) see failure as an enhancing experience,
while parents holding entity theories (intelligence is fixed) consider failure as a
debilitating experience. Thus, a further aim of this study is to explore the relation
between parental implicit theories of intelligence and parents’ failure beliefs. Finally,
the relation between parenting styles and theories of intelligence has not been
explored in literature. Therefore, the final aim of this study is to investigate whether

different parenting styles can predict parental theories of intelligence.

More precisely, the following research questions and hypotheses will be explored:

1) How implicit theories of intelligence, as far as their malleability and relevance
for success are concerned, vary regarding different demographic variables,

such as gender and level of education?

Hypothesis 1: There is not going to be a difference in the mean scores between male

and female participants’ implicit theories of intelligence.

Hypothesis 2: There is going to be to be a difference in the mean scores between
participants’ implicit theories of intelligence and different levels of education (high

school diploma, bachelor’s, master’s, PhD)
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2) How parental implicit theories of intelligence (incremental or entity) are

related to parents’ failure beliefs (failure-is enhancing, failure-is-debilitating)?

Hypothesis 3: It is hypothesized that there is going to be a relationship between
incremental theories of intelligence and failure-is-enhancing mindsets as well as entity

theories and failure-is-debilitating mindsets.

3) Can the different parenting styles — authoritarian, authoritative, permissive —

predict parents’ implicit theories of intelligence?

Hypothesis 4: It is hypothesized that there will be a linear relation between each of the
three parenting styles and incremental theories of intelligence (intelligence is

malleable).
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Chapter Two

Method

Participants

For the needs of this study, a convenience sample of 105 participants was
recruited. The survey was created with Google Forms, a survey administration
software, and was distributed through social-network platforms. Participants had to be
at least 18 years old and ought to have a very good command of the Greek language
since the survey was administered in Greek. They also had to be parents of children
aged from four to 12 years old. These were the only inclusion criteria. After the data
collection, all participants were included in the analysis. Most participants were
female (72,4%) and the majority of parents had at least a bachelor’s degree from a
Technical University (81%). Parents were asked to think about their child when
answering the questions. 54,3% of the parents thought about their daughter and 45.7%

thought about their son.

Instruments

For the purpose of this study, a survey was composed by a brief
demographics’ questionnaire, developed by the researcher, and three validated
questionnaires testing for the constructs in question: The “Skalen zur Erfassung
subjektiver Uberzeugungen zu Bedingungen von Erfolg in Lern- und
Leistungskontexten,” SE-SUBELLKO-ST (Spinath and Schéne, 2003), testing for
parents’ implicit theories of intelligence, the Haimovitz and Dweck (2016) scale
assessing parents’ failure beliefs, and the “Parenting Styles and Dimensions

Questionnaire” (short version) — PSDQ (Robinson et al., 2001), exploring different
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parenting styles (see Appendix A). Here follows a description of the abovementioned

questionnaires.
Demographics

The first part of the survey was a questionnaire aiming at the collection of
demographic information. Participants were asked to report on their gender, highest

diploma received, age and gender of the child for which they filled in the survey.
Implicit Theories of Intelligence

A translated version, from German to Greek, of the “Skalen zur Erfassung
subjektiver Uberzeugungen zu Bedingungen von Erfolg in Lern- und
Leistungskontexten,” SE-SUBELLKO-ST scale (Spinath and Schone, 2003) has been
used to assess parents’ implicit theories of intelligence. The original scale was
requested by their creators and translated, with the back-translation method, from
German to Greek (see Appendix B). Items were modified so that parents would refer
specifically to their child (e.g., “To succeed academically, my child not need to be
particularly intelligent” modified as “To succeed academically, one does not need to
be particularly intelligent”). Two dimensions of intelligence were assessed by three
items each: malleability and relevance for success. Items were modified so that
parents would refer specifically to their child. Using a five-point-scale, parents
assessed the malleability of their children’s intelligence (e.g., “When my child learns
new things, his/her intelligence... stays the same/ changes™) and the relevance for
success of their children’s intelligence (e.g., “To succeed academically, high
intelligence... is not/ is necessary”). Higher values designated more agreement

regarding the malleability of intelligence and its relevance for success.
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Failure Beliefs

A translated version, from English to Greek, of the scale by Haimovitz and
Dweck (2016) assessing parents’ failure beliefs, has been used. The original scale was
requested from their creators and translated, with the back-translation method, from
English to Greek (see Appendix B). Items were modified so that parents would refer
specifically to their child (e.g., “Experiencing failure debilitates learning and
development” modified as “Experiencing failure debilitates my child’s learning and
development”). Two mindsets were assessed by three items each: a failure-is-
enhancing mindset (e.g., “Experiencing failure enhances my child’s performance and
productivity” and a failure-is-debilitating mindset (e.g., “Experiencing failure
debilitates my child’s performance and productivity”. Using a five-point-scale,
parents assessed their beliefs from extremely untrue (1) to extremely true (5). The
items assessing the debilitating mindset were reverse-scored and averaged with all
items to a composite score. Higher values designated a more enhancing belief

regarding failure.

Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire (PSDQ) — Short Version

The PSDQ - short version by Robinson et al. (2001) consists of 32 items. This
is the short version of the Parenting Practices Questionnaire — PPQ (Robinson et al.,
1995) which was constructed by the same authors and consisted of 62 items
(Kimbley, 2014). The authors based their work on Baumrind’s typology (1966) —
authoritarian, authoritative and permissive parenting styles — and they tried to create
an instrument that would be appropriate to use by both mothers and fathers and that

would refer to both preschool and school aged children (Robinson et al., 1995).
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The short version was obtained by applying Confirmatory Factor Analysis -
CFA and Structural Equation Modeling — CEM (Robinson et al., 2001). The process
highlighted three groups of questions — factors — corresponding to the different
parenting styles. The first factor, the authoritative parent, consists of 15 questions,
with a Cronbach’s alpha reliability index of .86 referring to (a) the degree of warmth
and support (questions 7, 1, 12, 14, 27), (b) the degree of control and reasoning
(questions 25, 29, 31, 11, 5) and (c) the degree of autonomy and children's
participation in decisions (questions 21, 9, 22, 3, 18). The second factor, the
authoritarian parent, consists of 12 questions, with a Cronbach’s alpha reliability
index of .82 referring to (a) the physical coercion of children (questions 2, 6, 32, 19),
(b) the degree of verbal hostility (questions 16, 13, 23, 30) and (c) the degree of
punishment imposed without reasoning (questions 10, 26, 28, 4). The third factor, the
permissive parent, consists of 5 questions, with a Cronbach’s alpha reliability index of
.64, referring to the degree of tolerance and indulgence (questions 20, 17, 15, 8, 24)

(Robinson et. al., 2001).

The questions are answered on a 5-point Likert scale, where 1= Never, 2=
Rarely, 3= Sometimes, 4= Very Often and 5= Always. The mean score of the
responses to the questions for each parenting style gives a separate score for each
factor and the largest mean score of the three styles indicates increased use of
parenting practices associated with the respective style of parenting (Robinson et. al.,

2001).

The Greek version of the PSDQ has been adapted to the Greek population by
Maridaki-Kassotaki (2009). Cronbach’s alpha reliability index ranged between .63
and .88, confirming the reliability of the adaptation of the specific questionnaire to a

population of Greek fathers (Maridaki-Kassotaki, 2009). The reliability of the
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adaptation of the parental typology questionnaire to a population of Greek mothers
was also confirmed, with a Cronbach alpha reliability index ranging from .65 to .88

(Antonopoulou and Tsitsas, 2011).
Procedure

Participants were recruited during a ten-day period, between the 20" and 30"
of September 2022. They were asked to complete an online survey created for the
purposes of this research. A brief description of the study was included in the online
invitation together with some guidelines for the completion of the survey, a note that
the whole process would take less than 10 minutes to complete, and a reminder of the
inclusion criteria (Adult, Greek-speaking parents of children between four and 12
years old). Finally, prior to their participation, parents were asked to submit an online
informed consent form by clicking the ‘next’ button appearing on the screen (see
Appendix C). After this step, the questionnaire was available for completion (see
Appendix A). Every question had to be answered in order for the participants to be
able to submit their final answers. Upon completion, a debriefing form followed,
summing up the purposes of this research and thanking the participants for taking the
time to complete the survey (see Appendix D). Participants’ anonymity was ensured
because, other than their gender and level of education, no personal identifiers were

collected.
Data analysis

The data collected were processed by using the IBM® SPSS® Statistics
software. First, the internal consistency of the translated questionnaires weas
investigated by running Cronbach’s alpha. Then, in order to describe the sample of

this study, descriptive statistics were applied. For the first research question,
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investigating the relation between parental implicit theories of intelligence and
demographic variables, a t-test was used to compare the means of the different
demographic variables (parent’s gender and level of education) in terms of their
scores in: intelligence — malleability, intelligence — relevance for success, For the
second question, Pearsons correlation was applied to reveal possible associations

between parents’ implicit theories of intelligence — incremental or entity — and their

failure beliefs — failure-is-enhancing, failure-is-debilitating. For the third question, a

linear regression analysis was used to explore whether the different parenting styles
(authoritarian, authoritative, permissive) could predict incremental theories of

intelligence.
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Chapter Three
Results
Descriptive Statistics

For the first part of the statistical analysis, descriptive statistics were
calculated to describe the characteristics of the sample. 105 individuals completed the
survey, 72.4% (76) of which were female and 27.6% (29) were male. As for their
level of education, 19% (20) had a high school diploma, 9.5% (10) had a bachelor’s
degree from a technical university and 28.6% (30) a bachelor’s degree from a higher
institution. 36.2% (38) had obtained a master’s degree and 6.7% (7) a PhD. Parents
were asked to think about their child while completing the survey. 54.3% (57) thought
about their daughter and 45.7% (48) thought about their son. The survey was
addressed to parents with children from the age of four until the age of 12. 32.4% (34)
of the children were between four and six years old, 40% (42) were between seven
and nine years old and 27.6% (29) were between ten and 12 years old. All the above-

mentioned demographic characteristics of the sample are presented in Table 1.

The “Skalen zur Erfassung subjektiver Uberzeugungen zu Bedingungen von
Erfolg in Lern- und Leistungskontexten,” SE-SUBELLKO-ST questionnaire (Spinath
and Schone, 2003), used to measure parents’ implicit theories of intelligence, showed
that the mean values of parental implicit theories regarding malleability of intelligence

and its relevance for success were 2.69 (SD = 0.75) and 1.32 (SD = 0.52) respectively.

Parental failure beliefs assessed by the Haimovitz and Dweck (2016) scale,
revealed a mean value of 2.61 (SD = 0.58) for the failure-is-enhancing mindset and a

mean value of 2.68 (SD = 0.67) for the failure-is-debilitating mindset.
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Finally, descriptive statistics for the “Parenting Styles and Dimensions
Questionnaire” (short version) — PSDQ (Robinson et al., 2001), exploring different
parenting styles, revealed a mean value of 3.11 (SD = 0.42) for the authoritative
parenting style, a mean value of 0.95 (SD = 0.41) for the authoritarian parenting style

and a mean value of 1.59 (SD = 0.57) for the permissive parenting style.
Internal Consistency of Translated Questionnaires

To evaluate the internal consistency of the SE-SUBELLKO-ST scale (Spinath
and Schone, 2003) which was translated from German to Greek and of the Haimovitz
and Dweck (2016) scale which was translated from English to Greek, the Cronbach's
alpha coefficient was used. For the first factor of the first scale (SE-SUBELLKO-ST)
testing for the malleability of intelligence (3 questions), Cronbach's alpha was
a=0.796, and for the second factor, testing for intelligence’s relevance for success, it
was a=.695. For the second scale about failure beliefs, Cronbach's alpha for the first
factor, failure-is-enhancing (3 questions), was 0=.670 and for the second factor,
failure-is-debilitating (3 questions) it was 0=.773. For a questionnaire to be
considered reliable, a should be >0.6. In the case of these particular questionnaires,
the reliability is satisfactory as a is above 0.65, which makes the questionnaires and

their results reliable.
Hypotheses Testing
First Hypothesis

The first hypothesis of the study states that there is not going to be a difference
in the mean scores between male and female participants’ implicit theories of
intelligence. In order to investigate this hypothesis, a t-test was conducted and the

statistical analysis confirmed this hypothesis. There was no significant difference
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between female (M = 2.70, SD = 0.78) and male (M = 2.67, SD = 0.70) participants’
mean scores regarding their beliefs about the malleability of intelligence (t = -0.186, p
= 0.853). Also, there was no significant difference between female (M = 1.33, SD =
0.55) and male (M = 1.30, SD = 0.43) participants’ mean scores regarding their
beliefs about intelligence’s relevance for success (t =-0,303, p = 0.763). The above
results confirm that parents’ gender does not influence their beliefs regarding

malleability of intelligence and its relevance for success (see Table 2).

Second Hypothesis

The second hypothesis of this study states that there is going to be a difference
in the mean scores between participants’ implicit theories of intelligence and different
levels of education (high school diploma, bachelor’s degree from a Technological
Education Institute or a University, master’s, PhD). To investigate this hypothesis, an
ANOVA test was used to determine if there was a statistically significant difference
between parents’ implicit theories of intelligence regarding a) malleability and b)
relevance for success and their different educational levels. The test did not yield
statistically significant results neither regarding malleability of intelligence, F (4.104)
=0.631, p = 0.642, nor regarding its relevance for success, F (4.104) =0.119, p =
0.975. The above results do not confirm the hypothesis that parents’ level of education
influences their beliefs on malleability of intelligence (see Table 3a). and its relevance

for success (see Table 3b).

Third Hypothesis

In order to investigate the third hypothesis which states that there is going to
be a relationship between incremental theories of intelligence (intelligence is

malleable) and failure-is-enhancing mindsets as well as entity theories of intelligence
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(intelligence is fixed) and failure-is-debilitating mindsets, the Pearsons correlation
coefficient was employed. However, the analysis did not confirm the hypothesis
concerning the relation between incremental theories of intelligence (intelligence is
malleable) and failure-is-enhancing mindsets, r (103) =.010, p = .916, neither the
hypothesis concerning the relation between entity theories of intelligence (intelligence
is malleable) and failure-is-debilitating mindsets, r (103) = .083, p =.398 (see Table

4).

Fourth Hypothesis

In order to investigate the fourth hypothesis which predicts that permissive,
authoritative and that authoritarian parents will hold incremental theories of
intelligence (intelligence is malleable), we first employed the Pearsons correlation
coefficient in order to test for correlations between the three parenting styles and
malleability of intelligence. Findings suggest that malleability of intelligence is
negatively correlated with the authoritarian parenting style (r = -.297, p =.002) and
that there is no correlation between malleability of intelligence and authoritative (r =

.089, p =.366) and permissive (r =-.176, p = .072) parenting styles, p>0.05.

After exploring the correlation between the variables, a linear regression
analysis was carried out to determine whether each one of the three parenting styles
(permissive, authoritative and authoritarian) predicted incremental theories of
intelligence. The linear regression analysis showed that the permissive and
authoritative parenting styles did not predict incremental theories of intelligence.
However, there was a significant linear relationship between the authoritarian
parenting style and incremental theories of intelligence, F(1,103) = 9.987, p<0.002.

Consequently, the fourth hypothesis was partially confirmed (see Table 6).
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Chapter Four

Discussion

Implicit theories regarding abilities that individuals hold play a major role in
the way they perceive failure, set goals and ultimately, they achieve in life. Inevitably,
implicit theories influence one’s attitudes and in the case of parents, their attitudes and
behaviors can shape their children’s development (Taylor et al., 2004; Rautiainen et
al., 2016). Research exploring parental implicit theories of intelligence is not
extensive and dates back a few decades only. Therefore, the main aim of the present
study was to add to the efforts examining parents’ implicit theories of intelligence and

the ways they are related to other domains, such as failure beliefs and parenting styles.

More specifically, the intention was to explore the relation between aspects of
parents’ implicit theories of intelligence, such as malleability and relevance for
success, and certain demographic variables, such as parents’ gender and level of
education, within a Greek sample. It was also intended to investigate the relation
between implicit theories and parents’ failure beliefs as well as the relation between
implicit theories of intelligence and parenting styles. Research on these domains
constituted the framework on which these constructs were examined. Reviewing the
relevant literature, provided indices that there was indeed a relationship among the
above-mentioned constructs and thus the different hypotheses were formed and

investigated.

The first hypothesis of the current study supported the view that parents’
gender does not influence their implicit theories of intelligence. The results confirmed
the hypothesis because the mean scores of male and female participants regarding the

two dimensions explored, malleability of intelligence and relevance for success, were
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not significantly different. This finding is in line with earlier literature on implicit

theories of intelligence (Dweck et al., 1995b).

In their study, Haimovitz and Dweck (2016) tried to examine whether it was
parents’ theories of intelligence or their failure beliefs that influenced more their
children’s mindsets. Amongst other variables, the effect of parental gender was tested
and no significant relation was found. Similarly, Rautiainen et al. (2016), explored the
association between parents’ implicit theories of intelligence and several factors,
including parents’ gender. Results concluded that there was no association between
parents’ views regarding malleability of intelligence and their gender. Finally, Stern
and Hertel (2020), using Latent Profile Analysis (LAP), came up with three profiles of
parents based on their implicit theories of intelligence. They found that there was no

statistically significant difference regarding gender between the three profiles.

It is common in literature on implicit theories of intelligence not to find a
distinction between male and female participants. Against the popular fascination with
gender differences, some early researchers tried to explain that psychological
differences between males and females were in fact less important than within-gender
variations (Thorndike, 1914). Therefore, a possible explanation for the non-significant
difference between mothers’ and fathers’ views regarding their implicit theories of
intelligence might be found in the gender similarities hypothesis, proposed by Hyde
(2005). In order to test this hypothesis, she performed a meta-analysis including all
research that had been conducted on psychological gender differences until that time.
She found that 78% of gender differences were either too small or close to zero, even
in areas, such a mathematics performance or verbal skills, where differences between
genders were traditionally considered reliable. Large gender differences were noted in
the areas of motor performance, sexuality and physical aggression. Hyde also
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emphasized that the context in which gender differences are studied has the power to

create, diminish or change these differences.

The second hypothesis of this study suggested that parents’ educational level
influences their implicit theories of intelligence. The results did not confirm the
hypothesis because the mean scores between participants’ level of education and the
two dimensions explored, malleability of intelligence and relevance for success, were

not statistically significant.

The review of the literature regarding the relation between implicit theories of
intelligence and parents’ educational level revealed contradictory findings. Most
researchers linked higher levels of education to incremental theories of intelligence
(Pomerantz and Dong, 2006; Jiang et al., 2019; Stern and Hertel, 2020). Based on
these findings, the second hypothesis was formed. However, data analysis showed
that within this particular sample, beliefs about the malleability of intelligence were
unrelated to parents’ educational level, and so were their beliefs about its relevance

for success.

Similar findings were reported by Rautiainen et al. (2016). In their research,
they supported the opposite idea than most researchers, that parents with a higher
academic education would lean towards entity theories of intelligence. Their view was
based on the idea that well educated parents are more likely to support the theory of
natural giftedness (Réty and Snellman, 1998), which states that abilities are innate.
However, their hypothesis was not confirmed, demonstrating no relation between
parents’ educational level and implicit theories of intelligence. The explanation they

provided for this outcome was that although educated parents value cognitive
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abilities, less educated parents consider their children more resilient and able to face

failure thanks to their inner potential (Réaty et al., 2014).

Another possible explanation for the non-significant relationship between
implicit theories of intelligence and parents’ level of education might be the
socioeconomic status of this particular non-probabilistic sample. Participants were
recruited through an invitation published on social media accounts, with a request to
forward it to other parents meeting the inclusion criteria. It is possible that,
educational level aside, most participants belonged to a middle or higher
socioeconomic status, thus having more time and access to resources for their
children. In a recent study, carried out by List et al. (2021), it was demonstrated that
parents with high and middle socioeconomic status were more inclined to support the
view that parental investments are beneficial for the development of their children’s
skills than parents with low socioeconomic status. The majority of the current study’s
sample leaned towards incremental theories, considering intelligence as malleable.
This tendency might be explained through List et al.’s (2021) findings. Parents with
middle or high socioeconomic status, provide support for their children because they
believe that this effort will bring a change to the development of their children’ skills.
Adding to this idea, most parents leaned towards the belief that intelligence is not
absolutely relevant for success, which is something that would make them invest more
time and resources for their children’s progress. Parents’ level of education was not
related to their implicit theories but it is possible that their socioeconomic status was
responsible for this inclination towards incremental theories. However, this variable

was not accounted for in this study.

The third hypothesis of this study aimed to examine the relation between
parents’ implicit theories of intelligence and their failure beliefs. More specifically, it
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was hypothesized that there would be a relationship between incremental theories of
intelligence and failure-is-enhancing mindsets as well as between entity theories of
intelligence and failure-is-debilitating mindsets. The Pearsons correlation did not
reveal a significant relation between the above-mentioned variables, thus the

hypothesis was not confirmed.

A similar finding was reported in a recent study by Tao and Wu (2021), who,
within a sample of university students, investigated the effects of failure beliefs on
implicit theories of intelligence. Their data collection was conducted in two phases, in
baseline and after one year, in follow up. Although parents’ failure-is-debilitating
mindset at baseline predicted their children’s failure-is-debilitating mindset and entity
theories of intelligence at follow-up, students with failure-is-debilitating mindset at

baseline did not necessary hold entity theories of intelligence at follow-up.

A probable explanation for the results cited above could be found in Dweck et
al. (1995a). In their article, they argue that it is possible for an individual to hold both
incremental and entity theories. For example, they might believe that intelligence is
malleable but mathematic abilities are fixed. Adding to this idea, Stern and Hertel
(2020) argued that perhaps the relation between implicit theories and failure beliefs is
domain-specific. This means that some parents might believe that failure is
debilitating for the development of certain skills, and at the same time it might also be
enhancing for the development of others. To explain this discrepancy between
parents’ failure beliefs and parents’ implicit theories, certain researchers suggest that

they might be independent constructs (Schroder et al., 2016; Stern and Hertel, 2020).

The inconsistent findings regarding the relation between implicit theories of

intelligence and failure beliefs make it clear that it is a domain not yet understood.
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Therefore, it is important to explore these constructs in more detail to gain a better

understanding of their relation.

The fourth hypothesis of this study tried to shed some light on whether the
different parenting styles (permissive, authoritative and authoritarian) could predict
parents’ incremental theories of intelligence. The results partially confirmed the
hypothesis. No linear relation was found between permissive or authoritative parents
and incremental theories of intelligence. However, it could be predicted that

authoritarian parents would hold such theories.

The lack of previous research connecting parenting styles to implicit theories
of intelligence makes it challenging to explain the above findings on the grounds of a
theoretical framework where the two constructs are studied together. Nevertheless, the
characteristics of each parenting style have been extensively studied during the past
decades and it is our assumption that some of these characteristics might explain the

findings of this study regarding beliefs on the malleability of intelligence.

Baumrind (1966)’s typology on parenting styles is based on the different kinds
of control that parents exert on their children. It might be possible that the beliefs
guiding, more or less controlling, parental behaviors are responsible for the outcomes
of this hypothesis. Permissive parents are acceptant and avoid the exercise of control.
They do not have a lot of expectations from their children and they let them express
freely their impulses (Baumrind, 1966). This lack of control and expectation might be
rooted in the belief that abilities are innate and rather fixed. Action to shape the
behavior of one’s child is activated by the belief that abilities are malleable. This
might explain why the permissive parenting style did not predict incremental theories

of intelligence.
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Authoritative parents use control but also reason to discipline their child. They
do not punish, rather reinforce positive behavior (Baumrind, 1966). On the other
hand, authoritarian parents exert control in an effort to change their child’s attitudes.
They impose discipline and use punishment as a way to shape their child’s behavior
(Baumrind, 1966). Both styles are high in control but authoritarian parents are
particularly restrictive (Darling and Steinberg, 1993). Perhaps, it is the belief that
behaviors can change that explains why authoritarian parents were found to hold
incremental theories of intelligence in the current study. Afterall, there is evidence
that academic achievement is linked to more controlling parenting styles (Dornbusch
et al., 1987; Watabe and Hibbard, 2014), which might explain why the parents of this
sample did not think of intelligence as particularly relevant for success, but they did

think that it was malleable, changeable with effort.

Miguel et al. (2013), in an article connecting social representations of
intelligence to parenting styles, revealed that the latter are indeed influenced by the
first. However, they emphasized that such representations influence only partially the

ways that parents respond to their children.

Limitations and Future Directions

There are several limitations in this study that could be addressed in future
research. The first limitation has to do with the sample. Although it was adequate,
regarding the number of participants (105), it was possibly not representative because
of its non-probabilistic nature. Participants were recruited through social media
accounts. Therefore, it can be assumed that parents who responded were somehow
connected to each other, thus belonging to a certain socioeconomic group. Moreover,

there was an important overrepresentation of mothers (72,4%) which might have
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jeopardized the findings of the first hypothesis regarding implicit theories of
intelligence and their relation to gender. It might be possible that the findings would
be different if the sample consisted equally of both men and women (Muenks et al.,
2015). Therefore, future research could consider a higher percentage of fathers.
Finally, because the survey was made public online and the identity of the
respondents remained private, there was no way to verify whether participants were

indeed parents of children belonging to that particular age group.

Second, due to time constrains, the data collected for this study was
exclusively based on parents’ self-reports. Future research could also include
qualitative methods for data collection, such as interviews or observations of the
parent-child interactions. Additionally, the current study was cross-sectional and data
was collected at a specific point in time, designing a picture that was representative of
that time. A longitudinal study on the topic could provide insights as to whether
parents’ implicit theories and failure beliefs are stable or change over time.
Alternatively, it could be interesting to include in the sample parents of adolescents
and investigate their similarities and differences to parents who have younger

children.

Third, the results can only be interpreted in the light of the Greek cultural
context, which could explain certain outcomes. Research has shown that cross-
cultural differences do exist and should be accounted for. For example, Stern and
Hertel (2020) conducted their research using a German sample and found significant
associations between parents’ level of education and implicit theories of intelligence,
which was not the case with the Greek sample. Equally, in their study, Stevenson and
Stigler (1992) compared the achievement beliefs of American students and their
parents with those of Asian students and their parents. Results revealed that Asians
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valued effort and were more likely to hold incremental theories of intelligence
compared to Americans. More studies, concluding to similar results, reinforce this
idea (Chiu et al., 1997; Kim et al., 2000). Racial differences were also reported by
Good et al. (2003), who showed that Black students were more respondent to
incremental theories of abilities than White students. Taking all the above into
account, it might be important for future research to consider different cultural

contexts when exploring parental beliefs and theories of intelligence.

Fourth, two of the three questionnaires used for the purposes of this study, the
“Skalen zur Erfassung subjektiver Uberzeugungen zu Bedingungen von Erfolg in
Lern- und Leistungskontexten,” SE-SUBELLKO-ST (Spinath and Schone, 2003),
testing for parents’ implicit theories of intelligence and the Haimovitz and Dweck
(2016) scale assessing parents’ failure beliefs, were translated from their original
languages, German and English respectively, into Greek. A suggestion for future
research would include factor analysis for the translated versions of these scales in
order to investigate their properties in more detail. Also, a pilot study could be

conducted with a Greek sample in order to check and confirm the clarity of the items.

Lastly, the lack of prior research concerning the fourth hypothesis of this
study, regarding the relation between parents’ implicit theories of intelligence and
parenting styles, might have restricted the extent of this study, but the results can be
utilized as a starting point for future research to explore these constructs in more

depth.
Conclusion

During the past few decades, parents’ implicit theories of intelligence have

been studied by the scientific community because there is important evidence that
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they are responsible for parental behaviors that influence children’s development. The
current study aspired to contribute to this domain by further exploring the issue with a
Greek sample. More precisely, we examined the relation between parents’ implicit
theories of intelligence and certain demographic characteristic, failure beliefs and
parenting styles. Neither gender nor academic level seemed to influence parents’
implicit theories and no relation was revealed between incremental theories and
failure-is-enhancing mindsets, or entity theories and failure-is-debilitating mindsets.
Finally, it seems that only authoritarian parents are predicted to hold the belief that
intelligence is malleable. Since parents’ behaviors are influenced by their beliefs, it is
important for more research to be conducted in order to reach clearer conclusions as
to the different ways in which implicit theories of intelligence are responsible for
certain parental behaviors. Such findings will contribute to parents’ education so that
they in turn can adopt better parenting strategies. Parents’ education could take the
form of seminars or workshops taking place in school settings or community centers.
For more efficient outcomes, prevention efforts could target especially parents of very
young children, as they are new to their role and have more time to consider their role
and practices. Altering ones beliefs is not an easy task, but perhaps bringing more
awareness to the fact that certain beliefs can influence the way we behave could in
turn bring some change, small or big, to the kind of strategies parents choose to adopt

for the benefit of their children.
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Table 1

Socio-demographic Characteristics of the Sample

N (%) (n=105) Mean

SD

Parent’s Gender

Female

Male

Education

High school Diploma

Bachelor’s Degree (Technical)

Bachelor’s Degree (University)

Master’s Degree

PhD

Child’s Gender

Female

Male

Child’s Age

4-6

7-9

10-12

72.4% (76)

27.6% (29)

19% (20)

9.5% (10)

28.6% (30)

36.2% (38)

6.7% (7)

54.3% (57)

45.7% (48)

32.4% (34)

40% (42)

27.6% (29)
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Table 2

T-test Analysis Exploring Relations Between Gender and Implicit Theories of

Intelligence
Female Male t-test analysis
Variables Mean SD Mean SD t p
Malleability 2.70 0.78 2.67 0.70 -0.186 0.853
Relevance 1.33 0.55 1.30 0.43 -0.303 0.763
for Success

56



Table 3a

ANOVA Analysis between Level of Education and Implicit Theories of Intelligence on

Malleability
Malleability F p
Variables Mean SD
High school 2.72 0.75
Diploma
Bachelor’s 2.70 0.71
TEI
Bachelor’s 251 0.79 0.631 0.642
University
Master’s 2.80 0.79
PhD 2.76 0.46
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Table 3b

ANOVA Analysis between Level of Education and Implicit Theories of Intelligence on

Relevance for Success

Malleability F p
Variables Mean SD
High school 1.33 0.51
Diploma
Bachelor’s 1.33 0.54
TEI
Bachelor’s 1.33 0.43 0.119 0.975
University
Master’s 1.33 0.61
PhD 1.19 0.50
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Table 4

Pearson Correlations r between Malleability of Intelligence and Failure Beliefs

Failure-is- Failure-is-
enhancing debilitating
Malleability .010 .083
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Table 5

Pearson Correlations r between Malleability of Intelligence and Parenting Styles

Authoritative  Authoritarian Permissive

Malleability .089 -.297 -.176
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Table 6

Linear Regression Analysis for Predicting Malleability of Intelligence

Variable B SE Beta p

(Constant) 3.206 178 .000

Authoritarian ~ -.542 172 -.279 .002
Note. * p<.05.
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Appendix A

Current Study’s Questionnaire

Demographics Questionnaire

O TapaKdTm EPOTNCELS GTOXEVOLV GTI GLALOYN ONUOYPUPIKAOV TAT|POPOPLDV.

[TopakoaAd CNUEDGTE TNV OTAVINGT TOV TEPTYPAPEL KAADTEPQ TA TOPAKATM:

dvro:

- Avopag

- Tovaika

- Alo

- Aev anavio

Av@OTOTOG TITAOS GTOVOMV:

- Amoivmplo Méong Exraidevong

- ITtoylo Avatepng Teyxvoroyikne Erayyelpotikng Exmaidgvonc.
- IItuyio Avotdtov XyoAov

- Metantuyiokd

- Awaxtopikd

Hlkio mo161090 Y100 T0 07010 GUUTANPAOVEO TO EPOTNOTOAOYLO:

@Yo TALO0V Y10 TO 07T010 CUUTANPAOVE TO EPMOTNHATOLOYLO:
- Ayopt
- Kopitot
- Al

- Asgv anovio
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“Skalen zur Erfassung subjektiver Uberzeugungen zu Bedingungen von Erfolg

in Lern- und Leistungskontexten,” SE-SUBELLKO-ST
Adnieg Bempieg yoviémv Yo TV gv@uia

[Mopoakaid onuel®oTe T0 PoOUO CLUEMOVING COG LE TIG TOPAKATO SNADGELS, KAVOVTOG

xpNon ™G Safadopévng KATpaKoS Tov akoAovOEL.

1: Alapovd omoAdTrg, 2: Alapovo, 3: Ovte dapovd /O0Tte GLUEOVOD, 4: ZOUEOVED,
5: ZOpHemVO omoAVTMG

Merapintotnra gvpuiog

1. To moudi pov €yxetl évav optopévo deiktn veuiang, 0 omoiog dev umopet va
aALGEEL.

2. Ortav to moudi pov pabaivel Kavovpila pdypota 1 eveuio Tov aAraleL.

3. H evopvuia givar kdrt, 10 omoio dvokoAa pmopel va oAAAEEL.

Inpooio TG ev@uiag yio TNV emTUYiC

4. T va €xel To modl Hov KaAEG EMOOGELS GTIC GTTOVOEG TOV dEV XPELALETOL VOl
elvan Wwitepa E&vmvo.

5. Tw v emruyio oT1g 6TOVOES, | LYNAN ELELIN givar amapaitnTn
npovimdOeon.

6. Ot KaAég eMOOGELS GTIC GTOVIEG ATOLTOVY KLPIWS VYNAY gvEVTaL.
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Failure Beliefs Questionnaire, Haimovitz & Dweck, 2016

I[emo10M 615 YOVE®V GYETIKA pE TNV ATOTVY IO

[Mopakaid onpeunote to Pabpd otov onoio Bewpeite 0111 KAOE Lol Ao TIG TOPAKATM
dnAmoelg etvar aAnong, kédvovtag yprion g Stafadicpuévng KAipakog Tov akoAovoet.
1: AmoldTtmg avaindng, 2: Avainong, 3: Ovte aindng ovte avaindng, 4: AAnong, 5:
AmoAbTOC 0ANONg
- O gmmtdoelg g amotuyiog lvan Oetikéc kat Oa mpémet vo alomotobvrat.
- To Blopa ™ amotvyiag dievkoAHveL TNV LAONOT KO TNV AVATTLEN TOV TOO100
HLov.
- To Blopa g amotuyiog evioyveL TV EXLO0CT KoL TNV TOPAYOYIKOTNTA TOV
ooy Hov.
- To Blopa g amotvyiog mopeumodilel Tnv pabnon kot avamtuén Tov modton
HLov.
- To Biopa g amotuyiog Hetdvel TNV ENIO0CT KOL TNV TOPAYOYIKOTNTA TOV
Tod100 LOV.

- O gmmtdoelg g amotuyiog eivatl apvnTikég Kot Bo TPEmEL Vo 0moPeDyoVTaL.
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Parenting Styles & Dimensions Questionnaire (PSDQ) — Short Version

[Mopoakadd oNUELOOTE TN cLYVOTNTA UE TNV ooia Bewpeite OTL ) KAOE o omd TIg
TOPOKATO dINADCELS epapuOleTaL, KAvovTag xpron s dafadiopuévng KAlpakag Tov
aKkoAoLOel Kot £0VTaG 6TO HVOAO GOG TO TTdl Y10l TO OTTO10 CLUTANPADOVETE TO

gpotnuatoroylo. 1: Toté, 2: Zndvia, 3: Mepkég popéc, 4: TTodd cuyvd, 5: Tdvta

1. Katovod T cuvoisOnpoto Tov modton Hov.

2. XpNooTol® TNV TIH®pio oG HEGo Telbapyiog.

3. AapPave vroyn pov Tt 0éAet To Toudi pov TP Tov {NTNo® VoL KAVEL KATL.

4. Otav 1o modi pov {ntaet vo pdbet 1o Ady0 yio Tov 0moio TPEMEL VAL VTAKOVGEL GE
KdTL, ToV amoviod oc eENg: «[Mati eipon 0 TaTépag/ UNTéPa GOV Kol Gov To {NThm»
5. Aéw 010 TOdi pov TG VIHO®, OTOV CLUTEPLPEPETAL KAAN 1] OTOV CUUTEPLPEPETOL
doympuo.

6. MoAdV® to Tondi pov dtav dev ivat vdKovo.

7. Hapotphve to mondi pov va culntdet pali pov to TpofANUOTE TOL.

8. [Toted® 611 eivon SvoKoAo va ndbw 6to madi pov va wetbopyet.

9. Zn1® amd 10 moudi Pov vor eKPPALEL TN YVOUT TOL oKOR Kol dtav Stopove podi
TOV.

10. To Tipep® amayopedOVTAG TOV Vo KAVEL KATL TOV TOV 0PECEL, YMOPIG VoL TOL dive
eEnynoeig.

11. Aéw oto modi pov moco onuavtikd givorl vo akolovbel Toug kavoveg g
O1KOYEVELNG.

12. Aglyvo oto mondi pov Katavonon 0tav ivol ovosTAT®IEVO.

13. To poAdvem kot Tov eovalo étav EPETOL Aoyn L.

14. To gmaved Otav gtvor Kahd Kot VTAKOVO TTodl.

15. Yrnaxovw otig embopieg Tov modiov pov 6tav EMUEVEL EVIOVO G OVTEG.
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16. Eeondm 10 Bupd pov Tave tov.

17. Tlep1ocdTePO amEIMD UE TYLMPI TO TOdL OV, TAPA TO TIUOP®.

18. Aappdve vrdym pov Tig embopieg ToL OG0V LoV OTAV KAVE® OKOYEVELOK(L
o€l

19. Aépvo 10 Tondi pov 6tav dev VITOKOVEL.

20. Aéw oto modi Hov e To10 TPOTO Bal TO TIUOPNO® AALA deV EQapUOL® TNV
TIHopia.

21. Zntam ™ yvoun tov Y10 ToV TPOTo UE ToV omoio Oa mpémel va Asttovpyei n
OlKOYEVELQL.

22. Emtpénm 6to mondi Lo va TEL TN YVAOLL TOV Y10, TOVS KAVOVESG TOV VILAPYOLY GTNV
OlKOYEVELQL.

23. Tov kévo cvotdoels v va ertiodel ) cuumepipopd Tov.

24. KaxopaBaive to modi pov.

25. Tov €Enyd ToVg AOYOLS Y10 TOVG OTOI0VG TTPEMEL VAL TNPOVVTOL OL KAVOVES TNG
OLKOYEVELXG.

26. XpNGomold AmeLEC Y10 VoL TO TILOPNO® Y®PIS VoL ToL dive eENYNoELS.

27. Agiyve oto mondi Lov tpueepdHTNTOL.

28. Tywopd 10 Todl pHov 6TEAVOVTAG T0 6TO SMUATIO TOV YWPIg Vo TOL dive
e€nynoeic.

29. To Bonbm va Kataddfet Tig GLVEREIEG L0 KOKTG TPAEng Tov péca amd dtdloyo
Kot sv{nnon.

30. MoA®dve 10 Toidi Hov OTaV LLE ATOYONTEVEL LLE T1) GLUUTEPIPOPA TOV.

31. Zuint® pe 1o modi LoV Yia TIG CLUVERELES TV TPAEEDV TOV.

32. Xaotouki{m 10 Toudi fov 0TaV dEV GUUTEPIPEPETOL COOTAL.
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Appendix B

Questionnaire Translations

Original Scale 1

Skalen zur Erfassung von subjektiven Uberzeugungen beziiglich Erfolgsfaktoren
in Lern-Leistungskontexten - Studierenden-Version (SE-SUBELLKO-ST)

Veranderbarkeit von Intelligenz

V1.01 Jeder besitzt ein bestimmtes Ausmal an Intelligenz, das... nicht verandert
werden kann / veréndert werden kann.

V1.02 Wenn man neue Dinge lernt... bleibt die Intelligenz gleich / verandert sich die
Intelligenz.

V1.03 Intelligenz ist etwas, das... kaum verandert werden kann / verédndert werden
kann.

Bedeutsamkeit von Intelligenz fur Erfolg

B1.01 Um im Studium gute Leistungen zu erbringen, muss man ... nicht besonders
intelligent sein / sehr intelligent sein.

B1.02 Fur Erfolg im Studium ist hohe Intelligenz...... keine notwendige Voraussetzung
/ eine notwendige Voraussetzung.

B1.03 Gute Leistungen im Studium erfordern ... nicht viel Intelligenz / vor allem hohe
Intelligenz.

Translation 1 (German-Greek)

Adnieg Osmpieg yovimv Yo TV gvuia
Merapintotnro e gveuiag

V1.01 O xaBévog €xel évav opiopévo ogiktn evepuiog, o0 omoiog... dev umopel / pmopet
Vo 0ALGEEL.

V1.02 Orav kaveig pabaivel koavovpilo mpdypata. .. 1 eeuia Tov Tapapéver idwa / M
gvevia Tov aArAlEL.

V1.03 H gvpuia elvar kdtt, T0 onoio... dvokoAa pmopel va aAhder / pmopel va
aALGEEL.

Ynpoaocio g EVQUiag Yo TV EmTvyio
BI.01 T va éxet kavelg KaAEg ETOO0ELS OTIG GTOVOEG TOV. ..

dev yperaleton va givan wwaitepa EEvmvog / yperdleton va givar wwaitepo EEvmvog.
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Bl1.02 T'a v emituyio 011G 6mOVOEC, 1 LYNAR EVEVTA. ..
dgv gtvan amapaitnn tpotindOeon / eivon amapaitnn tpoimdbeo).
Bl1.03 O1 xahég emdOGELS OTIC GTOVOLG. . .

dgv amattovy LYNAN gveELvia / amartovyv Kupimg VYNAR gvevia.

Translation 2 (German-Greek)

Merapintotnro gvQuiog

V1.01 Ohot pog €xovpe €vav opiopévo deitn veuiog mov d¢ pmopel / pmopel va
aALGEEL.

V1.02 Otav paBaivel kaveig koavovpia pdypata, n eveuio Tov aArlalel / 0ev aAlAlelL.

V1.03 H gvguia glvar kdtt mov 6e pmopet / pmopet vor aALGEEL.

Inpooio g eveviag Yo v emtvyio — E1dikn andédoon oyeTikn pe mardna

B1.01 'Etol @ote vo vdpyovv KaAEg ETOOGELS GTIC GTOVIEG OV gival/ etvar avaykoaio
va givon Kavelg wduaitepo eveLIG.

B1.02 I'a emtuyio otig 6movdés dev etvar / elvan amapaitntm n vynin evevia.

B1.03 H kaAn enidoon o11g 6movdéc dev amattel Tpomavtdg vynin eveuia / omontel
woitepa VYNAN eveLia.

Back Translation 3 (Greek-German)

Veranderbarkeit von Intelligenz

V1.01 Jeder besitzt ein bestimmtes Ausmal an Intelligenz, das... nicht verandert
werden kann / veréndert werden kann.

V1.02 Wenn man neue Dinge lernt, veréndert sich seine Intelligenz / verandert sich
nicht.

V1.03 Intelligenz ist etwas, das kaum verandert werden kann / veréndert werden kann.
Bedeutsamkeit der Intelligenz fir den Erfolg

B1.01 Um im Studium gute Leistungen zu erbringen, soll man nicht sehr intelligent
sein/ soll man intelligent sein.

B1.02 Hohe Intelligenz ist nicht / ist fur den Erfolg im Studium erforderlich.

B1.03 Gute Leistungen im Studium erfordern keine besonders hohe Intelligenz /
erfordern vor allem hohe Intelligenz.
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Back Translation 4 (Greek-German)

Variabilitat der Intelligenz

V1.01 Wir alle haben einen bestimmten Intelligenzquotienten, der nicht veréndert
werden kann/verandert werden kann.

V1.02 Wenn man etwas Neues lernt, veréndert sich die eigene Intelligenz / verandert
sich die eigene Intelligenz nicht.

V1.03 Intelligenz ist etwas, das nicht verandert werden kann/das veréndert werden
kann.

Die Bedeutung von Intelligenz fur den Erfolg

B1.01 Um gute Leistungen im Studium zu erbringen, ist es nicht notwendig/ist es
notwendig besonders intelligent zu sein.

B1.02 Um im Studium erfolgreich zu sein, ist es nicht notwendig/ist es notwendig
hochintelligent zu sein.

B1.03 Um gute Leistungen im Studium zu erbringen, bedarf es keiner besonders
hohen Intelligenz/bedarf es besonders hoher Intelligenz.

Original Scale 2

Parents’ failure beliefs (Haimovitz & Dweck)

The effects of failure are positive and should be utilized.
Experiencing failure facilitates learning and growth.

Experiencing failure enhances my performance and productivity.
Experiencing failure inhibits my learning and growth.
Experiencing failure debilitates my performance and productivity.

The effects of failure are negative and should be avoided.

Translation 1 (English-Greek)

IemowO o1 YOVEQV GYETIKG PE TV ATOTVYIO
Ot emumtdoelg g amotuyiag eivat Betikég ko Bo Tpémetl va a&lomolovvtat.
To Bilopa ™¢ amotvyiag d1ievKoOAHVEL THV LAON O™ KoL TV AVATTLEN TOV TOd100 LOV.

To Blopo g amotuyiog evioydel TNV €XO00N Kol TNV TOPAYOYIKOTITO TOL OO0V
Hov.

To Bilopa ¢ amotvyiag Tapeumodilel Tnv nddnon Kot avarTuEn ToL Tod1o0 LoV.
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To Bilopa ™¢ amotuyiag LEWOVEL TNV EMIOOCT KoL TNV TOPOYOYIKOTNTO TOV TGOV
HLov.

O emmtooelg g amotuyiog eivol apvnTikég Kot Oo TPETEL VoL Amo@EVYOVTOL.

Translation 2 (English-Greek)

Amoyn TOV YOVE®V Y10, TV ATOTUYIO

Ta amoteAéopata g anotvyiog sivon Oetikd ko Tpénet va aglomombovyv.

To Blopo g amotuyiog dtevkoAvvel TNV ekpddnomn kot v e£EMEN ToL TAd10v Lov.

To Blopo ™g amotuyiog evioyVeL TNV andd0cN Kot TV TUPUYOYIKOTNTO TOL Tod100

pov.

To Blopa ™ arotvyiog meplopilet nv expddnomn kot v e£EMEN TOL TAd100 LOV.

To Blopo ™G amoTuying AmTodVVOUMVEL TV OTAS00T) KOl TNV TOPOY®YIKOTNTO TOV
oS0y Hov.

Ta anoteréopata g amotuyiog etval apvnTikd Kot TPETEL VL amoPevyBoiv.

Back Translation 3 (Greek-English)

Parents’ failure beliefs (Haimovitz & Dweck)

The effects of failure are positive and should be used.

Experiencing failure facilitates my child’s learning and growth.
Experiencing failure enhances my child’s performance and productivity.
Experiencing failure debilitates my child’s learning and growth.
Experiencing failure debilitates my child’s performance and productivity.

The effects of failure are negative and should be avoided.

Back Translation 4 (Greek-English)

Parents’ failure beliefs (Haimovitz & Dweck)

The effects of failure are positive and should be utilized.

Experiencing failure facilitates my child’s learning and growth.
Experiencing failure enhances my child’s performance and productivity.
Experiencing failure inhibits my child’s learning and growth.

Experiencing failure inhibits my child’s performance and productivity.
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The effects of failure are negative and should be avoided.
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Appendix C
Informed Consent

ENHMEPH XYT'KATAG®EXZH I'TA XYMMETOXH XE EPEYNHTIKH EPI'AXIA

Ykomog TG épevvag: Na pedetn el o TpOTOC e TOV 0TO10 Ol TEMOONGELS TV
YOVE®V Y10 TNV ELELIO TOV TALOIDV TOVG GYXETILOVTOL LE TIC TEMOIONGELS TOVGS Y10 TNV
amotuyio Kot To TMG VTEG EXNPEALOVVY TIG YOVEIKEG TPAKTIKES TOVG.

T 00 kGvete o€ avTiv TV épevva: Edv anopacioete va cuppetdoyete, Oa
GUUTANPAOGETE KATO0 EpOTNUATOAOYLI0L. MEPIKES OO TIC EPWTNOELS B 0lPOPOHV TIC
TETOONGELS GO Y10 TNV VONUOCUVY], AAAESG TIG TEMOIONGELS GOG Y1 TNV OTOTLYIN Kol
dAAeg o apopOVV TIG YOVEIKEC TPAKTIKES GG,

Amartovpevog ypovog: ['a v copmhnpmon g Epevvog Oa ypelaoctovy tepinov 10
AemTaL.

O@én: Agv vdpyovv AUeca 0QEAT, 0ALA UTOpEl VoL GOG EVOLOPEPEL VOL
OVOAOYIGTELTE TIG TEMOONGELS GOG YOl TV VONUOGHVI KOt TNV amoTuyic, Kabdg kot
TIC YOVEIKES TPUAKTIKEG GOLG.

Epmortevtikétnro: Ot omaviioelg cog Oa mapapeivovv epmotentikés. Tao dedopéva
Kot 1 ToVTOTNTA 60 Oa lvan TpooPacia poVo otV KOPLO EPEVVITPLN TNG TUPOVGOS
perétng. Ta apyeio kot To dedopéva o amodnKevTOHV EUMIGTEVTIKG GE AGPUAES YDPO
tov cloud, yio v gicodo otov omoio Ba amatteitan yprion pooTikod Kmdkov. I'a v
avaQOPE TV OTOTEAEGLATAOV TNG £PEVLVAG, O amavTNoELS Ba cuyKevTpmBoLV Kot Ha
TOPOVGIUGTOVYV GUVOTTIKA.

oppetoyn Kot anoy@pnon: H coppetoyn cog otnv épevva givor eviedmg
efelovtikn kot pmopeite avd TG GTYUN VoL AmoY®PNGETE Amd avTh. Av
AMTOPOGICETE VO GUUUETAGYETE, TOPAKAAEITTE VO UMV TOPAAEIYETE VO ATOVTI|GETE GE
OAaL ToL EpOTLOTO KAODS 1] OAOKANPOGCT) TOV EPMTNUATOA0YIOL glvarn amapoaitntn yio
TNV EMTEVEN TOV GTOHY®V TNG EPEVVOLC.

INo va emxowvovioete pe v gpevviTpra: Eav yete epomoeic 1 avnovyieg
OYETIKG, LE QVTAV TNV £pEVVa, emKovmvinote pe: Xapig Kovoovia, email:
c.kousoula@acg.edu Mnopeite eniong vo emkovovioete pe to pérog AEIT mov
emPAénel ovtv v epyacia: Dr. Mari Janikian, mjanikian@acg.edu

H mapodoa epeovntikn perétn £xer avabewpnOel ko eykprei ané tnv Emrpomny
Ocopknic AvaBsopnong tov Apgpikavikov Koireyiov EAlaodoc.

AxolovddvTog ToV TapaKAT® GUVOEGHO, ONAMVETE OTL ExeTe d1AcEL Kot
KOTOVONGEL TIG TANPOPOPIEG TOV TAPEYOVTOL TAPATAV®, OTL El0TE AVMD TV 18 £T®V,
OTL GLUEMVEITE TPOBV O CLUPETEXETE GTNV £PEVLVOA,, OTL KOTAVOEITE TMG UTOPEITE VOl
amocvpbeite amd avtV avd TAcH GTIyUn Ywpic Towvn kot 0Tt dgv dratnpeite kopio
voukn a&loon.
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Appendix D
Debriefing Form

20G EVYUPIGTO Y10 TNV GUUUETOYN OOG OTNV TOPOVCH EPEVVA, TG OTTOL0G 0 PacTKOG
oToY0C efvat 11 LEAETN TV YOVEIKMOV TEMOIONCEWV GYETIKA LLE TNV EVQVTAL.
[Mokondtepeg Epevveg £xovv O0gilet OTL 01 Yoveig Tov PAETOLY TV vELIN GOV KATL TOV
umopel va aALAEEL, avTHeTOmI{ovY TNV aToTLYio TOV TOOLDV TOVG GOV Lol EPTELPiaL
oL €VVOEL TNV €EEMEN Kal TNV TPAOSO TOLS, EVM 01 YOVEIG TOV BempPovV TNV vPLIN
ooV KATL EYYEVES KO GUYKEKPLUEVO, OVTILETOTILOVV TNV amoTvYio ooV KATL TO
amofappuvtikd. Emiong, o1 memoldncelg Twv YovE®mV GYETIKA LE TIG IKOVOTNTES TOV
OOV TOVG PaiveTal TmG eNNPEALOVV TIG YOVEIKES TPOKTIKEG TOVG,.

To mp®dTO gpOTNUA TOL £XEL GTOYO VA EEETAGEL QLT 1] EPELVA EXEL VO KAVEL LUE TO OV
01 014popeg TEMOBNGELS GYETIKA e TNV vONUooHVN oyetilovTat Katd kdmolo tpdno
LE TO VA0 KO TNV aKodNUATKN LOPO®OT TOV YovEd. Xt cuvEyela, Oa pedetnBel n
GY£oM HETOED TMV O1APOPMV TEMOIONGE®V TEPT VONUOGVVNG KOl TOV AVTIAMYE®V TTEPT
amotvyiag. Télog, Oa diepevvnOel av ta S1dpopa YOVEIKHE GTUA UTOPOVV VL
TPOPAEYOLV KOl TIC SLIAPOPEG TEMOIONGELS Y10 TNV EVQVTCL.

Ta anoteréopata avtig TG LeAétng Ba emTpéyouy OG0 o€ £peLVNTEG OGO KO GE
YOVELG VO KATOVONGOLV KAADTEPO TOV TPOTO LE TOV OTOI0 01 TEMOINGELS TOV YOVEWDY
kaBopilovv To YOVEIKO GTLUA TOVG Ko KATO GUVETELD TNV AVATTUEN TOV TALOIDV.

["o omoladmoTE EPAOTNON GYETIKA LE TNV TAPOVCH EPELVO KOl T GUUTANPWOGCT TOV
EPMTNUATOAOYIOV, EMKOWVMOVIGTE LE TNV KOPLA EPELVITPLA TNG HEAETNG, XAPLG
Kovoovia, e-mail: c.kousoula@acg.edu. Ta otoyyeia enucovaoviog g enPrAémovcog
KoOnyntplag eivar: Ap. Mapt TCavikidv, e-mail: mjanikian@acg.edu.

Ta amoteAéopato g peAéng avapéveton va givor otaféoipa tov Oktodpplo tov
2022. Eqv embBopeite va AaPete pia avopopad GYETIKA LE OVTE, ETIKOWVMOVIOTE LE TNV
KOpLL EpELVNTA HECH TNG O1EVOVVONC NAEKTPOVIKOD TOXVOPOUEIOD TTOV OVOPEPETOL
TOPOTAVE®.

206 EVYOPIGTA KoL TOAL Y10 TV TOAVTIUTY] GUUUETOYN GOG GTNV EPEVLVAL.
Me extipnon,

Xapic Kovoovra
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