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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to examine the role of personality traits, self-efficacy, resilience, and coping as predictors of mindset in intelligence and personal attributes. Mindsets can be defined as mental frameworks in which people hold beliefs about themselves or others, and these mindsets can have a large impact on the way individuals navigate situations. Fixed mindsets involve a belief that traits are unchangeable, whereas growth mindsets refer to traits as malleable. Personality traits, self-efficacy, resilience, and coping have all been correlated with mindsets, but these variables have not been examined in one model to assess their unique contributions. Questionnaires examining each of these variables were administered to 136 participants on Qualtrics. These participants were recruited from psychology classes at the University of New Brunswick in Saint John. The results indicated gender differences, with women scoring higher on mindset in intelligence, agreeableness, and negative emotionality, but lower on resilience compared to men. The two domains of mindset were highly correlated. Growth mindset in intelligence was correlated with higher scores on agreeableness, self-efficacy, and resilience. Growth mindset in personal attributes was significantly correlated with higher scores on agreeableness. Regression analyses revealed that self-efficacy contributed significantly to mindset in intelligence, as did resilience in a separate model. Regression analyses predicting mindset in personal attributes did not produce statistically significant models. These results are discussed in the context of factors impacting mindsets in undergraduate students. 
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Growth Mindset in Intelligence and Personal Attributes: Examining the Role of Personality Traits, Self-Efficacy, Resilience, and Coping
	The purpose of this study was to examine factors that predict mindsets. Mindsets can be thought of as “meaning systems” or mental frameworks in which people hold perceptions and beliefs about themselves or others. The idea of meaning systems can be traced back to Jean Piaget who coined the term “schema” to define how people organize and understand the world (Dweck, 2000; Piaget, 1952). These mental representations or mindsets can create unique psychological worlds that have a large impact on the way individuals navigate situations. Two people can go through identical situations, but if their meaning systems differ, the way they think, feel, and act may be completely opposite (Dweck, 2000). These differential outcomes highlight the importance of mindsets, as they can affect approaches to challenges, responses to setbacks or criticism, responses to others’ success, and perceptions of effort (Wolcott et al., 2020). Thus, mindset is a frame of reference for understanding people’s beliefs and perceptions as meaning systems (Dweck, 2000).
Historically, mindsets have been explored to analyze how people function. Why do some people function well at certain times and not so well at others? Why do certain people exceed expectations while others crumble under pressure? Mindsets have been researched in the field of motivation to explore why some people reach their potential while others do not. Motivation, which can broadly be defined as the internal desire to act towards goal-directed behaviours, became an emerging topic in psychology during the 20th century (Pakdel, 2013). During this time, researchers in the field of motivation began focusing on goal orientation. Mindsets correlated with mastery- and helpless-orientations while performing tasks. Mastery-oriented individuals were resilient during setbacks and exerted as much effort as was needed to make advancements in their goal. In contrast, helpless-oriented people quickly gave up while blaming their own abilities or lack thereof (Dweck, 2000). 
Mindsets have been studied in many areas, with many researchers focusing on mindset in intelligence due to its correlation with academic achievement in young children (Schroder, 2021). However, researchers began examining this concept of mindset in other domains such as personality (or personal attributes)[footnoteRef:1] and anxiety (Burnette et al., 2020; Schroder, 2021). This past research highlights the importance of measuring variables in different domains of mindset.  [1:  Researchers use the term “personality mindset” to describe whether people see their personal attributes as fixed or malleable. This “personality mindset” is not to be confused with personality traits. To avoid confusion, I have chosen to use the descriptors “personal attributes” when discussing personality mindset, and “personality traits” when describing the Big 5 factors (negative emotionality, extraversion, openness to experience, agreeableness, and conscientiousness).
] 

Fixed and Growth Mindsets
	Dweck and Leggett (1988) described two extremes of mindsets that exist on a continuum. Individuals with a fixed mindset (also known as an entity belief) think that traits are unmalleable and cannot be changed no matter the amount of effort or practice. For example, individuals may not study for an upcoming exam because of the belief that their knowledge base will not change, nor will their test score improve with effort. Individuals with a fixed mindset tend to focus on performance-orientated goals with a helpless orientation; they tend to avoid challenges or give up easily when obstacles arise. They have a negative view of effort, as it shows a lack of talent, and they tend not to respond to feedback (Wolcott et al., 2020).
Alternatively, individuals with a growth mindset (also known as an incremental belief) believe traits can be cultivated and improved through effort, strategy, and help from others. For example, those with an incremental belief would study and seek help to learn material for an upcoming exam. These individuals tend to have learning-oriented goals with a mastery orientation. They embrace challenges and are resilient to setbacks while acknowledging that effort and feedback are needed for success (Wolcott et al., 2020).
Across disciplines and domains, mindsets can vary, such that one may have a fixed mindset in intelligence and a growth mindset in personal attributes (Dweck, 2007). However, mindsets tend to correlate across areas (Dweck et al., 1995). Implicit theories in personal attributes analyze whether individuals believe that the set of characteristics that make up someone’s character are permanent (fixed mindset) or malleable (growth mindset). Having a growth mindset in personal attributes has been linked to making fewer global trait inferences while judging others. Alternatively, those with a fixed mindset tend to understand people’s behaviour by attributing unchangeable traits to their actions (Chiu et al., 1997). Also, those with a growth mindset in personal attributes are less likely to interpret other people’s behaviours as having hostile intent (Yeager et al., 2013). Therefore, meaning systems in this area have a significant role on an individual’s perception of others. Additionally, researchers have demonstrated that fostering a growth mindset in personal attributes correlates with proactive learning (Hendrikx et al., 2022), higher academic performance (Fox & Barrera, 2020), and lower moral disengagement (Derr & Morrow, 2020).
In general, researchers have found that having a growth mindset correlates with positive outcomes. Specifically, a growth mindset in intelligence has been shown to predict academic achievement by promoting higher levels of positive strategies, effort beliefs, and learning goals (Blackwell et al., 2007), while also correlating with higher grades (Romero et al., 2014). Additionally, a growth mindset has been correlated with improved social functioning. Zeng et al. (2016) reported higher levels of well-being, school engagement, dedication, and resilience in those with an incremental belief. Health benefits such as lower levels of psychological distress (e.g., anxiety and depression; Burnette et al., 2020; Tao et al., 2022) and improved physical health (John-Henderson et al., 2021) round out an impressive list of outcomes for those who foster a growth mindset. 
	Alternatively, past literature has reported that fixed mindsets predicted negative outcomes. King (2017) found that an entity belief in intelligence predicted higher levels of negative affect and lower life satisfaction. Researchers continue to provide evidence against fixed mindsets, highlighting correlations with future distress (Schroder et al., 2018), lower self-esteem (Gál et al., 2022), higher levels of fear of failure, and links to imposter syndrome (Noskeau et al., 2021). 
Personality Traits
	Personality can be defined as the set of characteristics or qualities that form an individual’s distinctive character (Neal et al., 2012). However, researchers suggests that this construct may be more complicated than it may seem, as personality includes conscious behaviours and experiences while also including unconscious views and emotions (Kernberg, 2016). In order to operationalize this variable, many researchers have relied on the Big 5 personality traits. According to Kabigting (2021), this definition was first introduced by Fiske (1949) and was heavily refined by researchers until McCrae and John (1992) arrived at the Big 5 traits commonly recognized today: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness to experience, and negative emotionality. An extraverted individual relates to a sociable, assertive, and outgoing person that is willing to engage in interactions. Agreeableness refers to being cooperative, patient, courteous, and tolerant. Someone who is highly conscientious tends to be dependable while having a high need for achievement. Openness to experience relates to creativity and curiosity. Finally, a person that scores high on negative emotionality tends to have more negative cognitions and intrusive thoughts (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Neal et al., 2012). 
	Researchers analyzing mindset in a variety of domains, such as morality, intelligence, personal attributes, and general mindset, have not found consistent results with the Big 5 personality traits. The majority have found a positive association between extraversion and growth mindset (Furnham, 2014; Ratchford et al., 2021; Spinath et al., 2003; Zirenko, 2018), but some have found no correlation between the two variables (Burnette & Pollack, 2013; Mammadov & Ward, 2022). Similarly, agreeableness has been shown to have a positive association with growth mindsets (Burnette & Pollack, 2013; Ratchford et al., 2021), but this relation has not been consistently established (Billingsley et al., 2021; Furnham, 2014; Satchell et al., 2017; Zirenko, 2018). In terms of conscientiousness, past researchers have found a significant positive correlation with growth mindsets (Billingsley et al., 2021; Furnham et al., 2003; Satchell et al., 2017). The adaptability and persistence associated with a growth mindset coincide well with traits of conscientious individuals, such as goal-oriented behaviours (Zhang, 2024). Likewise, researchers have reported a significant positive association between incremental beliefs and openness to experience (Billingsley et al., 2021; Burnette & Pollack, 2013; Ratchford et al., 2021); those who are more willing to embrace change or new ideas are more likely to find solutions to setbacks while taking on challenges. In contrast, scholars in the field of mindset have reported negative associations between growth mindsets and negative emotionality (Lilgendahl et al., 2012; Satchell et al., 2017). This finding has not been consistent in that some researchers have not found significant correlations between mindsets (growth or fixed) and negative emotionality (Billingsley et al., 2021; Burnette & Pollack, 2013; Ratchford et al., 2021). 
Coping
	According to Algorani and Gupta (2023), coping can be defined as the thoughts and behaviours mobilized to manage internal and external stressful situations. Coping strategies can vary between individuals, but a prominent strategy is problem-focused coping. This method aims to resolve stressful events by directly altering the source of the stress. Examples include seeking information and assistance to solve the issue or removing oneself from the situation (Carroll, 2020). Problem-focused coping is an active and effective way to reduce negative emotions that may arise during distressing times (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Alternatively, emotion-focused coping aims to manage the physiological, emotional, cognitive, and behavioural reactions that come with a stressful event while not addressing the problem itself (Ben-Zur, 2009). Examples of emotion-focused coping include blaming oneself, wishful thinking, and avoidance coping (Vitaliano et al., 1985). Blaming oneself involves placing the responsibility of the problem squarely on one’s shoulders. Wishful thinking refers to visualizing positive outcomes (often fantastical) in stressful situations, and avoidance coping involves refusing to deal with the event that happened. These methods have been found to be less effective than active coping mechanisms because they involve short-term distractions that do not improve one’s satisfaction with the stressor (Schoenmakers et al., 2015). Alternatively, those who seek social support engage in communicative activities in order to elicit supportive actions from others (Liu et al., 2021). An example of seeking social support would be talking to someone about strategies to deal with the problem and how you are feeling. Having a good social support group has been labeled as a good protective factor against anxiety and depression (Roohafza et al., 2014). 
	Past researchers examining mindsets in personal attributes, intelligence, and academic ability with coping have found significant positive correlations between growth mindsets and problem-focused or active coping (Burnette et al., 2020; Doron et al., 2009; Tao et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2022). Those who use problem-focused coping tend to have a more persistent attitude and look for resources or ways to reengage with challenging situations (Tao et al., 2022). In contrast, researchers have shown that fixed mindsets, such as those in anxiety, are significantly correlated to emotion-focused coping strategies (Zhang et al., 2022), such as avoidance coping (Henshaw et al., 2023). The tendency for those with a fixed mindset to have higher fear of failure and performance-avoidance goals leads to less active problem-solving while taking on challenges (Tao et al., 2022). In this study, emotion-focused and problem-focused coping were examined as predictors of mindset.
Self-Efficacy
	According to Bandura (1977), self-efficacy can be defined as one’s belief in the capacity to execute behaviours needed to produce specific performance attainments. This concept refers to an individual’s belief that they have the capabilities to organize and execute the course of action needed for success while completing a task. Self-efficacy can be affected by past experiences, observations of others, reinforcements, and psychological factors (Amer et al., 2023). High levels of self-efficacy have been correlated to positive outcomes such as optimism, positive mental well-being, and life satisfaction. In contrast, low self-efficacy has been shown to predict negative outcomes, such as high anxiety, distress, and depressive symptoms (Cherewick et al., 2023). 
	Researchers analyzing mindsets in different domains, as in intelligence and entrepreneurial ability, have found that a growth mindset predicts higher levels of general self-efficacy (
 & Godlewska-Werner, 2023; Zhao et al., 2023) and academic, social, and emotional self-efficacy (Cherewick et al., 2023). Those who score higher on self-efficacy are thought to be more active, motivated, and able to cope with difficult situations (Amer et al., 2023). These skills are linked to increased perseverance in challenging situations. Alternatively, fixed mindsets have been found to correlate negatively with self-efficacy (Kim & Karr, 2023; Komarraju & Nadler, 2013). Entity-minded individuals tend to feel threatened by task demands (low self-efficacy), which lead to less output of effort and perseverance to complete difficult tasks (Komarraju & Nadler, 2013). 
Resilience 
	Resilience can be defined as an individual’s ability to cope with traumatic events, especially while maintaining healthy levels of psychological and physical functioning (Scali et al., 2012). This construct was originally used to explain individuals' responses to extremely distressing situations, such as poverty, abuse, or war. However, it has since been expanded to include those facing everyday challenges, like educational or social experiences (Bittmann, 2021). Bittmann demonstrated that resilient individuals reported higher grades with more positive academic trajectories while having lower dropout rates and scoring higher on life satisfaction compared to less resilient students. Additionally, higher levels of resilience have been correlated to better mental health, reduced stress, and greater well-being (Kermott et al., 2019). In contrast, low resilience increases the risk of suffering a major depressive episode or experiencing suicidal thoughts and behaviours (Llistosella et al., 2022). 
	Resilience has been examined in many studies as a correlate of mindsets in intelligence and personal attributes. Researchers have found that higher levels of resilience correlate with a growth mindset in intelligence (Boullion et al., 2021; Janssen & van Atteveldt, 2023; Qu et al., 2021). More specifically, Boullion et al. (2021) determined that having a growth mindset facilitates resilience in those who experienced past traumatic events, such as childhood mistreatment. Those with a growth mindset believe that they can learn from negative experiences and improve their skills in order to cope with issues, which creates more resilient individuals (Yeager & Dweck, 2012). However, results are mixed for the relation between resilience and mindsets in personal attributes (Tang et al, 2022; Tao et al., 2022)
Purpose of the Present Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the role of personality traits, self-efficacy, resilience, and coping in two domains of mindset: intelligence and personal attributes. Past researchers have found that these two mindset constructs are positively correlated (Burnette et al., 2019; Kornilova et al., 2015; Zirenko, 2018). People with a fixed mindset in intelligence tend to have a fixed mindset in personal attributes. They see intelligence and personal attributes as stable constructs that are not amenable to change. People with a growth mindset in intelligence also tend to have a growth mindset in personal attributes. They see intelligence and personal attributes as malleable traits that can change. Dweck and colleagues (1995) first identified this relation between intelligence and personal attributes mindsets by reporting a significant positive correlation between the two. Subsequent researchers continued to provide evidence for this relation, with correlation coefficients ranging from r = .50 to .68 (Burnette et al., 2019; Kornilova et al., 2015; Zirenko, 2018). Based on past research (Burnette et al., 2019; Dweck et al., 1995; Zhou & Li, 2024; Zirenko, 2018), I hypothesized that there would be a relation between the two domains of mindset (Hypothesis 1). Specifically, I predicted a significant positive correlation between a growth mindset in intelligence and personal attributes.
Past literature has found that a growth mindset in intelligence and personal attributes is positively correlated to conscientiousness, extraversion, and openness to experience, but these results have not been consistent across studies (Burnette & Pollack, 2013; Satchell et al., 2017; Spinath et al., 2003; Zirenko, 2018). Due to inconsistencies in the literature, all five personality factors were examined in this study. Based on previous research (Burnette & Pollack, 2013; Furnham et al., 2003; Satchell et al., 2017; Spinath et al., 2003; Zirenko, 2018), I hypothesized that there would be a relation between personality factors and mindset in both domains (Hypothesis 2). Specifically, I predicted that conscientiousness, openness to experience, and extraversion would exhibit a significant positive correlation with growth mindsets in intelligence and personal attributes. 
Individuals with growth mindsets in intelligence have been shown to use more problem-focused (Tao et al., 2022), active (Burnette et al., 2020), and positive coping (Zhang et al., 2022), whereas those with fixed mindsets tend to engage in maladaptive (Janssen & van Atteveldt, 2023) and emotion-focused coping (Zhang et al., 2022). As well, growth mindset in personal attributes has been positively correlated to problem-focused coping (Burnette et al., 2020). Therefore, I hypothesized that there would be a relation between mindsets and coping (Hypothesis 3). Specifically, I predicted that problem-focused coping would predict higher levels of growth mindsets in intelligence and personal attributes, whereas emotion-focused coping would predict higher levels of fixed mindset in intelligence. Emotion-focused coping has not been examined with mindset in personal attributes and was included in this study, but no hypothesis was formulated.
Researchers have found that those with a growth mindset in intelligence are likely to have higher levels of self-efficacy and resilience (Cherewick et al., 2023; Janssen & van Atteveldt, 2023; Kim & Karr, 2023; Kondratowicz & Godlewska-Werner, 2023; Qu et al., 2021; Zeng et al., 2016; Zhao et al., 2023). In terms of growth mindset in personal attributes, self-efficacy has not been examined, and the results are mixed for resilience (Tang et al., 2022; Tao et al., 2022). Based on this research, I predicted that higher levels of self-efficacy would correlate positively to having a growth mindset in intelligence (Hypothesis 4). Due to a gap in the literature, no prediction was made on the relation between self-efficacy and mindset in personal attributes. Furthermore, based on past research (Boullion et al., 2021; Janssen & van Atteveldt, 2023; Qu et al., 2021; Zeng et al., 2016), I predicted that higher scores on resilience would predict having a growth mindset in intelligence (Hypothesis 5). Inconsistent findings in the literature made it unclear whether higher scores of resilience would predict a growth mindset in personal attributes (Boullion et al., 2021; Tang et al., 2022; Zhou & Li, 2024).
Finally, all variables (personality traits, coping styles, self-efficacy, and resilience) were examined in one model predicting each of the mindset domains. These analyses determined the unique variance each variable contributed to the criterion and allowed for comparisons between the two mindsets. Demographic information such as age and gender were collected to control for their effects. Previous research has indicated that there are no statistically significant differences in mindsets between gender or age groups (Burnette et al., 2019; John-Henderson, 2021; Zhang et al., 2022). Therefore, in a hierarchical regression analysis predicting intelligence mindset, I predicted that problem-focused coping, emotion-focused coping, self-efficacy, and resilience would make a unique contribution to the model above and beyond personality traits (Hypothesis 6). Specifically, intelligence mindset would be predicted by higher scores on conscientiousness, openness to experience, extraversion, problem-focused coping, self-efficacy, and resilience, and lower scores on emotion-focused coping. Finally, in a hierarchical regression analysis predicting personal attributes mindset, I predicted that problem-focused coping would make a unique contribution to the model above and beyond the personality traits of conscientiousness, openness to experience, and extraversion (Hypothesis 7). Personal attributes mindset would be predicted by higher scores on these variables.
Method
Participants
	Participants were recruited from eligible psychology courses at the University of New Brunswick in Saint John. There were a total of 136 participants in this study. The mean age was 19.95 years (SD = 3.17, range = 18-33). The majority of the participants were women (72%), 25% of the participants were men, 1.5% were transgender men, and 1.5% identified as fluid. 
Measures
Demographics
	To measure age and gender, a demographic measure was designed for this study (see Appendix A).
Intelligence Mindset
	In this study, I used the Theories of Intelligence Scale—Self Form for Adults (TIS; Dweck, 2000; see Appendix B). This scale was used to measure whether participants had an entity/fixed mindset of intelligence or an incremental/malleable/growth mindset of intelligence. Two versions of this scale are available. I used the shortened version of the self-form rather than the others-form because the self-form assesses one’s own goals and judgement as opposed to rating others. The shortened version includes four items that are scored on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 6 (strongly disagree). An example of an entity item is “You have a certain amount of intelligence, and you can’t really do much to change it.” Higher scores are representative of a growth mindset.
	The four-item TIS has been used in many studies to measure intelligence mindset (Billingsley et al., 2021; Costa & Faria, 2018; Montano, 2023; Qu et al., 2021). Past literature has found that this scale has good psychometric properties. Originally, Dweck and colleagues (1995) conducted a review of six studies and reported high internal reliability with Cronbach’s α values ranging from .94 - .98. More recently, De Castella and Byrne (2015) reported α = .87 for the entity beliefs subscale and Montano (2023) found α = .81. Test-retest reliability has been good with reports of r = .80 (Dweck et al., 1995), r = .74 (Da Fonseca et al., 2007), and r = .77 over a two-week period (Blackwell et al., 2007). Dweck and colleagues (1995) found that the scale had good discriminant validity as evidenced by non-statistically significant correlations with scales measuring self-esteem, optimism, cognitive ability, and others. Additionally, construct validity was supported by a significant positive correlation with internal locus of control and engaging in mastery goals (Cook et al., 2017). In my study, the scale had excellent internal reliability (α = .92; see Table 1).
Personal Attributes Mindset
	The “Kind of Person” Implicit Theory Scale (TPS; Dweck, 2000; see Appendix C) is a three-item questionnaire that measures an individual’s beliefs about how much one can change or grow. This scale identifies the degree to which participants see personal attributes as malleable or fixed. Similar to the TIS, I used the self-form as opposed to the others-form. An example of an item is “The kind of person you are is something very basic about you and it can’t be changed very much.” These statements are rated on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 6 (strongly disagree) with higher scores indicative of growth mindset in personal attributes. 
	Past research has established good validity and reliability for this scale, although it is important to note that the statistics reported below were obtained on the “others-form” of the scale. Dweck and colleagues (1995) reviewed six articles and found Cronbach’s α values ranging from .90 to .96 with test-retest reliability of r = .82. Support for the scale’s reliability was corroborated by Levy and coworkers (1998) reporting α = .93 and Chan and colleagues (2023) finding α = .79. Discriminant validity was determined when no statistically significant correlations were found between the “Kind of Person” Implicit Theory Scale and academic aptitude (SAT scores), self-esteem, and measures of optimism regarding human nature. Also, this scale does not correlate with the Paulhus Social Desirability Scale (Paulhus, 1984), which indicates that the entity statements may limit social desirability bias (Chiu et al., 1997). Additionally, this scale’s validity was supported by finding positive correlations with other measures of growth mindset, such as intelligence theory and morality theory (Dweck et al., 1995). This measure has been widely used by researchers in the field in order to assess personal attributes/personality mindset (Burnette et al., 2020; Chan et al., 2023; Markovic et al., 2013). In the present study, the scale had good internal reliability (α = .86; see Table 1).
Personality Traits
	The Big Five Inventory-2 (BFI-2; Soto & John, 2017; see Appendix D) is a 60-item scale used to measure factors and facets of personality. The items are divided into five subscales according to the Big Five personality traits: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness to experience, and negative emotionality. The items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly). According to Soto and John (2017), extraversion (items 1, 6, 11R, 16R, 21, 26R, 31, 36R, 41, 46, 51R, 56; R indicates reverse scored) relates to one’s sociability, emotional expressivity, excitability, and assertiveness, with higher scores equating more extraverted individuals. An example of an item from this subscale is “I am someone who is outgoing, sociable.” Agreeableness (items 2, 7, 12R, 17R, 22, 27, 32, 37R, 42R, 47R, 52, 57) refers to a person’s cooperativity to achieve social harmony and involves kindness, generosity, empathy, and willingness to help. An item on this subscale is “I am someone who is compassionate, has a soft heart.” Conscientiousness (items 3R, 8R, 13, 18, 23R, 28R, 33, 38, 43, 48R, 53, 58R) involves one’s degree of organization, persistence, and motivation in goal-directed behaviour (Stoeber et al., 2009). An example of an item on this subscale is “I am someone who is dependable, steady.” Negative emotionality (items 4R, 9R, 14, 19, 24R, 29R, 34, 39, 44R, 49R, 54, 59) incorporates aspects of personality such as sadness, moodiness, and emotional instability. A person with anxiety or neuroticism would score high on these traits. An example of an item is “I am someone who is moody, has up and down mood swings.” Finally, open-mindedness (items 5R, 10, 15, 20, 25R, 30R, 35, 40, 45R, 50R, 55R, 60) relates to imagination, insight, and creativity. Those with high scores in this trait tend to be better at embracing change or encouraging new ideas. An example of an item on this subscale is “I am someone who is curious about many different things.” 
	Research has established that the BFI-2 has good psychometric properties. Original validation of this scale found good reliability for all subscales. The 12-item domain scales had α = .87, .83, .88, .91, and .84 for Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Open-mindedness, respectively (Soto & John, 2017). These findings were replicated by Denissen and colleagues (2019), who reported α values ranging from .84 to .87 for all subscales. Soto and John (2017) reported good test-retest reliability with values ranging from r = .76 to .84 after eight weeks. Convergent validity for the BFI-2 was established by finding correlations to other well-established measures of personality. These include the original BFI, the Big Five Aspects scale, the Big Five Mini-Markers scale, the NEO Personality Inventory Test, and the revised NEO Personality Inventory (Soto & John, 2017). Criterion validity was supported by Smederevac and colleagues (2024) who found correlations between the personality types and appropriate outcomes. For example, Extraversion was positively correlated with popularity, Agreeableness with honesty, and Conscientiousness was negatively correlated with alcohol use. Additionally, Denissen and coworkers (2019) found correlations between Extraversion and enthusiasm, Agreeableness and forgiveness, Conscientiousness and responsibility, Negative Emotionality and irritability, and Openness with feeling inspired. In the present study, the personality factors had adequate to excellent reliability scores (α = .68 - .90; see Table 1).
Self-Efficacy 
	The New General Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE; Chen et al., 2001; see Appendix E) is an eight-item questionnaire used to measure one’s perceived ability at conquering a wide variety of situations despite difficulties. These items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). An example of an item is “I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself.” Higher scores represent greater general self-efficacy. 
	Previous literature has demonstrated good psychometric properties for the NGSE. During the initial validation of the scale, Chen and colleagues (2001) reported Cronbach α values ranging from .85 to .88 with test-retest reliability ranging from r = .62 to .66. Furthermore, Hepburn (2018) reported α = .93 and Payakachat and colleagues (2021) reported α = .86. Discriminant and content validity were supported by having psychologists evaluate self-efficacy scales by identifying whether the items define self-esteem or self-efficacy. The NGSE had the highest percentage of correct labels as self-efficacy items. Convergent validity was supported by finding positive, significant relationships between the NGSE, the general self-efficacy scale, and ten other occupational self-efficacy scales (Chen et al., 2001). The NGSE has been used extensively in past literature measuring self-efficacy (Amer et al., 2023; Galbraith et al., 2022; Hepburn, 2018; Payakachat et al., 2021). In my study, this measure had good internal reliability (α = .85; see Table 1).
Resilience
	The Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC-10; Connor & Davidson, 2003; see Appendix F) is a 10-item questionnaire used to measure one’s ability to thrive during, or bounce back from, adversities such as traumas, tragedies, or stressful events. These 10 items were all taken from the 25-item CD-RISC-25 (Connor & Davidson, 2003). Each statement is rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (not true at all) to 4 (true nearly all the time). An example of an item is “I am not easily discouraged by failure.” Higher scores are indicative of a more resilient individual. 
	This well-validated scale is a popular tool to measure resilience (Gonzalez et al., 2015; Lasky et al., 2024; Scali et al., 2012). Previous research has reported good internal reliability for the CD-RISC-10 with Cronbach’s α values ranging from .84 to .92 (Campbell-Sills & Stein, 2007; Cheng et al., 2019; Nartova-Bochaver et al., 2021). Also, past literature has reported good test-retest reliability at r = .88 (Tu et al., 2023), r = .90 (Wang et al., 2010), and r = .78 (Ye et al., 2017). Nartova-Bochaver and colleagues (2021) demonstrated good criterion validity by finding positive significant correlations with mental well-being, positive affect, and self-esteem while finding negative correlations with depressive symptoms, acceptance of external influence, and self-alienation. Additionally, convergent validity was supported by Wollny and Jacobs (2021), who found a significant positive correlation with the Resilience Scale-5, another well-validated measure of resilience. A study by Kuiper et al. (2019) found stronger validity and reliability for the CD-RISC-10 and recommended its use as opposed to the two and 25-item version of the scale. In the present study, this measure had good internal reliability (α = .84; see Table 1).
Coping
	The Ways of Coping Checklist-42 (WCCL-42; Vitaliano et al., 1985; see Appendix G) is a 42-item scale used to measure coping strategies during stressful situations. The items are divided into five subscales: problem-focused coping, seeks social support, blamed self, wishful thinking, and avoidance coping. All statements are scored on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (not used) to 3 (used a great deal). Problem-focused coping (items 1, 6, 7, 12, 15, 17, 22, 23, 25, 29, 30, 31, 33, 37, 38) involves addressing an issue or stressor directly in an attempt to modify or eliminate the unpleasant situation. An example of an item on this subscale is “Bargained or compromised to get something positive from the situation.” Seeks social support (items 4, 13, 16, 24, 32, 39) refers to relying on social networks for emotional or instrumental support in response to stressful situations. An example of an item on this subscale is “Accepted sympathy and understanding from someone.” Blamed self (items 5, 14, 18) is a coping strategy in which individuals explain the meaning of a situation by assigning the responsibility to themselves. An item on this subscale is “Criticized or lectured yourself.” Wishful thinking (items 3, 8, 10, 20, 27, 34, 40, 42) is a type of emotion-focused coping strategy that involves imagining positive outcomes in stressful situations. An example of an item is “Had fantasies or wishes about how things might turn out.” Avoidance coping (items 2, 9, 11, 19, 21, 26, 28, 35, 36, 41) involves strategies that emphasize denial or minimizing feelings in order to escape or distract themselves from stressful situations. An item on the avoidance subscale is “Slept more than usual.” 
	The revised WWCL-42 has been shown to have good psychometric properties and has been widely used to assess coping strategies (ALBusaidi et al., 2022; DiTommaso et al., 2004; Nazemi & Dager, 2003; Soulas et al., 2011). Vitaliano and colleagues (1985) reported acceptable Cronbach α values ranging from .73 to .88 for the five subscales. In a French sample, Cousson-Gélie and researchers (1996) reported α values ranging from .73 to .79 and test-retest reliabilities from r = .75 to .90. Vitaliano et al. (1985) found support for construct validity by reporting a statistically significant positive correlation between the wishful thinking subscale and depression/anxiety, while finding a negative association between the problem-focused subscale and these two constructs. Additionally, anxiety correlated positively with the seeks social support subscale. Concurrent validity was supported by finding higher scores on the blamed self, wishful thinking, and seeks social support subscales in medical students that are involved in group therapy (Vitaliano et al., 1985). 
The three subscales of blamed self, wishful thinking, and avoidance can be combined to produce an overall measure of emotion-focused coping. In the current study, I used the two subscales of problem-focused coping and emotion-focused coping, and both subscales demonstrated good reliability (α = .83 for problem-focused coping; α = .89 for emotion-focused coping; see Table 1). 
Procedure
	All measures and procedures were approved by the Research Ethics Board of the University of New Brunswick prior to data collection (see Appendix H). Announcements were made in psychology classes describing the nature of the study. Students who wanted more information about the study were directed to SONA, the research sign-up system provided by the Department of Psychology. If they were willing to participate, they were then taken to Qualtrics (www.qualtrics.com), an online survey platform. Participants received the consent form first. The consent form (Appendix I) described that participation was voluntary and anonymous. It also described the time completion period (10-15 minutes), benefits, risks, and incentives (0.5 bonus mark through SONA towards a grade in a course). Contact information for the research team was provided as well as an explanation about receiving feedback on the results. If students agreed to participate, the demographic questionnaire was presented next followed by the remaining questionnaires in random order. 
Results
Statistical Analyses 
	Based on a power analysis (G*Power; Faul et al., 2009), a total of 123 participants were needed for a moderate effect size (f2 = .15; 1 – β = .80; α = .05). Data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS version 29). Gender differences were analyzed using t-tests. Correlational analyses were run on all other variables. Two hierarchical linear regression analyses were conducted predicting each of the dependent variables (intelligence and personal attributes mindset). Age and gender were added on the first step to control for their effects. The five personality factors were added on the second step. The remaining variables (problem-focused coping, emotion-focused coping, resilience, and self-efficacy) were added on the final step to determine their proportion of variance above and beyond personality.
Data Conditioning 
Data were downloaded from Qualtrics (www.qualtrics.com) into SPSS. Qualtrics collected data from 145 participants. However, two participants had either incomplete (i.e., only one out of six surveys answered) or no data, so the data from these two participants were not used in the analyses. Univariate outliers were examined by computing Z scores and histograms. Multivariate outliers were examined using the Mahalanobis Distance Test (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). In total, seven outliers were detected and were removed from the data set. Thus, the total sample size was N = 136. This sample size surpassed the threshold of 123 participants required based on the power analysis. The data were then examined for skewness and kurtosis. All variables met the assumptions of normality except for age (the skewness indicated a higher number of 18- and 19-year-olds; see Table 1 for the descriptive statistics of the study variables). 
Gender Differences
Gender differences were analyzed using t-tests (see Table 2). Only men and women were used for the analyses as there were too few participants in other groups. There were observed gender differences for mindset in intelligence, with women scoring higher (M = 4.27, SD = 0.99) than men (M = 3.75, SD = 1.32), t(46.69) = -2.09, p = .042. Gender differences were also found in Agreeableness with women scoring higher (M = 3.75, SD = 0.47) than men (M = 3.46, SD = 0.56), t(130) = -3.01, p = .003. Similarly, women scored higher (M = 3.26, SD = 0.81) than men (M = 2.55, SD = 0.77) in Negative Emotionality t(130) = -4.46, p = <.001. Finally, there were gender differences in resilience; men recorded higher scores (M = 2.91, SD = 0.57) compared to women (M = 2.59, SD = 0.61), t(130) = 2.66, p = .009. 
Correlational Analyses
	Correlational analyses were run on all other variables (see Table 3). Age did not correlate significantly with any of the other variables. The two domains of mindset displayed a significant positive correlation r(134) = .37, p = <.001. From the Big 5 personality traits, only Agreeableness had a significant correlation with growth mindset in intelligence r(134) = .27, p = .001. All other personality factors (Openness to Experience, Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and Negative Emotionality) were not significantly correlated with mindset in intelligence. Similarly, mindset in personal attributes had a significant positive correlation with Agreeableness, r(134) = .28, p = < .001, but none of the other Big 5 traits. Mindset in intelligence was significantly positively correlated to both self-efficacy, r(134) = .28, p = .001 and resilience, r(134) = .25, p = .003. Mindset in personal attributes did not exhibit significant correlations with either variable. Finally, both domains of mindset did not correlate significantly with problem- or emotion-focused coping. All remaining correlational data can be found in Table 3.  
Regression Analyses
Mindset in Intelligence
A hierarchical regression analysis was conducted with mindset in intelligence as the criterion variable (see Table 4). The overall model was statistically significant, F(11, 118) = 2.82, p = .003. This model accounted for 21% of the variance (R2 = .21). Age and gender were added on the first step and the block was not statistically significant, F(2, 127) = 2.74, p > .05, R2 = .04. The personality variables were added on the second step and the model was not statistically significant, ΔF(5, 122) = 2.13, p > .05, ΔR2 = .08. On the third step, resilience, self-efficacy, problem-focused coping, and emotion-focused coping were added, and the model was statistically significant, ΔF(4, 118) = 3.33, p = .01, ΔR2 = .09. However, self-efficacy and resilience were highly correlated (r = .71; see Table 3) and had low tolerance values of .32 and .36, respectively. This poor tolerance created multicollinearity problems in the model, and none of the individual variables made a unique contribution.
Given the issue that self-efficacy and resilience were highly correlated, two separate regression analyses were run using each of these variables separately. In the model only including self-efficacy (see Table 5), the overall model was statistically significant and accounted for 18% of the variance (R2 = .18), F(10, 119) = 2.68, p = .005. On the first step, age and gender were not statistically significant, F(2, 127) = 2.74, p > .05, R2 = .04. On the second step with the personality factors, the model was not statistically significant, ΔF(5, 122) = 2.13, p > .05, ΔR2 = .08. On the third step, the model was statistically significant, ΔF(3, 119) = 3.17, p = .03, ΔR2= .07. Self-efficacy was a significant predictor of mindset in intelligence (β = .37, sr2 = .05). 
In the second regression analysis using resilience (see Table 6), the overall model was statistically significant and accounted for 19% of the variance (R2 = .19), F(10, 119) = 2.75, p = .004. On the first step, the model was not statistically significant, F(2, 127) = 2.74, p > .05, R2 = .04. On the second step, the model was not statistically significant, ΔF(5, 122) = 2.13, p > .05, ΔR2 = .08. On the third step, the model was statistically significant, ΔF(3, 119) = 3.38, p = .02, ΔR2= .07. Resilience was a significant predictor of mindset in intelligence (β = .36, sr2 = .06).
Mindset in Personal Attributes
	A hierarchical regression analysis was conducted with mindset in personal attributes as the criterion variable (see Table 7). However, the overall model was not significant, F(11, 118)= 1.50, p > .05. Again, tolerance was an issue with resilience (.36) and self-efficacy (.32), so two analyses were run separately using these variables. 
In the model only including self-efficacy (see Table 8), the overall model was not statistically significant, F(10, 119) = 1.52, p > .05. Similarly, the model using only resilience (see Table 9) instead of self-efficacy was not statistically significant, F(10, 119) = 1.61, p > .05.
Discussion
The purpose of this study was to develop a better understanding of predictors of mindset in both intelligence and personal attributes. Specifically, I aimed to investigate the role of personality traits, self-efficacy, resilience, and coping in both domains of mindset. This research topic was important to explore as growth mindsets in intelligence and personal attributes have been correlated with many positive cognitive and social outcomes (Blackwell et al., 2007; Chiu et al., 1997). It is crucial to develop a better understanding of the variables that contribute to mindset, as these could be used in future growth mindset interventions. If we can develop interventions for growth mindsets in individuals, they may see positive improvements in domains such as academic achievement (Schroder, 2021). Furthermore, students in a university cohort who may experience a decline in grades compared to their high school standards may benefit significantly from growth mindset development, contributing to academic achievement (Blackwell et al., 2007; Romero et al., 2014). Understanding predictors of growth mindsets can make this possible. 
Gender Differences
Several gender differences were found among the variables examined in the present study. Gender differences were found in intelligence mindset, with women reporting higher scores than men. This result contrasts with past literature in which no significant differences were reported between men and women (Burnette et al., 2019; John-Henderson, 2021). This result may be due to the uneven distribution of men and women in the current sample (25% were men and 72% were women). Future research should try to balance male representation by including fairly represented university undergraduate programs outside of the female-dominated psychology degrees (Odic & Wojcik, 2019). This type of recruitment could lead to fewer gender imbalances. However, the results may also indicate that women are becoming increasingly confident in their academic capabilities. This change could derive from increasing support for female undergraduate students from women’s societies, including clubs such as “Girls STEM Up” at the University of New Brunswick, which looks to advocate for women in STEM programs. This increased support may develop growth mindsets, as support and growth mindsets have been found to significantly correlate (Chen et al., 2023). Future research should explore the gender differences in mindset in intelligence to determine whether a new pattern is emerging and if so, what the reasons are for this shift in mindset between genders.  
In terms of the Big 5 traits, women scored higher than men on agreeableness, which aligns with past literature (Costa et al., 2001; Feingold, 1994). This gender disparity could be explained by gender norms, which, although they are fading, are still present and can affect behaviour. In this case, women may be taught or led to display more nurturing and altruistic behaviours, which are key characteristics of agreeableness (Weisberg et al., 2011). Additionally, this study found that women scored higher on negative emotionality compared to their male counterparts. This finding is consistent with past literature (Costa et al., 2001; Murphy et al., 2021). Women tend to score higher on aspects of withdrawal associated with negative emotionality such as self-consciousness and vulnerability while also reporting more clinical diagnoses of anxiety and depression compared to men (Altemus et al., 2014; Weisberg et al., 2011). Finally, in agreement with past literature (Sardella et al., 2022; Yalcin-Siedentopf et al., 2020), men scored higher than women in resilience. This finding could be attributed to biological reasons, as Russo and colleagues (2012) refer to testosterone (a hormone found in higher levels in men) promoting resilience in males. This theory is further supported by findings providing a causal relation between testosterone promoting competitive persistence, which is a key part of resilience (Kutlikova et al., 2021). 
Domains of Mindset
In support of Hypothesis 1, I found that growth mindset in intelligence correlated positively with growth mindset in personal attributes. This finding aligns with life course theory’s ideology that development across domains is interconnected (Benner et al., 2017). Therefore, an individual who has achieved a growth mindset in one domain such as intelligence is more likely to have also developed an internal belief that they can change and improve the kind of person they are and vice versa. Also, the correlation between mindset in intelligence and personal attributes supports past research reporting this finding (Dweck et al., 1995; Satchell et al., 2017; Spinath et al., 2003; Zirenko, 2018).
Personality
My second hypothesis stated that growth mindsets in both domains of intelligence and personal attributes would correlate positively with extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness to experience. This hypothesis was not supported. However, I found that agreeableness was the only Big 5 trait to exhibit a significant positive correlation to both domains of mindset. Although it was not hypothesized as the majority of studies in the literature did not find this relation (Furnham et al., 2003; Satchell et al., 2017; Zirenko, 2018), the finding does align with some of the research examining these two constructs (Burnette & Pollack, 2013; Spinath et al., 2003). A person who scores high on agreeableness may display growth mindsets due to their willing attitudes toward cooperation and maintaining positive connections while also being more patient individuals (Neal et al., 2012). Growth in many fields (such as intelligence or personal attributes) can be facilitated by help from others. People with growth mindsets are known to be open to criticism while understanding that it is not a personal attack, but a helpful piece of advice that can be used to improve yourself as a person (Wolcott et al., 2020). Additionally, growth in intelligence and personal attributes can be a lengthy process; hence, an agreeable person with more patience may be more likely to foster a growth mindset (Ashton et al., 2004; Oltmanns et al., 2019). 
As for conscientiousness, extraversion, and openness to experience, my hypothesis was formed based on the majority of documented findings. However, it is important to remember that the literature surrounding the Big 5 personality traits and mindsets in both domains has produced very inconsistent results, producing no clear pattern between the two constructs (Ratchford et al., 2021). For example, Zirenko (2018) found that growth mindset in personal attributes only correlated with openness to experience, while growth mindset in intelligence correlated positively only with extraversion and conscientiousness. Meanwhile, Spinath and colleagues (2003) reported growth mindset in personal attributes to correlate with extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness to experience, while growth mindset in intelligence only correlated with agreeableness. Some of these discrepancies may arise from inconsistencies in the methodology of studies analyzing mindsets, especially the measures. Some researchers create their own measures of mindset (Spinath et al., 2003), while many use variations of Dweck’s original scale (Furnham, 2014; Zirenko, 2018). Even those who use Dweck’s original scale may see slight differences, such as the length of the scale used and whether questions are posed in the “self” or “others” form (Dweck, 2000). In the future, researchers in the field of mindset should focus on establishing consistency in this area. 
Alternatively, these inconsistent findings may be due to the oversimplification of the Big 5 personality trait classifications, as personality is a complex matter involving conscious and unconscious thoughts and behaviours that may not be captured in a 60-item scale (Kernberg, 2016). With regard to this study’s null results, there are a few psychological explanations to consider. It is possible that the traits that would benefit an extraverted individual in fostering a growth mindset (i.e., friendly, able to work well in teams, etc.) are overshadowed by potentially harmful habits that come with extraversion. Such activities that may inhibit an individual’s focus on growth include an increase in attendance at social gatherings, which are accompanied by increased alcohol consumption and an earlier age of initiation of use (Fairbairn et al., 2015). Also, while conscientious individuals do exhibit persistence, which can align with growth mindsets, they also have been found to be inflexible and less adaptable to change, traits that do not coincide well with growth-minded individuals (Coleman et al., 2022). Finally, openness to experience encompasses a plethora of traits that should, in theory, promote growth mindsets such as mental flexibility and adaptability (Raya et al., 2023). However, those who score high on openness to experience have also been shown to engage in more risk-taking behaviours (McGhee et al., 2012). Similarly to extraversion, reporting higher levels of openness to experience has been associated with heavier alcohol consumption (Hakulinen et al., 2015). These habits can distract people from focusing on personal growth.
Coping
My third hypothesis was that growth mindsets in both domains of intelligence and personal attributes would correlate positively with problem-focused coping while growth mindsets in intelligence would correlate negatively with emotion-focused coping. My results did not support this hypothesis, nor did they align with past literature (Burnette et al., 2020; Janssen & van Atteveldt, 2023; Tao et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2022). These null results may be due to the sampled participants, as these differ greatly from previous studies. Specifically, the current sample size (N = 136) is significantly smaller than the aforementioned research projects (N = 261; N = 444; N = 1564), which may be limiting the findings. The respondents for this study also saw an imbalance in gender representation (72% women). Women have been shown to use more emotion-focused coping strategies than men (Hamid et al., 2023). Indeed, in the present study, this gender difference was a trend (p = .054; see Table 2). In my study, women also reported significantly higher levels of growth mindset in intelligence. Therefore, it is possible that the overrepresentation of women in the sample led to increases in both emotion-focused coping and growth mindset in intelligence, which may have led to the current findings. Finally, past research used different ways to assess mindsets. For example, Janssen and van Atteveldt (2023) used a growth mindset intervention prior to their scale administration, which may have improved the validity of their results.
Self-Efficacy
In my study, I found a significant positive correlation between growth mindset in intelligence and self-efficacy. Thus, Hypothesis 4 was supported. This finding aligns with past literature (Cherewick et al., 2023; Kim & Karr, 2023; Kondratowicz & Godlewska-Werner, 2023; Zhao et al., 2023). This finding can be explained by the fact that individuals with high self-efficacy will have more confidence in their ability to execute behaviours needed for change and growth (Bandura, 1977). If one is more confident about their ability to engage in studying and learning behaviours, they are more likely to believe that their test scores can change with effort. 
Resilience
In alignment with past literature (Qu et al., 2021; Zeng et al., 2016), my study reported a significant positive correlation between growth mindset in intelligence and resilience. This finding supported my fifth hypothesis. A key trait of someone with a growth mindset is the ability to respond well and “bounce back” when faced with setbacks (Wolcott et al., 2020). Therefore, it is intuitive that a highly resilient individual who has the ability to cope well with traumatic events will be more likely to display a growth mindset. However, a growth mindset in personal attributes did not correlate significantly to resilience in my study. Past literature has found mixed results while examining these two constructs (Tang et al., 2022; Tao et al., 2022). It is unclear why mindsets in personal attributes failed to correlate with resilience. One potential explanation may be due to the lack of specificity in the questionnaire assessing this construct. Contrary to the intelligence mindset scale, which clearly states “intelligence” as being changed, respondents may not fully understand what is meant by “kind of person” as it may be an overly broad question. Is it asking about personality, values, or beliefs that one may have or actions that one takes? This may explain why research on mindset in personal attributes is scarce in the mindset literature. 
Predictors of Mindset in Intelligence
The first regression predicted mindset in intelligence, and the overall model was significant. However, none of the variables (personality, self-efficacy, resilience, and coping) made significant unique contributions to the outcome. Thus, Hypothesis 6 was not supported. This may have been due to issues with tolerance, as self-efficacy and resilience were highly correlated. The two constructs were expected to show a moderate correlation; however, in this study, the scales may have been too similar, resulting in excessive overlap. For example, one of the items on the CD-RISC-10 is “I believe I can achieve my goals, even if there are obstacles,” which is very similar to item 8 on the NGSE, “Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well.” Future research should ensure the items on each scale differentiate the two constructs. A potential solution would be to use domain-specific self-efficacy, such as academic self-efficacy scales (College Self-Efficacy Instrument; Gore et al., 2006), which may perform better when differentiating from general resilience as it has specific statements about the tasks needed for academic success (i.e., navigating textbooks). 
Due to the low tolerance, two separate regression analyses were conducted: one without self-efficacy and one without resilience. In each regression, higher scores on self-efficacy or resilience were significant predictors of growth mindsets in intelligence. These results suggest that self-efficacy and resilience may be the most important constructs in terms of promoting growth mindsets in intelligence. Future research should use appropriate scales to resolve the tolerance issue and then analyze whether self-efficacy or resilience is the stronger predictor of growth mindsets in intelligence. 
Mindset in Personal Attributes
	In this study, mindset in personal attributes was examined to determine whether it was an important domain of mindset and whether it varied from the more explored/published mindset in intelligence. This variable did not show many significant correlations to key variables, and the regression analyses failed to produce significant models. Thus, Hypothesis 7 was not supported. This lack of statistical significance raises the question: Has mindset in personal attributes simply not been researched, or has it been studied but remained unpublished due to a lack of significant results? The concept of journals not publishing results that fail to reach significance is referred to as the file drawer problem (Rosenthal, 1979). A recent study by Seehra and colleagues (2023) reported that 82.4% of published articles from a random sample reported significant results. It is well known that publishing negative results is much more difficult than publishing significant findings (Tsou et al., 2014). This practice is problematic because it takes away from the body of research available to scholars who are exploring “new” research questions. This gap in the literature leads to the inadvertent duplication of insignificant results, which are not available to potential researchers while making hypotheses (Tsou et al., 2014). How can researchers find a consensus while conducting literature reviews if they don’t have access to the full extent of the research conducted? In my case, it is possible that researchers analyzed mindset in personal attributes, but continuously found insignificant results, which were “filed away” and never published. The limited research surrounding mindset in personal attributes that did get published showed significant results, which may lead researchers to believe that it is an unexplored concept that needs further research. However, it may simply be a Type 1 error. Journals should aim to publish insignificant results to solve this issue and aid researchers in future projects.
Limitations
 	This study had a number of limitations that should be acknowledged. The first limitation was the age of the participants. As a result of sampling only undergraduate students at the University of New Brunswick Saint John, the majority of participants were between 18 and 22 years of age (M = 19.95, SD = 3.17). This young sample may be subject to age bias. Future research could resolve this issue by sampling a broader population beyond university students.
Another limitation of the study is the disproportionate number of women respondents. This gender imbalance decreases the generalizability of the results. Gender differences, such as women’s tendency to score higher in emotion-focused coping and negative emotionality, may have influenced the study's results. Future research could include other undergraduate programs, such as engineering (Patrick et al., 2020), to counter the female-dominated psychology undergraduate program (Odic & Wojcik, 2019). 
	Additionally, this study relied on self-reported measures as a method of data collection. This introduces potential sources of bias, including response biases, social desirability bias, and response sets that may impact the validity of the results (Rosenman et al., 2011). Some scholars in the area of mindsets have countered this limitation by conducting growth mindset interventions. This procedure involves reinforcing the belief that traits can be cultivated and improved (Janssen & van Atteveldt, 2023). 
	Finally, this study used general measures of self-efficacy, resilience, and coping. In reality, these constructs may vary between domains of life. A complete analysis dividing these variables into academic, work, and social domains could aid in better understanding their impact on specific mindsets. Future research can overcome this limitation by aligning the domain of the predictors with the appropriate domain of mindset. For example, one should examine the impact of academic self-efficacy, resilience to academic setbacks, and coping strategies used in academic settings as predictors of mindset in intelligence. 
Conclusion
	This study highlights the potential predictive role of self-efficacy and resilience on growth mindsets in intelligence in a sample of undergraduate students. University can be a time of stress in which students encounter a variety of setbacks. An intrinsic belief that your intelligence can be improved through hard work and effort has been shown to benefit students academically and socially. In terms of mindset in personal attributes, agreeable people were more likely to report higher scores. Future research should consider other variables that may play a role in this domain of mindset. 
	In summary, this study found that growth mindsets in intelligence correlated with higher levels of agreeableness, self-efficacy, and resilience, whereas growth mindsets in personal attributes significantly correlated with higher levels of agreeableness. These results highlight positive effects of developing growth mindsets in intelligence, as it tends to be found in individuals who have higher levels of self-efficacy and resilience. However, this study raises concerns about the importance of having a growth mindset in personal attributes as it failed to correlate with the majority of the study’s variables. Future research should continue to examine the unique contributions of self-efficacy and resilience to having a growth mindset in intelligence.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Variables of Interest
	Variable
	M
	SD
	Min
	Max
	α

	Age
	19.95
	3.17
	18
	33
	-

	TIS
	4.15
	1.10
	1.50
	6.00
	.92

	TPS
	3.70
	1.24
	1.00
	6.00
	.86

	BFI-2 O
	3.52
	0.65
	1.92
	5.00
	.79

	BFI-2 C
	3.52
	0.67
	1.75
	4.92
	.84

	BFI-2 E
	3.34
	0.56
	1.83
	4.33
	.69

	BFI-2 A
	3.67
	0.51
	2.25
	4.75
	.68

	BFI-2 N
	3.10
	0.86
	1.17
	5.00
	.90

	NGSE
	3.84
	0.58
	1.88
	5.00
	.85

	CD-RISC-10
	2.66
	0.61
	0.70
	4.00
	.84

	WCCL-42 PFC
	1.49
	0.48
	0.20
	2.87
	.83

	WCCL-42 EFC
	1.43
	0.58
	0.14
	2.90
	.89


Note. N = 136; TIS = Theories of Intelligence Scale—Self Form for Adults; TPS = “Kind of Person” Implicit Theory Scale—Self Form for Adults; BFI-2 O = Openness to Experience; BFI-2 C = Conscientiousness; BFI-2 E = Extraversion; BFI-2 A = Agreeableness; BFI-2 N = Negative Emotionality; NGSE = New General Self-Efficacy Scale; CD-RISC-10 = Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale; WCCL-42 PFC = Ways of Coping Checklist-42 Problem-Focused Coping Subscale; WCCL-42 EFC = Ways of Coping Checklist-42 Emotion-Focused Coping Subscale.


Table 2
Gender Differences in Variables of Interest
	Variable
	Gender
	M
	SD
	t
	df
	p

	ITI
	Men
	3.75
	1.32
	-2.09
	46.69
	.042

	
	Women

	4.27
	0.99
	
	
	

	ITP
	Men
	3.63
	1.19
	-0.24
	130
	.805

	
	Women

	3.69
	1.26
	
	
	

	O
	Men
	3.38
	0.57
	-1.32
	130
	.189

	
	Women

	3.56
	0.67
	
	
	

	C
	Men
	3.40
	0.66
	-1.61
	130
	.110

	
	Women

	3.60
	0.64
	
	
	

	E
	Men
	3.33
	0.60
	-0.30
	130
	.762

	
	Women

	3.36
	0.52
	
	
	

	A
	Men
	3.46
	0.56
	-3.01
	130
	.003

	
	Women

	3.75
	0.47
	
	
	

	N
	Men
	2.55
	0.77
	-4.46
	130
	<.001

	
	Women

	3.26
	0.81
	
	
	

	SE
	Men
	3.95
	0.63
	1.11
	130
	.269

	
	Women

	3.82
	0.56
	
	
	

	Resilience
	Men
	2.91
	0.57
	2.66
	130
	.009

	
	Women

	2.59
	0.61
	
	
	

	PFC
	Men
	1.45
	0.48
	-0.71
	130
	.481

	
	Women

	1.52
	0.48
	
	
	

	EFC
	Men
	1.24
	0.55
	-1.95
	130
	.054

	
	Women
	1.46
	0.57
	
	
	


Note. ITI = Mindset in Intelligence; ITP = Mindset in Personal Attributes; E = Extraversion; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness to Experience; N = Negative Emotionality; SE = Self-Efficacy; PFC = Problem-Focused Coping; EFC = Emotion-Focused Coping.
1
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Table 3
Zero-Order Correlations Among Variables of Interest 
	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	1. Age
	1
	-.017
	-.010
	.009
	.035
	.030
	-.093
	-.023
	.033
	.137
	.012
	-.062

	2. ITI
	
	1
	.367**
	.138
	.111
	.152
	.270**
	-.044
	.279**
	.254**
	.150
	-.058

	3. ITP
	
	
	1
	.159
	.042
	.029
	.282**
	-.106
	.098
	.155
	.063
	-.092

	4. E
	
	
	
	1
	.362**
	.242**
	.303**
	-.248**
	.531**
	.399**
	.244**
	-.329**

	5. C
	
	
	
	
	1
	.066
	.271**
	-.262**
	.536**
	.379**
	.065
	-.371**

	6. O
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	.206*
	.126
	.179*
	.135
	.234**
	.051

	7. A
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	-.081
	.248**
	.167
	.103
	-.162

	8. N
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	-.485**
	-.625**
	-.229**
	.503**

	9. SE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	.712**
	.434**
	-.377**

	10. R
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	.391**
	-.362**

	11. PFC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	.157

	12. EFC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1


Note. *p < .05, **p < .01; ITI = Mindset in Intelligence; ITP = Mindset in Personal Attributes; E = Extraversion; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness to Experience; N = Negative Emotionality; SE = Self-Efficacy; R = Resilience; PFC = Problem-Focused Coping; EFC = Emotion-Focused Coping.

Table 4
Hierarchical Regression Predicting Mindset in Intelligence - Overall Model with Self-Efficacy and Resilience
	Variable
	
	B
	SE B
	β
	t
	p
	ΔR2

	Block 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.04

	     Age
	
	.00
	.03
	.001
	.01
	.99
	

	     Gender
	
	.51
	.22
	.20
	2.34
	.02
	

	Block 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.08

	     E
	
	.13
	.20
	.06
	.63
	.53
	

	     C
	
	.01
	.16
	.01
	.09
	.93
	

	     O
	
	.15
	.16
	.09
	.94
	.35
	

	     A
	
	.39
	.21
	.18
	1.89
	.06
	

	     N
	
	-.15
	.13
	-.11
	-1.14
	.26
	

	Block 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.09

	     SE
	
	.48
	.28
	.25
	1.73
	.09
	

	     R
	
	.47
	.25
	.26
	1.90
	.06
	

	     PFC
	
	-.07
	.25
	-.03
	-.28
	.78
	

	     EFC
	
	-.03
	.22
	-.02
	-.16
	.87
	


Note. Overall model was statistically significant F(11,118) = 2.82, p = .003. E = Extraversion; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness to Experience; N = Negative Emotionality; SE = Self-Efficacy; R = Resilience; PFC = Problem-Focused Coping; EFC = Emotion-Focused Coping.


Table 5
Hierarchical Regression Predicting Mindset in Intelligence - with Self-Efficacy
	Variable
	
	B
	SE B
	β
	t
	p
	ΔR2

	Block 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.04

	     Age
	
	.00
	.03
	.001
	.01
	.99
	

	     Gender
	
	.51
	.22
	.20
	2.34
	.02
	

	Block 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.08

	     E
	
	.13
	.20
	.06
	.63
	.53
	

	     C
	
	.01
	.16
	.01
	.09
	.93
	

	     O
	
	.15
	.16
	.09
	.94
	.35
	

	     A
	
	.39
	.21
	.18
	1.89
	.06
	

	     N
	
	-.15
	.13
	-.11
	-1.14
	.26
	

	Block 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.07

	     SE
	
	.71
	.25
	.37
	2.81
	.01
	

	     PFC
	
	-.03
	.26
	-.01
	-.11
	.92
	

	     EFC
	
	-.08
	-.01
	-.01
	-.10
	.92
	


Note. Overall model statistically significant F(10,119) = 2.68, p = .005. E = Extraversion; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness to Experience; N = Negative Emotionality; SE = Self-Efficacy; PFC = Problem-Focused Coping; EFC = Emotion-Focused Coping.


Table 6
Hierarchical Regression Predicting Mindset in Intelligence - with Resilience
	Variable
	
	B
	SE B
	β
	t
	p
	ΔR2

	Block 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.04

	     Age
	
	.00
	.03
	.001
	.01
	.99
	

	     Gender
	
	.51
	.22
	.20
	2.34
	.02
	

	Block 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.08

	     E
	
	.13
	.20
	.06
	.63
	.53
	

	     C
	
	.01
	.16
	.01
	.09
	.93
	

	     O
	
	.15
	.16
	.09
	.94
	.35
	

	     A
	
	.39
	.21
	.18
	1.89
	.06
	

	     N
	
	-.15
	.13
	-.11
	-1.14
	.26
	

	Block 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.07

	     R
	
	.66
	.23
	.36
	2.92
	.01
	

	     PFC
	
	.08
	.24
	.04
	.35
	.73
	

	     EFC
	
	-.10
	.214
	-.05
	-.48
	.63
	


Note. Overall model was statistically significant F(10,119) = 2.75, p = .004. E = Extraversion; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness to Experience; N = Negative Emotionality; R = Resilience; PFC = Problem-Focused Coping; EFC = Emotion-Focused Coping.



Table 7
Hierarchical Regression Predicting Mindset in Personal Attributes - Overall Model with Self-Efficacy and Resilience
	Variable
	
	B
	SE B
	β
	t
	p
	ΔR2

	Block 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.00

	     Age
	
	.00
	.04
	.01
	.08
	.94
	

	     Gender
	
	.06
	.25
	.02
	.23
	.82
	

	Block 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.11

	     E
	
	.32
	.22
	.14
	1.43
	.15
	

	     C
	
	-.13
	.18
	-.07
	-.73
	.47
	

	     O
	
	-.14
	.17
	-.07
	-.80
	.43
	

	     A
	
	.65
	.23
	.14
	1.43
	.15
	

	     N
	
	-.14
	.14
	-.10
	-.99
	.32
	

	Block 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.01

	     SE
	
	-.22
	.32
	-.11
	-.69
	.49
	

	     R
	
	.32
	.29
	.16
	1.12
	.27
	

	     PFC
	
	.08
	.30
	.03
	.28
	.78
	

	     EFC
	
	-.10
	.25
	-.05
	-.39
	.70
	


Note. Overall model was not statistically significant F(11,118)= 1.50, p  > .05. E = Extraversion; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness to Experience; N = Negative Emotionality; SE = Self-Efficacy; R = Resilience; PFC = Problem-Focused Coping; EFC = Emotion-Focused Coping.


Table 8
Hierarchical Regression Predicting Mindset in Personal Attributes - with Self-Efficacy
	Variable
	
	B
	SE B
	β
	t
	p
	ΔR2

	Block 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.00

	     Age
	
	.00
	.04
	.01
	.08
	.94
	

	     Gender
	
	.06
	.25
	.02
	.23
	.82
	

	Block 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.11

	     E
	
	.32
	.22
	.14
	1.43
	.15
	

	     C
	
	-.13
	.18
	-.07
	-.73
	.47
	

	     O
	
	-.14
	.17
	-.07
	-.80
	.43
	

	     A
	
	.65
	.23
	.14
	1.43
	.15
	

	     N
	
	-.14
	.14
	-.10
	-.99
	.32
	

	Block 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.00

	     SE
	
	-.07
	.29
	-.03
	-.23
	.70
	

	     PFC
	
	.11
	.30
	.04
	.38
	.70
	

	     EFC
	
	-.09
	.25
	-.04
	-.35
	.73
	


Note. Overall model was not statistically significant F(10,119)= 1.52, p  > .05. E = Extraversion; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness to Experience; N = Negative Emotionality; SE = Self-Efficacy; PFC = Problem-Focused Coping; EFC = Emotion-Focused Coping.


Table 9
Hierarchical Regression Predicting Mindset in Personal Attributes - with Resilience
	Variable
	
	B
	SE B
	β
	t
	p
	ΔR2

	Block 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.00

	     Age
	
	.00
	.04
	.01
	.08
	.94
	

	     Gender
	
	.06
	.25
	.02
	.23
	.82
	

	Block 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.11

	     E
	
	.32
	.22
	.14
	1.43
	.15
	

	     C
	
	-.13
	.18
	-.07
	-.73
	.47
	

	     O
	
	-.14
	.17
	-.07
	-.80
	.43
	

	     A
	
	.65
	.23
	.14
	1.43
	.15
	

	     N
	
	-.14
	.14
	-.10
	-.99
	.32
	

	Block 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.01

	     R
	
	.24
	.26
	.12
	.91
	.37
	

	     PFC
	
	.01
	.28
	.00
	.03
	.97
	

	     EFC
	
	-.07
	.25
	-.03
	-.27
	.79
	


Note. Overall model was not statistically significant F(10,119)= 1.61, p  > .05. E = Extraversion; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness to Experience; N = Negative Emotionality; R = Resilience; PFC = Problem-Focused Coping; EFC = Emotion-Focused Coping.







Appendix A
Demographic Questionnaire 

Please answer the questions below. Your participation is voluntary, so you do not have to answer any questions that you do not want to answer. You can skip those questions and move to the next ones.
What is your age in years?
__________

What gender do you most closely identify with?
______     Female
______     Male
______     Transgender Female
______     Transgender Male
______     Two-Spirited 
______     Non-binary
______     Fluid
______     Other

If other, please specify how you identify: __________________ 




Appendix B
Theories of Intelligence Scale—Self Form for Adults (TIS; Dweck, 2000)
This questionnaire has been designed to investigate ideas about intelligence. There are no right or wrong answers. We are interested in your ideas.
	Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
	1 = strongly agree
	2 = agree
	3 = mostly agree
	4 = mostly disagree
	5 = disagree
	6 = strongly disagree
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	1. You have a certain amount of intelligence, and you can’t really do much to change it.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	2. Your intelligence is something about you that you can’t change very much.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	3. To be honest, you can’t really change how intelligent you are.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	4. You can learn new things, but you can’t really change your basic intelligence.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6






Appendix C
“Kind of Person” Implicit Theory Scale—Self Form for Adults (TPS; Dweck, 2000)
Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.
	1 = strongly agree
	2 = agree
	3 = mostly agree
	4 = mostly disagree
	5 = disagree
	6 = strongly disagree
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	1. The kind of person you are is something very basic about you and it can’t be changed very much.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	2. You can do things differently, but the important parts of who you are can’t really be changed
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	3. You are a certain kind of person and there is not much that can be done to really change that.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6









Appendix D
The Big Five Inventory-2 (BFI-2; Soto & John, 2017)
Here are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to you. For example, do you agree that you are someone who likes to spend time with others?  
Please choose a number for each statement to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with that statement. 
	1 = Disagree Strongly
	2 = Disagree a little
	3 = Neutral; no opinion
	4 = Agree a little
	5 = Agree Strongly
	I am someone who…

	1. Is outgoing, sociable 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	2. Is compassionate, has a soft heart 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	3. Tends to be disorganized 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	4. Is relaxed, handles stress well 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	5. Has few artistic interests 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	6. Has an assertive personality 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	7. Is respectful, treats others with respect 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	8. Tends to be lazy 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	9. Stays optimistic after experiencing a setback 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	10. Is curious about many different things 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	11. Rarely feels excited or eager 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	12. Tends to find fault with others 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	13. Is dependable, steady 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	14. Is moody, has up and down mood swings
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	15. Is inventive, finds clever ways to do things
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	16. Tends to be quiet 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	17. Feels little sympathy for others 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	18. Is systematic, likes to keep things in order 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	19. Can be tense 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	20. Is fascinated by art, music, or literature 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	21. Is dominant, acts as a leader 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	22. Starts arguments with others 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	23. Has difficulty getting started on tasks 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	24. Feels secure, comfortable with self 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	25. Avoids intellectual, philosophical discussions 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	26. Is less active than other people 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	27. Has a forgiving nature 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	28. Can be somewhat careless 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 

	29. Is emotionally stable, not easily upset 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	30. Has little creativity 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	31. Is sometimes shy, introverted 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	32. Is helpful and unselfish with others 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	33. Keeps things neat and tidy 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	34. Worries a lot 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	35. Values art and beauty 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	36. Finds it hard to influence people 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	37. Is sometimes rude to others 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	38. Is efficient, gets things done 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	39. Often feels sad 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	40. Is complex, a deep thinker 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	41. Is full of energy 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	42. Is suspicious of others’ intentions 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	43. Is reliable, can always be counted on 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	44. Keeps their emotions under control 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	45. Has difficulty imagining things 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	46. Is talkative 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	47. Can be cold and uncaring 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	48. Leaves a mess, doesn’t clean up 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	49. Rarely feels anxious or afraid 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	50. Thinks poetry and plays are boring 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	51. Prefers to have others take charge 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	52. Is polite, courteous to others 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	53. Is persistent, works until the task is finished 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	54. Tends to feel depressed, blue 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	55. Has little interest in abstract ideas 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	56. Shows a lot of enthusiasm 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	57. Assumes the best about people 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	58. Sometimes behaves irresponsibly 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	59. Is temperamental, gets emotional easily 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	60. Is original, comes up with new ideas 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5



Appendix E
New General Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE; Chen et al., 2001)
Here are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to you.
Please choose a number for each statement to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with that statement. 
	1 = Strongly Disagree
	2 = Disagree
	3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
	4 = Agree
	5 = Strongly Agree
	1. I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I set for myself
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	2. When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	3. In general, I think I can obtain outcomes that are important to me.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	4. I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	5. I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	6. I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	7. Compared to other people, I can do many tasks very well.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	8. Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5








Appendix F
Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC-10; Connor & Davidson, 2003)
Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements in reference to the past month. If a particular situation has not arisen during this time, then your response should be determined by how you think you would’ve reacted. 
	0 = Not True at All
	1 = Rarely True
	2 = Sometimes True
	3 = Often True
	4 = True Nearly All the Time
	1. I am able to adapt when changes occur.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. I can deal with whatever comes my way.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. I try to see the humorous side of things when I am faced with problems.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	4. Having to cope with stress can make me stronger.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. I tend to bounce back after illness, injury, or other hardships.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	6. I believe I can achieve my goals, even if there are obstacles.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	7. Under pressure, I stay focused and think clearly.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	8. I am not easily discouraged by failure.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	9. I think of myself as a strong person when dealing with life’s challenges and difficulties.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	10.  I am able to handle unpleasant or painful feelings like sadness, fear, and anger.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4


Appendix G
Ways of Coping Checklist-42 (WCCL-42; Vitaliano et al., 1985)
To what degree did you use the coping strategies listed below to try to deal with a stressful situation?
	0 = Not Used
	1 = Used Somewhat
	2 = Used Quite a Bit
	3 = Used a Great Deal
	1. Bargained or compromised to get something positive from the situation.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	2. Refused to believe it had happened.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	3. Wished the situation would go away or somehow be finished.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	4. Talked to someone to find out about the situation.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	5. Blamed yourself.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	6. Stood my ground and fought for what I wanted.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	7. Came up with a couple of different solutions to the problem.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	8. Hoped a miracle would happen.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	9. Kept others from knowing how bad things were.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	10. Had fantasies or wishes about how things might turn out.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	11. Went on as if nothing had happened.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	12. Changed something so things would turn out all right.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	13. Talked to someone about how I was feeling.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	14. Realized you brought the problem on yourself.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	15. Changed something about myself so I could deal with the situation better.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	16. Talked to someone who could do something about the problem.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	17. Just took things one step at a time.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	18. Criticized or lectured yourself.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	19. Avoided being with people in general.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	20. Thought about fantastic or unreal things (like perfect revenge or finding a million dollars) that made me feel better.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	21. Felt bad that I couldn't avoid the problem.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	22. Tried not to act too hastily or follow my own hunch.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	23. I know what had to be done, so I doubled my efforts and tried harder to make things work.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	24. Asked someone I respected for advice and followed it.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	25. Came out of the experience better than when I went in.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	26. Kept my feelings to myself.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	27. Wished I was a stronger person - more optimistic and forceful.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	28. Tried to make myself feel better by eating, drinking, smoking, taking medications.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	29. Concentrated on something good that could come out of the whole thing.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	30. Tried not to burn bridges behind me, but left things open somewhat.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	31. Accepted my strong feelings, but didn't let them interfere with other things too much.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	32. Got professional help and did what they recommended.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	33. Changed or grew as a person in a good way.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	34. Wished that I could change what had happened.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	35. Got mad at the people or things that caused the problem.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	36. Slept more than usual.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	37. Accepted the next best thing to what I wanted.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	38. Made a plan of action and followed it.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	39. Accepted sympathy and understanding from someone.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	40. Wished I could change the way that I felt.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	41. Tried to forget the whole thing.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	42. Daydreamed or imagined a better time or place than the one I was in.
	0
	1
	2
	3
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Contact Information: This project has been reviewed by the University of New Brunswick Research Ethics Board and is on file as REB 2024-187. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact any of us, via the phone numbers or emails listed above. If you would like to speak to someone not directly involved with this research, then feel free to contact the manager of the research ethics board, at ethics@unb.ca. 
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