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[ Abstract)

type information. Methods: Tmplicit Person Theory Measure was translated and revised, which was used to screen the parci-

Objective: To explore the moderating effect of person theory on the attention processing on gender stereo-

pants.and a self~administered questionnaire was applied to determine the experimental material. Results: Under high cog-
nitive load, entity theorists allocated more attention to consistent information than to inconsistent information, whereas incre-
mental theorists allocated more attention to inconsistent information than to consistent information. There were no signifi-
cant differences of attention allocation for either entity theorists or incremental theorists in the low load condition. Conclu-

sion: Person theory may influence the attentional processing on the gender stereotype information under high cognitive

load conditions.
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