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[bookmark: _Toc188957264]Study 1 Materials

Personal Mindsets (1 = strongly agree, 7 = strongly disagree)

The following 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 the following statements:

You have a certain amount of intelligence, and you can't really do much to change it.
Your intelligence is something about you that you can't change very much.

Personal Certainty (1 = not at all, 7 = very much)
After each of the Personal Mindset items, participants rated the certainty of their mindset beliefs.

How certain do you feel about the response that you just provided?

Other Strength Measures (1 = not at all, 7 = very much)
These were only included in the Ohio State University data collection

Perceived Elaboration
How much have you thought about the topic we just asked you about?

Perceived Knowledge
How much do you feel like you know about the topic that we just asked you about?

Values-Basis
How much is the answer that you provided above a reflection of your core values?

Centrality
How much is the belief that you indicated above important to you?

Instructions for Listing Courses:
“Next we would like you to list each course that you are taking this semester in the boxes below. Please only list one course in each box. 

For example, if you were taking PSYC 1100 and PSYC 2367, you would list "PSYCH 1100" in the first box and "PSYC 2367" in the second box.  

Please list all of the courses that you have, and only list each of them once. There are likely more boxes below than courses you are taking. If that is the case, please leave any extra boxes blank.”
[Given 7 text boxes in which to enter the courses they are taking]
For each course, they are asked each of the following questions:
Instructor Mindset Perception (1 = strongly agree, 7 = strongly disagree)
My instructor for [Course X] seems to believe that people have a certain amount of intelligence, and they can’t really do much to change it. 
My instructor for [Course X] seems to believe that intelligence is something about people that they can’t change very much.
Instructor Evaluation (1 – not at all, 7 – very much)
To what extent do you like your instructor for [Course X]?
Course Engagement (1 – not at all, 7 – very much)
To what extent do you feel engaged by course [Course X]?
Additional Questions
To what extent do you respect your instructor for [Course X]?
How many credit hours is [Course X]?
How many hours per week do you spend on [Course X]?
What grade do you expect to receive in [Course x]? As a reminder, the standard grading scheme is:  A=93+A-= 90-92.9B+= 87-89.9B=83-86.9B-= 80-82.9C+= 77-79.9C= 73-76.9C- =70-72.9D+= 67-69.9D= 60-66.9E 
What gender is your professor for [Course X]?
[bookmark: _Toc188957265]
Study 2 Materials

Personal Mindsets (1 = strongly agree, 7 = strongly disagree)

The following 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 the following statements:

You have a certain amount of intelligence, and you can't really do much to change it.
Your intelligence is something about you that you can't change very much.
You can learn new things, but you can’t really change your basic intelligence.

Certainty (1 = not at all, 7 = very much)
How confident are you in your beliefs about intelligence that you indicated in the previous questions?
How sure are you of your responses to the previous questions about intelligence beliefs?
How certain do you feel about your responses to the questions about intelligence?

Instructions
In this next part of this study, we are interested in people's impressions of professors. We'd like you to imagine that you are taking a course with a professor that will be described on the next screen. We are interested in your impressions of the instructor and how much you would like to take a course with them.
Growth Instructor Condition

[bookmark: _Hlk146614276]At the start of the semester, Dr. Rescorla introduced the class by saying, “If you come to the lectures, do the homework and practice sets, and seek help when you’re struggling, you should be able to do well in this course. I believe that success in my class is achieved through effort, persistence, and good strategies.” 

Throughout the semester, when students struggled, she encouraged them to work with a tutor, come to office hours, and told them, “It’s okay if you didn’t do as well as you wanted – sometimes it takes time to understand these concepts.”

Fixed Instructor Condition
[bookmark: _Hlk146614310]At the start of the semester, Dr. Rescorla introduced the class by saying, “Some students are naturally gifted when it comes to the content we’ll cover in my class, and other students just struggle without making much progress. If you decide you are not well-suited to this course, come talk to me and I’ll do everything I can to help you drop the class and find something more suited to your natural talents." 

Throughout the semester, when students struggled, she encouraged them to drop the class and find opportunities that are a better fit for them, and told them, “It’s okay if you didn’t do as well as you wanted – this subject isn’t for everyone.”

Manipulation Check (1 – Strongly Agree, 7 – Strongly disagree)
The professor seems to believe that students have a certain amount of intelligence, and they can’t really do much to change it.
The professor seems to believe that every student can learn new things and significantly grow their intelligence. (R)
The professor in this class seems to believe that students either "have it" or they don't.
The professor seems to believe that some students are smart, while others are not.

Course Interest (1 – not at all, 7 – extremely)
How interested would you be in taking a class taught by the professor?
How much would you want to take a class with this professor?
To what extent would you be willing to take a class taught by this professor?



[bookmark: _Toc188957266]Study 1: Time 1 information and longitudinal analyses

Additional Study 1 Methods and Details	
We had initially planned to analyze Study 1 longitudinally, so we collected waves of data at the beginning and end of semesters. At Time 1 participants completed the same measures as described in the text at Time 2. Students at Ohio State University (N = 235) were recruited from the Department of Psychology’s Introductory Psychology participant pool. Students at Indiana University – Bloomington (IU) completed the study as a part of mass testing (N = 1,596 completing our measures of interest). As more IU students completed the first part of the study than we needed, we randomly invited 500 participants to take the study at Time 2, which resulted in N = 120 participants completing our measures of interest. 
Preliminary analyses, however, revealed low correspondence in the ratings of instructors’ mindsets at the beginning vs. end of the semester – suggesting that when we collected the initial data, participants did not have a very robust impression of their instructors’ mindsets. A within subjects correlation between the time 1 and time 2 perceived instructor mindset assessments revealed a low correspondence, r = .29, p < .001. We similarly found low correspondence between students’ ratings of their own personal mindset beliefs at the beginning and end of semester, r = .31, p < .001 – suggesting that as 1st semester students, they may have still been forming their personal beliefs about the nature of ability in the college context. For this reason, we chose to focus our analyses on the cross-sectional data from Time 2, which we reasoned would provide more reliable estimates of our constructs of interest given that students would have more exposure to their instructors’ mindset beliefs and time to develop their own. Indeed, although previous work has demonstrated high test-retest reliability for the growth mindset measure across two weeks (r = .80; Dweck et al., 1995), some research examining mindsets over the course of a couple of months (r = .50; Knee, 1998) or a year (r = .38; Gonida et al., 2006) has found correlations comparable to those observed in our study. Nevertheless, we present longitudinal analyses below for completeness and transparency. We also had an exploratory instructor evaluation item at Time 1 so we report the certainty analysis on that outcome for completeness, though we never intended to conduct this analysis. We did not have a course engagement item at Time 1.



Longitudinal Analysis: 
Do personal mindsets predict evaluations of fixed versus growth instructors over time?

To test whether personal mindsets predicted course evaluations of fixed versus growth instructors in a longitudinal analysis, we conducted an HLM parallel to that described in the text but included all Time 1 predictors. 
Table S1
Longitudinal effect of personal and instructor mindsets (measured at the beginning of the semester) on instructor evaluation at the end of the semester. 
	
	γ
	se
	t
	p

	Personal Mindset (PM)
	.12
	.03
	3.43
	< .001

	Instructor Mindset (IM)
	.31
	.06
	5.05
	<.001

	Personal Mindset X Instructor Mindset
	.06
	.03
	3.43
	.11

	Growth Students: Simple Slope of Instructor Mindset
	.40
	.09
	4.63
	<.001

	Fixed Students: Simple Slope of Instructor Mindset
	.14
	.12
	1.21
	.23









Do personal mindsets predict course engagement in fixed versus growth classrooms over time?

Table S2
	
	γ
	se
	t
	p

	Personal Mindset (PM)
	.08
	.04
	2.18
	.03

	Instructor Mindset (IM)
	.29
	.07
	4.21
	<.001

	Personal Mindset X Instructor Mindset
	.09
	.05
	1.93
	.05

	Growth Students: Simple Slope of Instructor Mindset
	.41
	.10
	4.25
	<.001

	Fixed Students: Simple Slope of Instructor Mindset
	.06
	.13
	.46
	.64


 Longitudinal effect of personal and instructor mindsets (measured at the beginning of the semester) on course engagement at the end of the semester. 








Longitudinal Analysis: 
When do personal mindsets predict evaluations of fixed versus growth instructors over time?
Next, we examined whether the mindset matching effect was moderated by certainty, conducting analyses parallel to those in the text, but with all Time 1 predictors. 
	
	γ
	se
	t
	p

	Personal Mindset (PM)
	.10
	.04
	2.41
	.02

	Mindset Certainty
	.08
	.05
	1.73
	.08

	Instructor Mindset (IM)
	.31
	.07
	4.50
	<.001

	PM x Certainty
	-.02
	.03
	-.69
	.49

	Certainty x IM
	.00
	.06
	.08
	.93

	PM x IM
	.06
	.05
	1.33
	.18

	PM x Certainty x IM
	-.00
	.04
	-.07
	.95


 Table S3
 Time 2 instructor evaluation regressed on time 1 grand-mean centered personal mindset, time 1 grand-mean centered certainty, and time 1 group-mean centered instructor mindset






When do personal mindsets predict course engagement in fixed versus growth classrooms over time?
Table S4
	
	γ
	se
	t
	p

	Personal Mindset (PM)
	.04
	.04
	.82
	.41

	Mindset Certainty
	.15
	.05
	2.94
	.003

	Instructor Mindset (IM)
	.28
	.08
	3.59
	<.001

	PM x Certainty
	-.02
	.03
	-.52
	.60

	Certainty x IM
	-.04
	.06
	-.67
	.50

	PM x IM
	.10
	.05
	1.81
	.07

	PM x Certainty x IM
	.01
	.04
	.33
	.74


 Time 2 course engagement regressed on time 1 grand-mean centered personal mindset, time 1 grand-mean centered certainty, and time 1 group-mean centered instructor mindset







Time 1 Analysis: 
When do personal mindsets predict evaluations of fixed versus growth instructors at Time 1?
Next, we examined whether the mindset matching effect was moderated by certainty, conducting analyses parallel to those in the text, but with all Time 1 predictors and outcomes. 
Table S5
	
	γ
	se
	t
	p

	Personal Mindset (PM)
	.03
	.05
	.56
	.57

	Mindset Certainty
	.19
	.05
	3.71
	< .001

	Instructor Mindset (IM)
	.49
	.07
	7.36
	<.001

	PM x Certainty
	-.02
	.03
	-.65
	.52

	Certainty x IM
	-.02
	.06
	-.44
	.65

	PM x IM
	.09
	.05
	1.92
	.06

	PM x Certainty x IM
	-.00
	.04
	-.10
	.92


 Time 1 instructor evaluation regressed on time 1 grand-mean centered personal mindset, time 1 grand-mean centered certainty, and time 1 group-mean centered instructor mindset






[bookmark: _Toc188957267]
Simple Interactions and Slopes Among Fixed (2) and Growth (6) Students 
For both studies in the text, we conducted exploratory analyses to examine whether certainty would moderate reactions to fixed versus growth instructors among both fixed and growth mindset students. To do so, we examined the simple two-way interactions between instructor mindset and student mindset certainty among fixed and growth mindset participants (averaging 2 vs. 6 on the mindset scale, respectively). To preview, Study 1 suggests the moderation is stronger among growth than fixed participants, whereas Study 2 suggests the opposite. The most highly powered test of this – the integrative data analysis we report in the text – suggests significant moderation by certainty among both fixed and growth participants. Given the unbiased and highly powered nature of this test, we believe this is most likely to reflect the true nature of these effects. We report the results from the individual studies in the text below for completeness. 
Study 1 Instructor Evaluation
Among participants endorsing more growth beliefs (6 on the mindsets scale), the interaction between instructor mindset and mindset certainty was significant, γ = .11, 95% CI [00, .22], se = .05, t(1,094) = 2.05, p = .040, r = .06. When students held growth mindset beliefs with more certainty, they had more favorable reactions to instructors perceived as endorsing growth vs. fixed mindset beliefs, γ = .70, 95% CI [.54, .86], se = .08, t(1,094) = 8.54, p < .001, r = .25. When students held growth mindset beliefs with less certainty, they still had more favorable reactions to instructors perceived as endorsing growth vs. fixed mindset beliefs, but this difference in reaction was attenuated, γ = .41, 95% CI [.17, .65], se = .12, t(1,094) = 3.33, p < .001, r = .10. 
Among participants endorsing more fixed beliefs (2 on the mindsets scale), the interaction between instructor mindset and mindset certainty was not significant, γ = -.08, 95% CI [-.22, .06], se = .04, t(1,094) = -1.10, p = .271, r = -.03. Interestingly, when students held fixed mindset beliefs with more certainty, they also had more favorable reactions to instructors perceived as endorsing growth vs. fixed mindset beliefs, γ = .31, 95% CI [.01, .61], se = .15, t(1,094) = 2.06, p = .040, r = .06. When students held fixed mindset beliefs with less certainty, they too had more favorable reactions to instructors perceived as endorsing growth vs. fixed mindset beliefs, and this difference was directionally larger than that among those who were more certain, γ = .52, 95% CI [.24, .80], se = .14, t(1,094) = 3.64, p < .001, r = .11. This is despite the fact that these instructors were perceived to espouse mindset beliefs that conflicted with the students’ own beliefs. This not only replicates prior work suggesting that those with more fixed mindsets are less likely to demonstrate a matching effect (Wallace et al., 2023), but it also indicates that—although the interaction was not significant—students with more fixed beliefs tended to evidence stronger interest in instructors who endorsed mindsets that contrasted with their own when they held their personal beliefs with relatively less certainty. The latter is consistent with the assertion that low certainty is more likely to produce mindset-inconsistent responses. 
Study 1 Course Engagement
Among participants endorsing more growth beliefs (6 on the mindsets scale), the interaction between instructor mindset and mindset certainty was significant, γ = .17, 95% CI [.05, .29], se = .06, t(1,092) = 2.71, p = .007, r = .08. When students held growth mindset beliefs with more certainty, they were more engaged in classes in which they perceived the instructor to also endorse more growth (vs. fixed) mindset beliefs, γ = .68, 95% CI [.50, .86], se = .09, t(1,092) = 7.31, p < .001, r = .22. When students held growth mindset beliefs with less certainty, they were only marginally more engaged in classes in which they perceived the instructor to also endorse more growth (vs. fixed) mindset beliefs, γ = .25, 95% CI [-.03, .52], se = .14, t(1,092) = 1.77, p = .078, r = .05. 
Among participants endorsing more fixed beliefs (2 on the mindsets scale), the interaction between instructor mindset and mindset certainty was not significant, γ = -.07, 95% CI [-.22, .09], se = .08, t(1,092) = -.82, p = .41, r = -.02. When students held fixed beliefs with more certainty, by contrast, they did not experience more engagement in a fixed versus growth classroom, γ = .18, 95% CI [-.15, .51], se = .17, t(1,092) = 1.05, p = .294, r = .03. Instead, when students held fixed beliefs with less certainty, by contrast, they experienced greater engagement in courses taught by instructors perceived to endorse more mismatching growth (versus fixed) beliefs, γ = .35, 95% CI [.04, .66], se = .16, t(1,092) = 2.19, p = .029, r = .07. In other words, although we do not see an absolute preference for fixed over growth mindset instructors among students who hold their more fixed personal mindsets with certainty, we do see this in relative terms when we compare students who hold fixed mindsets with more versus less certainty—a finding consistent with hypotheses (though this is a directional, not significant interaction in this case).
Study 2 Course Interest
Among participants endorsing more growth beliefs (6 on the mindsets scale), the interaction between instructor mindset and mindset certainty was marginally significant, b = .11, 95% CI [.00, .23], t(830) = 1.88, p = .060, r = .07. When students held growth beliefs with more certainty, they reported greater interest in growth over fixed instructors, b = 1.65, 95% CI [1.50, 1.80], t(830) = 21.17, p < .001, r = .59. When students held growth beliefs with less certainty, they still reported greater interest in growth over fixed instructors, but this difference was attenuated, b = 1.35, 95% CI [1.09, 1.62], t(830) = 10.02, p < .001, r = .33.
Among participants endorsing more fixed beliefs, the interaction between instructor mindset and mindset certainty was significant, b = -.25, 95% CI [-.41, -.09], t(830) = -3.08, p = .002, r = -.11. When students held fixed beliefs with more certainty, they reported relatively weak interest in growth over fixed instructors, b = .65, 95% CI [.36, .93], t(830) = 4.44, p < .001, r = .15. When students held fixed beliefs with less certainty, they reported stronger interest in the mismatching growth versus fixed mindset instructors, b = 1.30, 95% CI [.99, 1.62], t(830) = 8.13, p < .001, r = .27. Thus, consistent with the previous study and previously documented asymmetric matching, students with more fixed mindsets were generally more interested in an instructor who endorsed a contrasting growth mindset. However, this interest in a mindset-inconsistent instructor was attenuated when students held their beliefs with certainty, consistent with the hypothesis that certainty is associated with more personal mindset consistent responses (in relative terms).


Simple Slope Analyses at +/- 1 SD
In text and in the analyses above, when we broke down results by participants with more fixed versus growth mindsets, we examined results at 2 (fixed) and 6 (growth). However, readers may be interested in the more typical break down of -1 SD (fixed) and +1 SD (growth). We present those analyses here.
Study 1
Table S6
	
	γ
	se
	t
	p

	Growth Students (+1 SD): Simple Slope of Instructor Mindset
	.64
	.08
	8.31
	<.001

	Fixed Students (-1 SD): Simple Slope of Instructor Mindset
	.46
	.07
	6.51
	< .001


Simple Slopes of instructor mindset from model in which instructor evaluation is regressed on student mindsets, perceived instructor mindsets, and their interaction.

Table S7
	
	γ
	se
	t
	p

	Growth Students (+1 SD): Simple Slope of Instructor Mindset
	.64
	.08
	8.31
	<.001

	Fixed Students (-1 SD): Simple Slope of Instructor Mindset
	.59
	.09
	6.66
	< .001


Simple Slopes of instructor mindset from model in which course evaluation is regressed on student mindsets, perceived instructor mindsets, and their interaction.

Table S8
Simple two-way interaction between instructor mindset and certainty, as well as simple slopes of instructor mindset from model in which instructor evaluation is regressed on student mindsets, perceived instructor mindsets, certainty, along with their 2- and 3-way interactions.
	
	γ
	se
	t
	p

	Growth Students (+1 SD): Simple Certainty x Instructor Mindset Interaction
	.12
	.06
	2.11
	.04

	Fixed Students (-1 SD):  Simple Certainty x Instructor Mindset Interaction
	-.01
	.05
	-.25
	.80

	Growth Students (+1 SD), High Certainty (+1 SD): Simple Slope Instructor Mindset
	.73
	.09
	8.28
	< .001

	Growth Students (+1 SD), Low Certainty (-1 SD): Simple Slope Instructor Mindset
	.40
	.13
	3.01
	.003

	Fixed Students (-1 SD), High Certainty (+1 SD): Simple Slope Instructor Mindset
	.45
	.10
	4.38
	< .001

	Fixed Students (-1 SD), Low Certainty (-1 SD): Simple Slope Instructor Mindset
	.48
	.09
	5.54
	< .001





Table S9
	
	γ
	se
	t
	p

	Growth Students (+1 SD): Simple Certainty x Instructor Mindset Interaction
	.18
	.07
	2.74
	.01

	Fixed Students (-1 SD):  Simple Certainty x Instructor Mindset Interaction
	.02
	.05
	.30
	.76

	Growth Students (+1 SD), High Certainty (+1 SD): Simple Slope Instructor Mindset
	.71
	.10
	7.16
	< .001

	Growth Students (+1 SD), Low Certainty (-1 SD): Simple Slope Instructor Mindset
	.24
	.15
	1.58
	.11

	Fixed Students (-1 SD), High Certainty (+1 SD): Simple Slope Instructor Mindset
	.35
	.11
	3.10
	.002

	Fixed Students (-1 SD), Low Certainty (-1 SD): Simple Slope Instructor Mindset
	.31
	.10
	3.21
	.001


 Simple two-way interaction between instructor mindset and certainty, as well as simple slopes of instructor mindset from model in which course engagement is regressed on student mindsets, perceived instructor mindsets, certainty, along with their 2- and 3-way interactions.

Study 2
Table S10
	
	γ
	se
	t
	p

	Growth Students (+1 SD): Simple Slope of Instructor Mindset
	1.64
	.05
	23.77
	<.001

	Fixed Students (-1 SD): Simple Slope of Instructor Mindset
	1.11
	.07
	16.10
	< .001


 Simple Slopes of instructor mindset from model in which interest is regressed on student mindsets, perceived instructor mindsets, and their interaction.

Table S11
	
	γ
	se
	t
	p

	Growth Students (+1 SD): Simple Certainty x Instructor Mindset Interaction
	.12
	.06
	1.98
	.05

	Fixed Students (-1 SD):  Simple Certainty x Instructor Mindset Interaction
	-.13
	.05
	-2.62
	.01

	Growth Students (+1 SD), High Certainty (+1 SD): Simple Slope Instructor Mindset
	1.68
	.08
	20.87
	< .001

	Growth Students (+1 SD), Low Certainty (-1 SD): Simple Slope Instructor Mindset
	1.36
	.14
	9.53
	< .001

	Fixed Students (-1 SD), High Certainty (+1 SD): Simple Slope Instructor Mindset
	.96
	.10
	9.32
	< .001

	Fixed Students (-1 SD), Low Certainty (-1 SD): Simple Slope Instructor Mindset
	1.32
	.09
	14.14
	< .001


 Simple two-way interaction between instructor mindset and certainty, as well as simple slopes of instructor mindset from model in which interest is regressed on student mindsets, perceived instructor mindsets, certainty, along with their 2- and 3-way interactions.



Integrative Data Analysis 
Table S12
Simple two-way interaction between organizational mindset and certainty, as well as simple slopes of organizational mindset from model in which interest is regressed on personal mindsets, organizational mindsets, certainty, along with their 2- and 3-way interactions.
	
	F
	p

	Growth Participants (+1 SD): Simple Certainty x Org. Mindset Interaction
	13.79
	< .001

	Fixed  Participants (-1 SD):  Simple Certainty x Org. Mindset Interaction
	13.53
	< .001





[bookmark: _Toc188957268]Supplemental Studies: Studies 1a, 1b, 1c, and 2a, 2b, 2c

All Supplemental Studies were reported in the main text or the supplement of the following paper: 
Wallace, L. E., LaCosse, J., Murphy, M. C., Hernandez-Colmenares, A., Edwards, L. J., & Fujita, K. (2023). Matching and mismatching personal and organizational mindsets: Effects on belonging and organizational interest. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 152(12), 3526-3545.
Table S13
This table summarizes which study in the current package corresponds with its previous reporting as a part of Wallace et al., (2024) as well as features of those studies
	Current Paper
	Wallace et al. (2024)
	N
	Organizational Context

	Study 2
	NA
	838
	Classroom

	Study S1a
	Study S1a
	238
	Consulting Company

	Study S1b
	Study S1b
	382
	Consulting Company

	Study S1c
	Study 1
	796
	Consulting Company

	Study S2a
	Study S2a
	214
	Volunteer Tutoring Organization

	Study S2b
	Study S2b
	340
	Volunteer Tutoring Organization

	Study S2c
	Study 2
	793
	Volunteer Tutoring Organization



Details about materials, methods, and exclusions are described in Wallace et al. (2024), For each study, we report the key three-way interaction model that mirrors that tested in the text.

Study S1a Results

Table S14a

	
	b
	t
	p
	95% CI

	Personal Mindset
	-.06
	-.77
	.44
	[-.21, .09]

	Mindset Certainty
	.27
	2.78
	.01
	[.08, .45]

	Organizational Mindset
	.51
	4.31
	<.001
	[.28, .74]

	Personal Mindset x Certainty
	.15
	2.56
	.01
	[.04, .34]

	Certainty x  Organizational Mindset
	-.13
	-1.34
	.18
	[-.32, .06]

	Personal Mindset x  Organizational Mindset 
	.19
	2.47
	.01
	[.04, .34]

	Three-way interaction 
	.14
	2.26
	.03
	[.02, .25]


Interest regressed on centered personal mindsets, centered certainty, and the organizational mindsets factor, along with their two- and three-way interactions in Study S1a.
 



Study S1b Results

Table S14b
	
	b
	t
	p
	95% CI

	Personal Mindset 
	.06
	.97
	.33
	[-.06, .18]

	Mindset Certainty
	.21
	2.90
	.004
	[.07, .36]

	Organizational Mindset 
	.45
	4.95
	<.001
	[.27, .63]

	Personal Mindset x Certainty
	.05
	.92
	.36
	[-.05, .15]

	Certainty x Organizational Mindset
	.00
	.06
	.95
	[-.14, .15]

	Personal Mindset x Organizational Mindset
	-.02
	-.33
	.74
	[-.14, .10]

	Three-way interaction
	.09
	1.79
	.07
	[-.01, .19]


Interest regressed on centered personal mindsets, centered certainty, and the organizational mindsets factor, along with their two- and three-way interactions in Study S1b.
 
Study S1c Results
Table S14c
Interest regressed on centered personal mindsets, centered certainty, and the organizational mindsets factor, along with their two- and three-way interactions in Study S1c
	Predictor Variable
	b
	t
	p
	95% CI

	Personal Mindset
	-.01
	-.17
	.866
	[-.07, .06]

	Organizational Mindset
	.46
	8.46
	< .001
	[.35, .56]

	Personal Mindset Certainty
	.16
	3.27
	.001
	[.06, .25]

	Personal x Organizational Mindset
	.17
	4.91
	<.001
	[.10, .25]

	Personal Mindset x Certainty
	.04
	1.27
	.206
	[-.02, .10]

	Organizational Mindset x Certainty
	-.04
	-.84
	.404
	[-.13, .05]

	Three-way interaction
	.00
	.06
	.949
	[-.06, .06]



Study S2a Results 
Table S15a
	
	b
	t
	p
	95% CI

	Personal Mindset 
	-.23
	-2.91
	.004
	[-.39, -.07]

	Mindset Certainty
	-.12
	-1.08
	.279
	[-.33, .10]

	Organizational Mindset 
	.36
	2.72
	.007
	[.10, .62]

	Personal Mindset x Certainty
	.11
	1.90
	.060
	[.00, .22]

	Certainty x Organizational Mindset
	.18
	1.62
	.106
	[-.04, .39]

	Personal Mindset x Organizational Mindset
	.04
	.56
	.576
	[-.11, .20]

	Three-way interaction
	.16
	2.77
	.006
	[.05, .28]


Interest in volunteering for the organization regressed on people’s centered personal mindset beliefs, centered certainty, and manipulated organizational mindset, along with their two- and three-way interactions in Study S2a.





Study S2b Results
Table S15b
Interest regressed on centered personal mindsets, centered certainty, and the organizational mindsets factor, along with their two- and three-way interactions in Study S2b.
	
	b
	t
	p
	95% CI

	Personal Mindset
	-.03
	-.39
	.693
	[-.16, .10]

	Mindset Certainty
	.16
	1.82
	.070
	[-.01, .34]

	Organizational Mindset
	.37
	3.60
	< .001
	[.17, .57]

	Personal Mindset x Certainty
	.04
	.69
	.488
	[-.07, .15]

	Certainty x Organizational Mindset
	.11
	1.25
	.212
	[-.06, .29]

	Personal Mindset x Organizational Mindset
	.06
	.87
	.383
	[-.07, .19]

	Three-way interaction
	.08
	1.56
	.120
	[-.02, .20]



Study S2c Results
Table S15c
Interest regressed on centered personal mindsets, centered certainty, and the organizational mindsets factor, along with their two- and three-way interactions in Study S2c.
	Predictor Variable
	b 
	t
	p
	[95% CI]

	Personal Mindset
	-.10 
	-2.05
	.040
	[-.18, .00]

	Organizational Mindset
	.34
	5.25
	 < .001
	[.21, .46]

	Personal Mindset Certainty
	.06
	1.37
	.170
	[-.03, .15]

	Personal x Organizational Mindset
	.21
	4.54
	<.001
	[.12, .30]

	Personal Mindset x Certainty
	.01
	.26
	.791
	[-.05, .06]

	Organizational Mindset x Certainty
	.01
	.22
	.826
	[-.08, .10]

	Three-way interaction
	.03
	1.20
	.232
	[-.02, .09]





[bookmark: _Toc188957269]Quadratic relation between personal mindsets and certainty
A second way to operationalize extremity is to examine it as a quadratic function of participants’ mindsets. The midpoint perspective endorsed by the extant mindsets literature would suggest that certainty should be higher at the two endpoints relative to midpoint of the scale—a pattern that can be captured by a quadratic mindset term. To examine a quadratic function, we regressed certainty on personal mindsets and personal mindsets squared. This analysis revealed results that were very similar to those that we have already reported in text. Specifically, the quadratic personal mindsets term and certainty were only correlated at: semi-partial correlation (3,598) = .51, p < .001. People across all levels of mindsets again generally varied in their certainty with the exception of those who are either extremely fixed or extremely growth. Further, one can observe in Figure S1 that once again some participants were very certain about their middling mindsets. Thus, irrespective of how extremity was operationalized, these analyses suggest that certainty and extremity are related, but distinct. They also clearly speak against the possibility that people with middling mindsets are necessarily uncertain.

Figure S1
A quadratic relation between personal mindsets and personal mindset certainty
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