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ABSTRACT

PERSONALITY AND CURIOSITY IN PRESCHOOL CHILDREN
Charity Renaa Bumpass
Western Carolina University (October 2009)

Director: Dr. Bruce B. Henderson

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between individual difference
in Extraversion and Openness to Experience personality dimensions and Object and
Social Curiosity in preschool children. Sixty eight preschoolers were ratibeib

parents and teachers on the Five Factor Model for Preschoolers (M5-PS). tCwagssi
measured through observations of child behavior during exploration of novel objects and
interactions with a stranger. It was hypothesized that Object Curiosityriosity about
things, would be positively correlated with Openness to Experience in preschoarghildr
but not correlated with Extraversion in preschool children; and Social Curiasity,
curiosity about people, would be positively correlated with both Extraversion and
Openness to Experience in preschool children. Results indicated there waBcastg
correlation between Object and Social Curiosity. There were not significaetations
between Object Curiosity and Extraversion, Object Curiosity and Opermness t
Experience, Social Curiosity and Extraversion, and Social Curiosity and Ggdone
Experience. Alternative explanations for these results and directionsune fasearch

are discussed.



PERSONALITY AND CURIOSITY IN PRESCHOOL CHILDREN

For many years, the focus of personality psychology has been on individual
differences in people (McAdams, 1997). Researchers have constructed personality
taxonomies, analyzed questionnaires, and conducted observations to gain a better
understanding of how people differ in terms of personality (Goldberg, 1990; McCrae &
John, 1992). As a result, psychologists have found there are fundamental dimensions of
personality (McCrae & John, 1992). Personality can be described using continuums of
multiple complex variables. Some psychologists believe there are only a couple
fundamental dimensions of personality which adequately explain individual difesse
between people (Block & Block, 1980). Other psychologists believe there are many
fundamental dimensions of personality which adequately explain individual ddésen
between people (McCrae & John, 1992). Despite their differences, all models of
personality help explain how individuals differ in their interactions with their
environments.

The origins of personality psychology can be traced back to the late nineteenth
century. Digman (1990) and John, Angleitner, and Ostendorf (1988) reviewed the
literature and described the history of personality psychology. Psycsislagid
scientists began early efforts to gain an understanding of personadithalyzing
language. Francis Galton, English scientist and writer, is thought to bestiveho used
the dictionary to put together a list of personality descriptors. In 1926, LudageKl
argued that this type of language analysis was useful in the understanding oflipgrsona

He believed the most important descriptors of individual differences betweer peopl



could be found in language. This perspective motivated Franziska Baumgarten to
examine the personality terms in the German language. He conducted a systenat
and identified 941 trait adjectives and 688 nouns. His efforts had little signiétfact

on psychology in Germany; however, his work influenced Allport and Odbert to further
examine language.

In the 1930s, Allport and Odbert constructed a list of personality terms from the
English language (Digman, 1990; John et al., 1988). They identified approximately
18,000 terms that could distinguish the behavior of one individual from another. They
placed the terms in four categories. In the first category, they plaoesi tteat described
general, stable, and consistent tendencies of individuals and the ways in which
individuals adjust to their environments. The second category included terms that
described temporary moods or activities of people. In the third categoryplsoey
terms that described social conduct, character, and influence on others. The fourth
category included miscellaneous terms that described physical quadigess tand other
aspects of personality that did not fit into one of the other categories. Téasates
triggered subsequent efforts to explore personality factors.

In the 1940s, Raymond B. Cattell further explored the concept of personality
(Digman, 1990; John et al., 1988). He used Allport and Odbert’s listing of personality
terms as a basis for his development of a multi-dimensional model of personadity. Hi
early work involved modifying Allport and Odbert’s list of personality terms and
developing a more systematic method of analyzing the terms. In his studgaiadey,
Cattell sorted out semantically similar terms, conducted factoriematydies of peer

ratings of college students, identified opposites for the majority of terms asttted



conducted a literature review. He found 171 clusters of personality traitell @Gt
used empirical data to reduce his list of terms. He reduced the list sewesabhd
concluded that there were approximately 12 to 16 major factors of personalitgll Cat
inspired many others to explore personality; however, his work is often @dtifz not
being entirely replicable. Other researchers were not able to jdelhtlf6 factors of
personality he described in his work.

In 1947, Hans J. Eysenck studied personality using factor analyses (Digman,
1990). He identified two major factors of personality, which he referred to as
Neuroticism and Extraversion. In 1970, Eysenck added a third major factor to his mode
of personality. He referred to this personality factor as Psychoticisn®48 Donald
W. Fiske expanded upon Cattell’'s work (Digman, 1990; John et al., 1988). He
constructed a simplified list of personality descriptors and used this listaresérait
ratings. In his research, Fiske was able to find evidence for fiveSauftpersonality.
Those five factors were Social Adaptability, Conformity, Will to Achieve pEomal
Control, and Inquiring Intellect.

Other researchers also found five major factors of personality. In 1961, Ernest
Tupes and Raymond E. Christal (Digman, 1990; John et al., 1988) expanded upon
Fiske’s work by conducting further factor analyses on different sampleslaSio
Fiske’s work, they found five strong factors of personality. The five factoys the
identified were Surgency, Agreeableness, Dependability, Emotional Stalmtity, a
Culture. These factors were similar to the first five of Cattell'sofac

In 1967, Edgar F. Borgatta used five different methods of gathering data and

found five stable factors of personality (Digman, 1990). He identified thosedsali



Assertiveness, Likeability, Emotionality, Intelligence, and Resportsibiln 1967, Gene

M. Smith used Cattell's scales to study peer ratings in college studehfsund support

for only five major factors of personality. The five major factors supportee wer
Agreeableness, Extraversion, Strength of Character, Emotionality, and Reftndme

1963 and 1967, Norman expanded upon previous research by compiling a list of 2,800
trait terms (Digman, 1990; John et al., 1988). He built a hierarchical taxonomy of
personality traits using a multi-tiered model. Levels 1, 2, and 3 of the mudii-teodel
consisted of personality descriptors which describe the five majordaxftpersonality.

The five factors were identified by Norman as Surgency, Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, Emotional, and Culture. Norman’s work had a significant influence
on the subsequent research in personality psychology.

Block and Block (1980) designed a different model to explain how individuals
interact with their environments. They conceptualized ego-control and eliprmsas
characteristic features which explain the ways in which individuals intertctheir
social and physical environments. They examined individuals’ control over impulses and
individuals’ ability to adapt to different situations. Ego-control refers taldgsee to
which individuals manage their impulses in different environments (Block & Block,
1980; Chuang, Lamb, & Hwang, 2006). Ego-resiliency is the degree to which
individuals can adapt their behavior and emotions to different environments and
situations (Block & Block, 1980; Chuang, Lamb, & Hwang, 2006). They reported that
the degree to which an individual manages their impulses and adapts across situations
provides important information about how an individual is likely to behave in different

environments.
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In the 1980s, Goldberg conducted research on personality by expanding upon
Norman’s work (Digman, 1990; John et al., 1988). Goldberg constructed a list of 1,710
personality trait terms and used them in studies with self and peer raticgjtegé
students. He identified five major factors of personality. He referredge the factors
as Surgency, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, dedtintel
Following his extensive research, Goldberg proposed that the five factor model of
personality could be the basis for personality theories. Digman and TakEmatk-

(1981) reanalyzed six studies which used personality ratings. They found that five
factors of personality were evident in studies with ratings by severailetiffgroups of
people. They concluded that the five factors were strong and represemteta st
theoretical structure.

Wiggins created a different taxonomy from those of Norman and Goldberg (John
et al., 1988). He began with Goldberg’s list of 1,710 personality traits and divided them
into six subdomains. The subdomains were interpersonal traits, material traits
temperamental traits, social roles, character, and mental predicatbsiltHis
taxonomy solely on the interpersonal traits. His hierarchical organizatianl@ttclL6
scales with were each made of eight adjectives.

In 1985, McCrae & Costa designed an inventory which assessed five factors of
personality (Digman, 1990). They identified five major factors of perdgmaltich are
known as Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness.
The Neuroticism personality dimension measures anxiety, self-esteeematidnal
lability (Abe, 2005; Costa & McCrae, 1995; McCrae & Costa, 1987; McCrae & John,

1992). The facets under this personality dimension are anxiety, hostility, depress
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self-consciousness, impulsiveness, and vulnerability. Individuals who score high on the
Neuroticism personality dimension can be described as anxious, self-pignsg,
touchy, unstable, and worrying.

Extraversion is the personality dimension which measures sociability, esimsi
and pleasurable arousal (Abe, 2005; Costa & McCrae, 1995; Hagekull & Bohlin, 1998;
McCrae & Costa, 1987; McCrae & John, 1992). The facets under this personality
dimension are warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, activity, extitssrking, and
positive emotions. Individuals who have high Extraversion scores tend to be very active,
outgoing, assertive, energetic, enthusiastic and talkative.

The Openness to Experience personality dimension measures curiosity,
imagination, and creativity (Abe, 2005; Costa & McCrae, 1995; McCrae, 1994radcC
& Costa, 1987; McCrae & John, 1992). The facets under this personality dimension are
fantasy, aesthetics, feelings, actions, ideas, and values. Individuals who Scane thig
Openness to Experience personality dimension can be described as artistis, curi
imaginative, insightful, original, and having a wide variety of interesteen@gss to
Experience is the preference for the new and different in various aspetas of li

The Agreeableness personality dimension measures kindness, cooperativeness,
and considerateness (Abe, 2005; Costa & McCrae, 1995; McCrae & Costa, 1987,
McCrae & John, 1992). The facets under this personality dimension are trust,
straightforwardness, altruism, compliance, modesty, and tender-mindedmdisgiubls
who score high on the Agreeableness personality dimension can be described as

appreciative, forgiving, generous, kind, sympathetic, and trusting.
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Conscientiousness is the personality dimension which measures ability to plan
ahead, persistence, and goal-directed behavior (Abe, 2005; Costa & McCrae, 1995;
McCrae & Costa, 1987; McCrae & John, 1992). The facets under this personality
dimension are competence, order, dutifulness, achievement striving, self-déscpid
deliberation. Individuals who have high Conscientiousness scores tend to be very
efficient, organized, reliable, responsible and thorough.

In 1992, McCrae and John formally introduced this Five Factor Model of
personality. It had become one of the most popular views in the field of personality
psychology. It provided a unified theory of personality which could be used by
psychologists from various backgrounds (Digman, 1990; McCrae & John, 1992). Itis
viewed as a better way of thinking about personality because of its validitss been
found in self-reports, ratings, natural languages, and questionnaires. It hasmlso bee
found among several demographic groups including children, college students, older
adults, men, women, English, Dutch, German, and Japanese.

These five factors are the basis of most personality instruments and have been
validated across numerous instruments and observers (Costa & McCrae, 19%xe MIcCr
Costa, 1987; McCrae & John, 1992). The combination of an individual’s scores on each
of these domains makes up a unique personality profile. This unique profile provides a
wide array of information about how individuals are likely to interact with others and

behave in different environments.
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Table 1
Five Dimensions of Personality
Theorists I Il 11 \Y% V
Eysenck (1947) Extraversion Psychoticism Psychmtici| Neuroticism
Fiske (1949) Social Conformity Will to Emotional Inquiring
Adaptability Achieve Control Intellect
Tupes & Surgency Agreeableness Depend-| Emotionality Culture
Christal (1961) ability
Borgatta (1967)| Assertiveness Likeability Respaitigth | Emotionality Intelligence
Smith (1967) Extraversion Agreeableness Strength of Emotionality Refinement
Character
Norman Surgency Agreeableness  Conscientious- Emotional Culture
(1963, 1967) ness
Goldberg Surgency Agreeableness  Conscientious- Emotional Intellect
(1981, 1982) ness Stability
McCrae & Extraversion Agreeableness  ConscientiolsNeuroticism Openness
Costa (1985) ness

Personality over Development

In the study of personality, researchers have examined the stabilitysohpkty
over time. They have conducted longitudinal studies to explore whether persanality i
young children is a predictor of personality in adulthood. Is personality stalde® D
personality change over time? Are the same personality factors presaoh@age? Can
personality in early childhood predict personality in adulthood?

Hart, Keller, Edelstein, and Hofmann (1998) explored the stability of personalit
by examining the relationship between childhood personality and social-gegniti
development over time. One hundred and seven children were interviewed at age 7 ye
on three different occasions. During the interviews, the children were adm@diste
personality measures, an IQ test, Piaget cognitive tasks, and measuréa of soc
understanding and friendship. At ages 9 and 12 years, the children were rated by their
teachers on classroom behavior. At ages 9, 12, and 15 years, they were interviewed
about their understandings of friendship. At ages 12 and 15 years, they were asked to

respond to modified moral judgment dilemmas. At age 19 years, they were ingstview
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about their lives, social issues, and friendship. They also responded to moral judgment
dilemmas at this age. The researchers found that ego-resiliencyadadipe of social-
cognitive development in adolescence. Highly ego-resilient children dentedsdra

greater understanding of friendship and moral judgment in adolescence. Theggsfindin
suggest that personality in early childhood can predict components of personality in
adolescence.

Deal, Halverson, Havill, and Martin (2005) examined the relationship between
temperament in early/middle childhood and the five factor model of personalitg in lat
adolescence/young adulthood. Parents and teachers completed questionnaires which
assessed temperament in preschool children between the ages of 3 threagh 6 y
Mothers and fathers completed inventories to assess personality in adolasd s
adults who averaged 17.98 years. They found that temperament in early and middle
childhood accounted for an average of 32% of the variance in personality at the facet
level in late adolescence and young adulthood. Temperament in early and middle
childhood accounted for 34% of the variance in personality at the domain level in late
adolescence and young adulthood. This suggests that temperament in early aad middl
childhood accounts for some differences in personality in later years. Howese
findings also indicate there are other factors which contribute to the dewsiopf
personality over time.

Asendorpf and Denissen (2006) investigated the predictive validity of personality
types and personality dimensions from early childhood to adulthood. The main teachers
of 154 children, ages 4 through 6 years, provided descriptions of their students using the

California Child Q-sort procedure over the course of three years. When thgopatsic
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were 17 and 22 years old, they were administered social relationships quéstsoand
IQ tests. Their parents completed questionnaires that looked at the Big Foreapsrs
dimensions, personality types, and temperamental scales. Asendorpf arstDenis
(2006) found that personality types (ego-control and ego-resiliency) and paysonal
dimensions (five factor model) in early childhood are both long-term presliator
temperamental variables and social relationships. Personality tgpgzratlicted
shyness, aggressiveness, 1Q, agreeableness, and conscientiousness in adulthood
Personality dimensions also predicted aggressiveness, 1Q, and neurmtiatuithood.
Personality in young children predicted personality in adulthood even when peysonalit
was measured using different models. These findings suggest personaléhatsaly
stable factor which changes slightly over time.

Hampson and Goldberg (2006) also examined the stability of personality traits
over time. They had elementary school teachers rank their students from taghest
lowest on multiple personality attributes. The childhood cohort was contacted
approximately 40 years later to complete a series of questionnaires ndiidted
assessments of personality characteristics. They found that thedesitva and
Conscientiousness personality factors were the most stable over time. bilitg efahe
Openness to Experience and Agreeableness personality factors waeddggmThe
Neuroticism personality factor was not stable over time. These findingsiiedhat
certain aspects of personality remain stable over time, while otherdare more
variable. Thus, there must be additional factors besides early persarmadity

contribute to the development of personality in adulthood.
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Chaung, Lamb, and Hwang (2006) studied personality development by
investigating the stability of ego-control and ego-resiliency oves.tifthey had mothers
describe their children using the California Child Q-Sort procedure when ttesahi
averaged 2.3 years, 3.3 years, 6.7 years, 8.4 years, and 15.2 years. They found that
children became more ego-controlled over time, although individual levels obagoic
remained stable. Ego-resiliency in children increased from 2 to 3 years éinddlec
when they were 7 and 8 years. Boys became less resilient in adoleswbgatsa
became more resilient. Ego-control was stable over time, but there was s@b#itya
in ego-resiliency over time. These researchers found certain componentsoobpty/
remain stable over time, while other factors are more likely to changéimeer This
suggests that some personality factors may be better predictors of pgrsonater
years than other personality factors.

Asendorpf, Denissen, and van Aken (2008) explored the relationship between
inhibition and aggression in young children and personality in young adulthood. Two
hundred and six preschool children were described by their teachers, rated by thei
parents, observed in preschool, and confronted by a stranger to determine levels of
inhibition and aggression. When the children were 23 years old, they were assessed
through parent and self ratings of inhibition, aggression, and Big Five persondbig fac
The participants also completed self ratings of global and sociaksedine, social
network questionnaires, and life history interviews. They found that inhibited
preschoolers were judged as inhibited by their parents when they werar@d e
Aggressive children showed an externalizing personality pattern in adulthood. This

suggests that early indications of inhibition and aggression may be predictors of
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inhibition and aggression in later years. These are characteristds agpear to remain
stable over time.

Overall, the research in the field of personality psychology suggests tteaisthe
some stability in personality over time. Personality in young childrengleesct certain
aspects of personality in adolescence and adulthood. Personality in young children is
predictive of certain behaviors, social relationships, and cognitive abifiteedolescence
and adulthood. However, some personality traits are less predictable. Openness to
Experience, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, and Ego-Resiliency appear tsdieapty
factors which change more over time. Thus, it appears some personalitgrgaitere
innate and other personality traits are more subject to environmental infl@tcan
individual’s life experiences. Although there are differences in thdistaidi
personality factors, the study of personality in young preschoolers isdaneit
provides valuable information about individuals’ current and future interactionsheith t
environments.

Personality in Preschoolers

The study of personality in preschoolers has involved the examination of
temperament, behaviors, and interests of young children. Researchers hianstereaoh
personality and behavior rating scales to parents and teachers, conductetlfield a
laboratory observations, and examined environmental factors to assess pensonality
preschoolers. They have found that the behavior ratings scales which asseg$-the Bi
model of personality are valid means of measuring individual differences in young

children (Conrad, 1932; Mervielde, Buyst, & Fruyt, 1995).
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Temperament is one factor that has been studied to help gain a better
understanding of personality in young children. It can be defined as the way an
individual normally thinks, behaves, and reacts (McCrae, Costa, Ostendorf, Aagleit
Hrebickova, Avia, Sanz, Sanchez-Bernardos, Kusdil, Woodfield, Saunders, & Smith,
2000; McDevitt & Carey, 1977). Itis a concept very similar to personality, but isis be
described as a factor which contributes to personality development (HageBohIia,
1998; McCrae et al., 2000; McDevitt & Carey, 1977; Rothbart, 2007). Researchers who
have examined temperament in preschoolers have found that temperament along with
preschoolers’ interactions with their environment are good indicators of petgonal
differences in later years (Deal et al., 2005; Digman & Shmelyov, 1996ktlage
Bohlin, 1998; McCrae et al., 2000; McDevitt & Carey, 1977; Rothbart, 2007).

Digman and Shmelyov (1996) analyzed temperament scales and identified
temperament dimensions which were very similar to four of the five factors of
personality. They had teachers rate their students on 60 different chatiasteiihe
researchers identified 21 temperament scales and 4 stable components. Thbeléour s
components were Sociability, Anger, Impulsivity, and Fear. Factor loaftingfsese
four temperament dimensions were found to be similar to Extraversion, Agreaablene
Conscientiousness, and Neuroticism personality dimensions, respectively. These
findings suggest that certain components of adult personality can be observed in the
temperament of young children. It provides additional support for the staififyme
personality factors over time.

Hagekull and Bohlin (1998) explored the similarities between temperament and

personality. They gave questionnaires to parents and conducted observatiorssto asse
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temperament and environmental factors in preschoolers. The temperartast fac
measured were emotionality, activity, sociability, shyness, and imjwlsThe
environmental factors measured were maternal sensitivity, maternablocoistrol,
maternal stress, external care, and negative life events. When the preschesxthed
middle childhood, the researchers had parents and teachers complete personality
guestionnaires. They also had parents report on the children’s life events. The
researchers found that temperament in preschoolers was related to persomaditite
childhood. Emotionality in preschoolers was positively related to Neurotinisechool
aged children. Activity level in preschoolers was positively related t@¥&esion and
Openness to Experience in school aged children, but negatively related to Agresabl
in school aged children. Sociability in preschoolers was positively related to
Extraversion and Openness to Experience in middle childhood. Shyness in preschoolers
was positively related to Agreeableness and Conscientiousness in schodiiyed,c
but negatively related to Extraversion and Openness to Experience in school aged
children. High levels of impulsivity in preschoolers were positively related t
Neuroticism and inversely related to Agreeableness in middle childhood. sHagaleers
also found that environmental factors in preschoolers were related to peysonalit
middle childhood. Maternal sensitivity was positively related to Agreealdames
Conscientiousness in middle childhood. Maternal locus of control was positivegdrelat
with Agreeableness and Openness to Experience in school aged childremaMsitess
was positively related to Neuroticism in middle childhood. External day care in
preschoolers was positively related to Extraversion and negativelgdétalNeuroticism

in school aged children. Preschoolers who experienced more negative lifevesents
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higher in Neuroticism. These results suggest that temperament and eevitalnfiactors
in young children are predictive of personality in later years. It appeane personality
traits are more innate and remain stable over time. Then, there are otbhraligrgaits
which are more heavily influenced by environmental factors and change oger tim

Rothbart (2007) described the structure of temperament, its relationship with the
big five traits of personality, and its links to development. She reported that the
emergence of temperament in humans is similar to the structure of terapenamther
animals. Temperament characteristics can be seen as early ag arfdrievelop over
time as individuals gain new experiences. The three broad dimensions of tegrgeram
that emerged in research using the Children’s Behavior Questionnairefiestel
control, negative affectivity, and extraversion/surgency. The effortful control
temperament dimension is related to the Conscientiousness personality dimevaien (E
& Rothbart, 2007). The negative affectivity temperament dimension is relategl to t
Neuroticism personality dimension. Extraversion/surgency temperanmegnsion is
related to the Extraversion personality dimension. Temperament in eadlyaddlis
related to the big five personality dimensions. Temperament develops into the
personality dimensions over time as individuals gain new experiences through their
interactions with the environments.

Individual differences in child behaviors are also related to personality (Abe,
2005; Markey, Markey, & Tinsley, 2004). Abe (2005) explored the relationship between
personality in preschoolers, behavior in preschoolers, and psychological functioning in
adolescence. Mothers rated their children on the five factors of persaviaditythe

children were averaged 3.5 years. At 5 years old, the children’s behaviershserved
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in a laboratory setting. Approximately 7 years later, mothers completediberating
scales and their children completed self-ratings of their psycholdgiztioning. Abe
(2005) found that parent ratings of their preschoolers on the five fundamental dimensions
of personality were correlated with behavior and psychological functioniageinylears.
Children who were rated high in Agreeableness and Conscientiousness as pneschoole
were more likely to exhibit pro-social behaviors and high internal locus of control
Children who were rated high in Conscientiousness as preschoolers were myte likel
have high academic performance during adolescence. Children who were rated high in
Neuroticism as preschoolers were more likely to seek proximity to their ma@h®
years old and demonstrate anxiety and psychosomatic problems in adolescencen Childr
who were rated high in Extraversion as preschoolers were reported as hdicotydif
inhibiting behaviors at 5 years old and adolescence. Children who were rated high in
Conscientiousness as preschoolers were more likely to report positive selfitjars.
Parents who rated their preschoolers high on Extraversion had children who engaged in
more verbal interactions with them and children who had more difficulty inhibiting
behaviors. The researchers also found parent reports of high Openness to Experienc
were positively correlated with sophisticated play behavior at 5 years &uoosidence
in adolescence. These findings further suggest that individual differengessonality
can be seen as early as the preschool years. Also, behaviors of preschool ¢kildren a
good predictors of future personality and individual differences.

Other researchers have found that parental reports of child personality are
significantly correlated with a variety of different behaviors (Markegridy, & Tinsley,

2004; Zupancic & Kavcic, 2003). Markey, Markey, and Tinsley (2004) investigated t
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relationship between personality and behavior in children. Mothers rated thavewtsl
personality using the NEO-Five Factor Personality Inventory (NEQ-&td researchers
observed the children’s behavior during parent-child interactions. They found mothers’
reports of their children’s personalities were correlated with 64 differdatvibms
including acts irritated, talkative, seeks reassurance from parentss figjeently, and
offers advice. Children who were rated high on Neuroticism were selfatyiéixpressed
guilt, manifested self-pity, were insecure, and showed sign of physisabte Children
who were rated high on Extraversion were dominant and controlling, offered advice,
interviewed their parents, and talked about themselves. Children who were rated hig
Openness to Experience behaved in stereotypical masculine and feminine méiieers w
seeking reassurance from parents. They also were unlikely to show a ebimétyests.
Children who were rated high in Agreeableness sought agreement from taetspa
engaged in eye contact and physical contact, and seemed to like their parentgen Childr
who were rated high in Conscientiousness were warm and sympathetic toward their
parents, exhibited social skills, were intelligent, and were ambitious. Tihdseyb
indicate there is a relationship between personality and behavior in yolorgrchi
Children who displayed certain personality characteristics were found tgesimga
certain behaviors. Therefore, behavioral observations provide valuable information about
differences in personality.

Zupancic and Kavcic (2003) examined the relationship between personality
dimensions and social behavior in preschoolers. Preschool teachers rated th@s’stude
personality and social behavior. The personality dimensions examined were Emotiona

Stability, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and a combined Conscientiousness-
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Intellect/Openness. The behavioral scales included Depressive-JoytidusiSecure,
Angry-Tolerant, Isolated-Integrated, Aggressive-Calm, EgotisBecasocial,
Oppositional-Cooperative, and Dependent-Autonomous. They found teachers’ ratings of
Emotional Stability, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness-
Intellect/Openness in preschool children were positively related to social emope
absence of internalizing problems, and adaptation to the preschool setting.r§eache
ratings of Extraversion in preschoolers were positively related to extenggbroblems.
Personality in young preschoolers accounted for 57% to 75% of the variance in social
behavior. These findings also suggest that personality is related to presshsudial
behavior.

DeFruyt and Mervielde (1997) found that interests are also associated wit
personality. In personality research, interests are viewed as mdif@tandividuals’
interactions with certain aspects of their environment (Krapp, Hidi, & Remihg82;
Silvia, 2001). Thus, the study of interests helps further explain individual diffsrénce
how one interacts with their environment. Silvia (2008) described interest aswascuri
emotion. He indicated that curiosity is a factor which contributes to theogeneht of
interests (Silvia, 2001; Silvia, 2008). However, he noted that individuals also consider
the comprehensiveness of new and unexpected events before interest is deVeloped.
individuals view events as novel and understandable, then they will find it intere$ting.
individuals view events as novel and too difficult to understand, then individuals are less
likely to become interested in the event.

The research on interests in adults indicates that the five factors of pitysaneal

related to Holland’s six types of vocational interests: Realistic, ligative, Artistic,
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Social, Enterprising, and Conventional (DeFruyt & Mervielde, 1997). Neurotisism i
negatively correlated with the Enterprising and Conventional scales; Esicaves
positively correlated with the Social and Enterprising scales; OpermEspé¢rience is
positively correlated with the Artistic and Social scales and negateetelated with the
Conventional scale; Agreeableness is positively correlated with thal Soale and
negatively correlated with the Enterprising scale; and Conscientiousnesstively
correlated with the Enterprising and Conventional scales (Ackerman & HedygE387 ;
Barrick, Mount, & Gupta, 2003; DeFruyt & Mervielde, 1997; Sullivan & Hansen, 2004).
These findings indicate there is some overlap between personality and sriteezhilts.
Similarly, one might expect the interests of children to be related to pktgona
differences.

Olson and Weber (2004) explored the relationship between the big five traits and
motives in adults. Traits were described as how a person behaves. Motives were
described as a person’s wishes and desires, which research suggestdanpdias
individual interests (Krapp, Hidi, & Renninger, 1992; Olson & Weber, 2004; Silvia,
2001). It was argued that both concepts reflect different components of personality.
Thus, they expected there to be a relationship between the two concepts. Thegdneasur
traits using the NEO-PI-R and motives using the Reiss Profile of Fundameatalaad
Motivation Sensitivities (Olson & Weber, 2004). The 16 motives examined weré socia
contact, curiosity, honor, power, saving, order, idealism, independence, status,
vengeance, eating, romance, family, activity, acceptance, and tranquility.foTimel
that 15 of the 16 motives were significantly correlated with one of the big fit® tra

Saving, order, status, vengeance, eating, acceptance, and tranquility moteves wer
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positively correlated with Neuroticism. Social contact, power, and stadtises were
positively correlated with Extraversion. The curiosity motive was pobitoarelated
with Openness to Experience. ldealism and family motives were positiveBlated

with Agreeableness. Independence, status, vengeance, and romance motives were
negatively correlated with Agreeableness. Honor, order, idealism, and vengeance
motives were positively correlated with Conscientiousness. These findingsténtiiere

is a significant relationship between motives and personality. Sincealeseggests

that interests are the motives for behavior, then these findings provide furppertsfor
the relationship between interests and personality in adults.

Researchers have not directly explored the relationship between mtardst
personality in young children. However, they have explored children’s irgerésicey
and Ward (1998) described the structure of children’s interests. They foundehedtst
in young children are more concrete than those found in older children, adolescents, and
young adults (Tracey, 2001; Tracey & Ward, 1998). The interests of young chidren c
be described using sex-typing and locus of activity. Sex-typing was referas
stereotypical boys’ activities versus stereotypical girlsvaats. Locus of activity was
defined as in-school activities versus out of school activities. The descriptions
interests were more abstract in older children, adolescents, and young adlidge C
students described their interests using Prediger’s (1982) People/Thingstatidea
dimensions. Their descriptions of interests were also better fit to the RIAB& est
types. Based on these findings, it appears that examinations of type and location of
activities are better indicators of interests in young children. Thercesedicates there

is a relationship between interests and personality in adults. One migbt &xfyed a
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similar relationship between interests and personality in young childres isiterests are
motives for behavior. These findings indicate that the examination of youdgeols
concrete interests may provide valuable information about personality in youngrchildre

In Abe’s (2005) study, she examined personality in preschoolers. One of the
measures used to assess personality was laboratory observations ef ctifgay. The
children were observed during a free play activity, prosocial activity, aoyl@dk-up
activity. The examiners measured verbal interaction with mother, proxseeking
towards mother, and mean level of play. Mean level of play was comprised of children’s
exploratory behavior, curiosity, and imagination during play activities. Ogernoe
Experience was the only personality trait related to mean level of plgg &t years.
Children who scored high on the Openness to Experience dimension were very curious,
creative, and imaginative. They engaged in sophisticated play and did not seek close
proximity to their mothers during play sessions. As Silvia (2001) noted, interest is a
motivator for how individuals interact with their environments. Thus, the children’s
interactions in the laboratory play setting were probably influenced byibeiests.

The research on personality in preschoolers has involved the examination of
temperament, behavior, and interests. Several researchers have found there is a
significant relationship between personality and each of these factors. Tutkes Bave
also indicated that temperament, behavior, and interests are good early iaditator
personality in later years. Children who exhibit certain temperamehisyibes, and
interests may demonstrate certain personality characteristeteiryears.

For the present study, the personality dimensions of interest were Extaversi

and Openness to Experience. The studies described above indicate both factors are
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present in young children. Preschoolers who scored high on the Extraversion dimension
were very active and sociable (Hagekull & Bohlin, 1998). They had difficulty ingoiti
behaviors (Abe, 2005; Zupancic & Kavcic, 2003)). They were also dominant and
controlling (Markey, et al., 2004). Extraversion was related to positive mooddrewar
seeking/sensitivity, and sociability (Olino, Klein, Durbin, Hayden, & BuckBH05).
Extraversion was a strong predictor of social contact, power, and status njOts@s &
Weber, 2004). Extraversion was also associated with externalizing behaviors in
preschoolers (Abe, 2005; Zupancic & Kavcic, 2003). Preschoolers who score high on
Extraversion were also found to be more impulsive and display more aggressive
behaviors than their peers (Abe, 2005; Zupancic & Kavcic, 2003).

Openness to Experience was the second personality dimension of interest in the
present study. Preschoolers who scored high on the Openness to Experience dimension
were more active and sociable (Hagekull & Bohlin, 1998). They engaged in more
sophisticated play at age 5 years and were more self-confident in adokeéabe,

2005). They behaved in stereotypical masculine and feminine manners (Maikley, et
2004). Openness to Experience was a strong predictor of curiosity (Olson & Weber,
2004). Preschoolers who scored high on Openness to Experience were not reported as
displaying internalizing and externalizing behaviors (Zupancic & Kavcic, 2003)

Extraversion and Openness to Experience are personality charactpresest
in young children. They help explain individual differences in how individualsaictter
with their environments. The purpose of the present study was to explore the relationshi

between these personality dimensions and curiosity in young children.
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Curiosity

Curiosity is the desire to acquire new knowledge and experiences (Ad8468h,
Keller, Schneider, & Henderson, 1994; Litman & Silvia, 2006; Reio, Petrosko, Wiswe
& Thongsukmag, 2006). It has also been described as a motivation for exploratory
behavior (Litman, 2005; Litman & Silvia, 2006; Reio, et al., 2006). Researchers have
conducted several factor analyses to gain a better understanding afycuiibgy have
used curiosity inventories, curiosity rating scales, and behavioral observatexygore
curiosity in adults and children. A major focus of their research has been onglefini
curiosity, identifying the cause of curiosity, and assessing various donerc
curiosity.
History and Theory

In Loewenstein’s (1994) review of the literature, he described thehistor
curiosity and the emergence of curiosity theories. The history of curresigrch can
be traced back to the late eighteenth century. Philosophers and religious theneers w
some of the first to engage in discussions about curiosity and attempt to defaséycuri
In the early years, curiosity was viewed as an intrinsically motivdgsire for
knowledge or information. Later, it was described as a passion for learning. e@tlyer
philosophers and psychologists defined it as a thirst or appetite for knowledge. Thes
early definitions of curiosity were generally consistent and indicatedsty was an
intrinsically motivated desire for knowledge or information.

In the early twentieth century, psychologists began to expand upon the existing
views of curiosity. According to Loewenstein (1994), James (1890/1950) suggested

there were two types of curiosity. The first type was described asra fitgsiovelty, or
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uniqueness, in the environment. The second type was described as a desire for specific
types of information. This differentiation of curiosity was lateegnated into

subsequent definitions of curiosity. James (1890/1950) agreed with earlier thoughts that
curiosity was an intrinsically motivated desire; however, he believed thet desald be

for things other than information.

In the 1920s, behavioral psychologists examined curiosity using a different
framework (Loewenstein, 1994). They referred to curiosity as an explpksbavior
and focused on extrinsically motivated interest. In the 1950s, Berlyne begamndisfs
curiosity and proposed that curiosity is an internal drive motivated bynekstmuli,
such as novel, complex, or surprising things and occurrences in the environment. He
examined curiosity on two dimensions and explored different types of curiosityfirsthe
dimension extended from perceptual to epistemic curiosity. Perceptual gunasit
defined as a drive aroused by novel stimuli and reduced by continual exposure to the
stimuli. Epistemic curiosity was referred to a desire for knowledge about pe®ple
second dimension extended from specific to diversive curiosity. Specific cyriosit
addressed the desire for a particular type of information. Diversive tyness referred
to as general seeking of stimulation. Berlyne’s work involved providing a
comprehensive definition of curiosity that reflected his viewpoints.

During the 1960s, researchers expanded upon the early work of behavioral
psychologists and further examined the psychological foundations of curiosity
(Loewenstein, 1994). The focus of their research was on the underlying cause of
curiosity, why do people seek out curious situations, and how situations influence

curiosity. Researchers who explored the underlying cause of curiosity cantinue
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debate whether curiosity was a primary or secondary drive or motive.s3t@ation of
curiosity drive theories is that a curiosity drive exists and the curioug deseduced
through exploratory behavior. People seek out novel situations to fulfill their curious
desires and their curious desires decrease as they explore and learhoubtkeanovel
situation.

Loewenstein (1994) found in his review of literature that Fowler disagrigbd w
Berlyne’s theory of curiosity. He did not believe the curiosity drive could dievated
and satisfied by the same stimuli. Therefore, he proposed curiosity is a mniwviatstd
by boredom. In his experiments, he found that animals displayed an interest and
exploration response before being exposed to novel or complex stimuli. Contrary to
Berlyne’s views, the animals were not motivated by external stimoli fmriengagement
in exploratory behavior. Hunt proposed a different theory of motivation (Loewenstei
1994). He suggested that curiosity was motivated by violated expectationsduatiivi
show interest and explore contradictions that occur in their environments.

According to Loewenstein (1994), Kagan expanded upon Hunt’'s work. In his
research on motivation, he argued there are four basic human motives, one of which is
the motive to resolve uncertainty. He felt this motive was similar to ctyriodie agreed
curiosity was motivated by violated expectations in behaviors; however,diesdilsved
curiosity could be motivated by incongruity between ideas and incongruity leitheses
and behavior.

In the 1970s and 1980s, researchers further examined various dimensions of
curiosity (Loewenstein, 1994). They investigated his specific-diversinesity

dimension. In 1971, Day developed the Ontario Test of Intrinsic Motivation (OTIM),
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which measured various areas of interests and included specific and diversisiyc
subscales. Factor analyses of these scales confirmed the validityeof thiesity

subscales. However, Day was not convinced the diversive curiosity subscale truly
measured curiosity. He believed it was more related to sensation seekinged by
boredom. In 1984, Olson and Camp conducted further factor analyses of the OTIM and
other scales. They found the specific curiosity subscale loaded on al genesaty

factor and the diversive curiosity subscale loaded on a sensation-seekang Tdhese
findings supported Day’s thoughts about diversive curiosity.

Leherissey-McCombs (1971) and Naylor (1981; as cited in Loewenstein, 1994)
explored another dimension of curiosity, which is referred to as the stati toti@sity
dimension. State curiosity refers to curiosity in a particular stiuatirait curiosity
describes the general capacity to experience curiosity. Lehek&geombs (1971) and
Naylor (1981, as cited in Loewenstein, 1994) developed curiosity scales whessad
these dimensions. Leherissey-McCombs (1971) developed the State EpistensayCuri
Scale (SCS), which measured a desire for specific type of knowledgeousidethe
SCS was a valid measure of state curiosity (Leherissey-McCombs, 19719r (4881;
as cited in Loewenstein, 1994) developed the Melbourne Curiosity Inventory (MCI),
which included state and trait curiosity subscales. He found state and icsitguvere
two distinctive forms of curiosity. In 1989, Boyle conducted further factor seslgf
this scale and also found state and trait curiosity were two separates {ac@wenstein,
1994). Other researchers have attempted to measure trait curiosity usiey,tpaer,

and self-ratings; however, the results have been inconsistent.
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Litman and Spielberger (2003) also constructed a questionnaire to measure
epistemic curiosity along with perceptual curiosity. Seven hundred and thirty nine
college students responded to selected subscales from the State-TrailRgrso
Inventory, Sensation Seeking Scale, and Novelty Experiencing Scale. The oésult
factor analyses indicated epistemic curiosity and perceptual ¢yramsiboth measures
of curiosity that can be differentiated. They also found epistemic curiasitgt be
further divided into diversive and specific curiosity subscales. Epistemicsiiee
curiosity was described as a desire for knowledge about a broad range of new
information. Epistemic specific curiosity was described as a desikadoviledge about
a specific topic. These findings provided additional support for the epistemipiueice
curiosity dimension and its subscales.

Kashdan, Rose, and Fincham (2004) expanded upon the research on curiosity and
exploration. They defined curiosity as, “a positive emotional-motivationarsyst
associated with the recognition, pursuit, and self-regulation of novel and chadlengi
opportunities” (Kashdan, Rose, & Fincham, 2004, p. 291). They developed the
Curiosity and Exploration Inventory (CEIl), which included exploration and absorption
dimensions of curiosity. The exploration dimension is similar to Berlyne’ssieer
curiosity dimension and described as intrinsic motivation to explore novelty and
challenge. The absorption dimension is similar to Berlyne’s specifiosityridimension
and described as full engagement in specific activities of interest. Asakgealed the
CEIl has good psychometric properties and supports their views of curiosity.

Litman and Jimerson (2004) also identified different types of curiosity. They

introduced the interest/deprivation theory of curiosity. They proposed that pedple see
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out information because of feelings of interest or feelings of deprivation. Relople

seek out information because of feelings of interest feel it will be enjoi@biscover
something new. People who seek out information because of feelings of deprivation ar
individuals who lack information and seek out information to enhance their competence
or improve their understanding of something. Litman and Silvia (2006) evaluated this
theory by running factor analyses of multiple curiosity scales. They fiwend t
Curiosity/Interest in the World scale, Curiosity and Exploration Inventanceptual
Curiosity scale, and Epistemic Curiosity scale loaded on the Interessibufactor. The
Curiosity as a Feeling of Deprivation scale loaded on a Deprivation ityfastor.

These findings indicated that Interest and Deprivation curiosity areddat different
curiosity dimensions. They also provided support for the interest/deprivation theory of
curiosity.

Litman, Hutchins, and Russon (2005) examined epistemic curiosity, feeling of
knowing, and exploratory behavior in adults. Two hundred and sixty five university
students read 12 general knowledge questions and indicated whether they knew the
answer, the answer was on the tip of their tongue, or the answer was unknown. After
responding to each general knowledge question, the participants rated their degree of
confidence in their answers. The participants also completed Epistemic Quarasit
Curiosity as a Feeling of Deprivation rating scales and were exposepldoatory
behavior materials. The researchers found the participants who reported knowing the
answers exhibited the least curiosity and exploration. The participants whiedegher

answers were on the tip of their tongues demonstrated the most curiosity ametexpl
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The participants who reported not knowing the answer displayed less cuaiusity
exploration.

Reio, Petrosko, Wiswell, and Thongsukmag (2006) also used questionnaires and
rating scales to measure and conceptualize curiosity. In their studhatepllege
students complete five paper and pencil curiosity questionnaires in one of tb&scla
The researchers analyzed their responses using confirmatory faai@isand found a
three factor model of curiosity. The three factors included in their curiositielmvere
cognitive curiosity, physical thrill seeking, and social thrill seeking. nitivg curiosity
was described as information seeking curiosity. Physical thrill seekintyes seeking
sensations and experiences that involve physical risks and willingly takiregrtbks.
Social thrill seeking involves seeking sensations and experiences that inkalge ta
social or interpersonal risks and willingly taking those risks. These findimtef
suggest there are several different curiosity types.

Silvia (2008) explored interest and curiosity. He described interest amascur
emotion that motivates people to learn. He indicated there are two factors, which hel
determine whether something will be of interest to a person. The first iactovelty
and complexity. Interest can be caused by new, complex, and unexpected situa&ons. T
second factor is comprehensibility. This involves a person feeling that hetsymable
of understanding or dealing with a situation. These viewpoints are consisteptiot
curiosity research that indicates individuals are curious about new, unexpadted, a
complex situations that they feel they can understand.

Over the years, researchers have explored different aspects of guridssly

have engaged in discussions, administered rating scales, and conducted behavioral
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observations to gain a better understanding of curiosity. They have found curiosity
appears to be a multi-dimensional factor, which varies based on individualrditiere
and interests.

Curiosity in Preschoolers

People begin to show signs of curiosity during the early years of life. Piaget
believed curiosity was linked to a child’s need to make sense of the world (Loawenste
1994). Infants manipulate objects and explore their environments to learn more about the
world around them (Powers, 2000). They engage in behaviors such as holding, carrying,
touching, pressing, looking, twisting, tearing, rubbing, hitting, waving, and shaking to
gain a better understanding of their environments (Powers, 2000).

During the preschool years, children continue to show interest in how the world
around them works. They show interest in new toys, games, people, and concepts. This
interest in novel ideas, objects, and people is known as curiosity. Researchersdhave use
assessment measures that consider several curiosity theories. Th&uhdve
preschoolers are drawn to novel and unfamiliar events, which motivate them to explore
and ask gquestions (Miller, 2006). Hence, we know preschoolers are curious. However, it
is still unclear how children differ in terms of curiosity.

The question remains whether there is an overall “g” of curiosity, general
curiosity factor, or separate kinds of curiosity. In 1966, Berlyne predicted thsra w
general curiosity factor. Theorists supporting this viewpoint arguerttiaiduals either
score high or low on different types of curiosity measures. If there is@ ‘@iriosity,
then individuals should perform similarly on different curiosity dimensions. Indiddual

should not display isolated curious interests. Henderson and Moore (1980) found



36

children display different levels of curiosity. They found some children consistentl
demonstrate high levels of curiosity on different measures of curiosity ather
children consistently demonstrate low levels of curiosity on different mesastire
curiosity (Henderson & Moore, 1980).

However, if there is not a “g” of curiosity, then individuals should perform
differently on different curiosity dimensions. Individuals may perform high on some
curiosity dimensions and perform low on other curiosity dimensions. This view captures
the ideas presented by psychologists who have defined and studied various dimensions of
curiosity. Jennings (1975/1977) also found there are different kinds of curiosity with
some children showing more interest in things and objects, while other children show
more interest in people and social interactions. The research is unclear drebew t
differences in curiosity go together. Therefore, a goal of this study vaieseionine if
individual differences in curiosity could be best explained by level of curjagpg of
curiosity, or both.

Object Curiosity

Curiosity about things, or object curiosity, is often what we think about when
individuals refer to curiosity. It is the desire to know and explore how things work and
function as well as the desire to acquire new information about things (Arasteh, 1968;
Callanan & Oakes, 1992; Maw & Maw, 1966; Renner, 2006). Researchers have
measured this concept in children by administering parent and teacher rakasgest
observing children at play and examining what toys they choose during freanglagwa
they interact with novel toys (Henderson & Moore, 1980; Inagaki, 1978; Jennings, 1975;

Switzky, Haywood, & Isett, 1974).
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Switzky, Haywood, and Isett (1974) examined exploration, curiosity, and play in
young children. They presented three-dimensional random polygon objects with between
four and forty turns to eight two-year-olds and 32 four to seven-year olds. The
researchers observed the amount of time the children spent in various exploratory and
play activities. Exploratory behaviors included touch alone, holding, holding and
mouthing, slow exploration, fast exploration, and looking alone. Play behaviors were
defined as sensorimotor play, or play that involves manipulation of the object, and
symbolic play, or play in which the object represents something else. They found older
children spent more time investigating objects than younger children. ¢Didt#nen also
spent more time exploring more complex polygon objects than simple polygon objects.

Henderson and Moore (1980) examined children’s level of curiosity and their
responses to objects differing in novelty. They used a battery of four tasks td@gsless
of curiosity in children. The children were asked to state a preferenceofor tw
dimensional figures in 20 sets of four designs containing various numbers of components,
make a choice of playing with a hidden or visible toy, explore a curiosity box with 18
novel toys in separate drawers, and explore a highly novel puzzle box. The researche
determined level of curiosity by assessing preference for compieitit figures,
preference for unknown toy, number of questions asked while playing with the tyuriosi
box and puzzle box, number of different manipulations with curiosity box and puzzle
box, median time spent with curiosity box toys, and total time exploring the tyhos
and puzzle box. They found highly curious children consistently made more different
manipulations, spent more time with the toys, and asked more questions than low

curiosity children.
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Kauser (1986) explored the development of curiosity in children. She indicated
that curiosity in children is expressed in different forms. Children exprassityby
asking questions, manipulating toys and objects in the environment, and invegtigatin
environments around them. Based on these views of curiosity in children, she adapted
the three tests of curiosity identified by Medinnus and Love (1963; as citeduser,
1986) to measure curiosity in children. Curiosity Test-l1 assessed manuabéirpl,
visual exploration, and spontaneous comments relating to curiosity about toys. Curiosity
Test-Il measured response to familiar and novel toys. Curiosity Testskissed choice
to explore or not explore in given situations. These measures evaluated thatdiffere
expressions of curiosity observed in children.

Mohanty and Mishra (1991) explored epistemic curiosity in preschool children.
They used the curiosity scale of Dash and Jena (1989, as cited by Mohanty & Mishra,
1991) to assess curiosity. An experimenter entered a room with papers that had pictur
on them. One of the papers was placed face down in front of the child. The child was
told not to turn over the paper until told to do so and they would later receive a test
related to the paper. Then, the researcher pretended to look for something and told the
child she forgot something needed for test administration. The experimentiee left
room for five minutes and returned with plain paper. She told the child she had given the
wrong paper and took away the paper with pictures. Then, she gave the child a piece of
plain paper and told the child she must have seen the pictures. She asked the child to tell
her the names of pictures remembered within a two minutes time limit. Thislprece
provided children the opportunity to express their curiosity, or desire for knowledge,

about the pictures on the paper.
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In a review of the literature on object play, Powers (2000) found that children
who engaged in a unique exploration of objects during play were later described as
curious. These children investigated the function of the object and then figured out
additional ways they could play with the object (Powers, 2000). Other resedrabers
found that children who have high scores on object curiosity acquire more information
through exploration (Henderson & Moore, 1980; Inagaki, 1978). They spend more time
playing with objects and they were better able to organize and class#fig@hgbjects
(Jennings, 1975). Children who are low in object curiosity do not explore or show
interest in physical objects or acquire new information about things. Theserchitdre
likely to investigate novel objects but only make limited attempts to figure outheow t
object works or what creative things they can do with the object (Powers, 2000).

Social Curiosity

Curiosity about people, or social curiosity, is the desire to acquire new
information about how people think, behave, and feel (Renner, 2006). Renner (2006)
developed a questionnaire to assess social curiosity in adults. Three hundredvand twel
participants completed a questionnaire, which included 12 different scales. They
provided information about their curiosity, exploration, anxiety, social interactoils
personality. The researchers found there were two social curiosity fageorsral
Social Curiosity and Covert Social Curiosity. General Social Curiosisyd&fined as
interest in other people’s habits, feelings, and thinking. Covert Social Curi@sty w
identified as a sneaky interest in others such as eavesdropping and gossipudyhis s
conceptualized social curiosity and provided evidence that there are individualsewho a

interested in the social world.
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Individuals who are high in social curiosity desire to know more about other
people. For example, a preschooler who meets a new person and begins to ask questions
related to people such as, “What’s your name?”, “Do you have any pets?”, ante“Whe
do you live?” would be considered high in social curiosity. Individuals high in social
curiosity also seek out social interactions. Jennings (1975) found that children who had
high levels of social orientation spent more time in play with people. They pceterre
play with their peers rather than objects and they spent more time engagotial
interactions (Jennings, 1975).

On the other hand, a child who shows less interest in the lives, thoughts, and
feelings of other people are considered low in social curiosity. These chitdreatas
interested in people and are sometimes described as behaviorally inhibitedesiwnd
to unfamiliar situations by showing anxiety, distress, or disorganization (Rulshngs
Stewart, Henderson, & Chen, 1997). Also, they are described by their parentsras$ shy a
they are more withdrawn from peers and adults in laboratory and school settings
(Reznick, Kagan, Snidman, Gersten, Baak, & Rosenberg, 1986).

Satement of Problem

The research on interests suggests that personality and curiosity diaectoth
which describe individual differences in young children (Abe, 2005; Digman &
Shmelyov, 1996; Jennings, 1975; Markey, Markey, & Tinsley, 2004; McCrae et al.,
2000; Power, 2000; Renner, 2006). We know preschoolers often express their interests
during play activities and their interests often influence what and whonthioege to
play with (Leibham, Alexander, Johnson, Neitzel, & Reis-Henrie, 2005). However, we

do not know how these interests are related to personality. Therefore, in this study we
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wanted to explore what children were interested in and how this is related to individual
differences in personality. More specifically, we wanted to focus on dyriosi

preschool children and examine how it is related to the Extraversion and Openness to
Experience dimensions of personality. There are several ways in which Esitvayer
Openness to Experience, Object Curiosity, and Social Curiosity could belrelate

If there is a “g” of curiosity, or overall general curiosity factben there should
not be a difference between Object Curiosity and Social Curiosity. InstgadtO
Curiosity and Social Curiosity should be highly correlated with each othehddcea
should be either high or low on curiosity. In a study where they compared the type of
guestions children asked their mothers, the researchers found that children ke#tier as
lot of questions about both physical and social domains or they asked very few questions
at all (Callanan & Oakes, 1992). Therefore, we would expect to find that highly curious
children will score high on both the Extraversion and Openness to Experience dimensions
of personality. There would be a positive correlation between Object Cuaasity
Extraversion, Object Curiosity and Openness to Experience, Social Cuandity
Extraversion, and Social Curiosity and Openness to Experience.

However, if there is not a “g” of curiosity then there should be a low correlation
between object curiosity and social curiosity. The two types of curiosity shedlddtr
separate interests and their relationships with the personality dimensiors lshoubre
complex. Individual differences in object curiosity should be related to Opemness t
Experience but not Extraversion. One thing the Openness to Experience personality
dimension measures is curiosity (Abe, 2005; McCrae & Costa, 1987). Therefore, we

would expect children who are curious about objects to score high on this dimension.



42

Extraversion, on the other hand, does not measure curiosity or interest in novel things.
Hence, we would not expect children who are curious about objects to score high on this
dimension. There should be a positive correlation between Object Curiosity and
Openness to Experience, but there should not be a correlation between ObjedlyCurios
and Extraversion.

Individual differences in Social Curiosity should be related to both Openness to
Experience and Extraversion. As mentioned earlier, one of the things the Openness to
Experience personality dimension measures is curiosity (Abe, 2005; McCrast&, C
1987). Therefore, we would also expect children who are curious about people to score
high on this dimension. Extraversion, on the other hand, measures sociability,
enthusiasm, and pleasurable arousal (Abe, 2005; Hagekull & Bohlin, 1998; McCrae &
Costa, 1987). Itis related to social interests and children who score high on this
dimension are interested in social interactions (Sullivan & Hansen, 2004). Theraéo
expect children who are curious about people and the social world to also score high on
the Extraversion dimension. Social curiosity should be positively correlated wit
Extraversion and Openness to Experience.

| expected to find two types of curiosity, which reflect separate intaandthave
complex relationships with the personality dimensions. Four hypotheses wete teste
First, it was hypothesized that preschoolers who demonstrated higheolke@é&iect
Curiosity would not have higher Extraversion scores than those who demonstrated lower
levels of Object Curiosity. Second, it was hypothesized that preschoolers who
demonstrated higher levels of Object Curiosity would have higher Openness to

Experience scores than those who demonstrated lower levels of Object Curibgity
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it was hypothesized that preschoolers who demonstrated higher levelsabiCRomsity
would have higher Extraversion scores than those who demonstrated lower levels of
Social Curiosity. Fourth, it was hypothesized that preschoolers who denteshsitigher
levels of Social Curiosity would have higher Openness to Experience scores tlean thos
who demonstrated lower levels of Social Curiosity.

A secondary goal of this study was the validation of the preschool measure of
personality. We wanted to determine if the M5-PS questionnaire truly seffhect
construct of personality in preschoolers. Construct validation is a researcbspuare
one collects observable evidence that a test measures a theoreticatt(hstay,

1992). In this study, we were collecting evidence that the M5-PS questenmeasures

the construct of personality in preschoolers. Historically, personalitydeasrbeasured

in two ways. Researchers have administered self and observer ratingaedales

conducted behavioral observations of individuals. Both methods provide valuable
information about personality differences; however, they are not alwayisteoslue to

the different perspectives of raters and differences in the behaviors/dispiedifferent
environments. Therefore, we chose to use both methods in our data collection process to
obtain information about personality in preschoolers.

The research suggests that personality and curious interests arefesittes.

One of the descriptions of individuals who score high on the Openness to Experience
personality dimension is curious. Hence, Object Curiosity and Social Curiositidse
correlated with the M5-PS Openness to Experience dimension. Since SocialtZuriosi
reflects interest in the social world, then it should be related to the Extmaversi

dimension. Therefore, we chose to observe the behavior of preschool children during
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play and compare their behavior to parent and teacher reports of preschoolers’
personality. More specifically, we wanted to examine the exploratory lmekand

social interactions of preschoolers during play and compare them to parent aed teac
ratings of Extraversion and Openness to Experience. Quartier and Rossiefd20a8)
that parent ratings of their children’s personality were signifigantttrelated with
children’s self-ratings of their personality. We expected to provide suppestidgnce

that the M5-PS is a valid instrument which measures personality in preschoolers
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METHOD

Participants

The participants in this study were 68 children enrolled at one of three preschools
in the southwestern region of North Carolina. Parental consent was obtained for each
child to participate (see Appendix A). The children ranged in age from 42 to 66 months.
Measures

Five Factor Model for Preschoolers (M5-PS Questionnaire). The M5-PS
Questionnaire was first developed by Grist and McCord (2006) and is availablén&om t

first author upon requestigrist@wcu.edy This instrument has been shown to have

good internal reliability as well as convergent and discriminant vali@it\st & McCord,

in press). lItis a shortened version of the Revised NEO Personality Inwaséat with
adults (see Appendix B). It contains 90 items which assess personality imogolesc
children. There are 18 items which correspond with each of the five personality
dimensions: Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Agreeabladess, a
Conscientiousness. Parents were asked to complete the entire personalityyirorentor
their children. Teachers were asked to complete the 36 items from the inwenmiciry
correspond with the Extraversion and Openness to Experience dimensions of personality
on their students. The Extraversion items were the following: takes chakes m

friends easily, is always busy, radiates joy, is always on the go, has duof trfes to

lead others, likes to take his/her time, seeks adventure, does not like crowded events,
loves action, feels comfortable around other people, acts comfortably with otheys, e

being part of a group, tries to influence others, involves others in what he/she is doing,
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laughs aloud, and amuses his/her friends. The Openness to Experience iterhs were t
following: is demanding, respects others, sympathizes with othersideelikes to begin

new things, experiences very few emotional highs and lows, is interestedyinmmays,

has a rich vocabulary, is a creature of habit, does not like the idea of changeasiynot e
affected by his/her emotions, loves to daydream, dislikes changes, likes toasoplexc
problems, prefers to stick with things he/she knows, experiences emotions intédesely, |
music, seldom gets emotional, and has a vivid imagination. They indicated whether each
item was inaccurate, moderately inaccurate, neither, moderatehaggar accurate for

the child.

Puzzle Box. The Puzzle Box was originally developed by Banta (1970) and later
modified by Henderson and Moore (1979) to assess exploratory behavior in children.
Interobserver reliabilities have been consistently high (.80-.99) in previadiss(e.qg.,
Henderson, 1984). Itis a painted wooden box with 20 features that can be manipulated.
The children were given 10 minutes to play with the Puzzle Box while an expegiment
recorded verbal and nonverbal behavior. The experimenter recorded amount of time
spent playing with the box, the number of different items played with on the box, and the
guestions and comments made by the child during the session.

Curiosity Drawer Box. The Curiosity Drawer Box was developed by Henderson
and Moore (1979) to assess object exploration in children. Interobserver tedgbili
have been consistently high (.80-.99) in previous studies (e.g., Henderson, 1984). It
contains 18 drawers which each have a small toy inside. The children were allowed a
maximum of 20 minutes to play with the Curiosity Drawer Box while an experimente

recorded verbal and nonverbal behavior. The experimenter recorded amount of time
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spent playing with the different items in the drawers and the questions and cemment
made by the child during the session.

Stranger Stuation. After the administration of all other tasks, each child was
brought in for a separate session where their reaction to a strangecoed. The
stranger was seated in the room when the child and experimenter entered andgbe stra
greeted the child by name as the child entered. The child was asked to complete a
drawing task. At two predetermined points in the session, the stranger praiskeiithe
for doing a good job on the drawing task. During the session, the stranger rextoldled
behaviors, questions and comments made to the stranger, and physical approaches to
stranger. The stranger also said “goodbye” to the child when the child completed the
drawing task and was about to exit the room.

Table 2
Measures of Curiosity in Preschoolers

Curiosity Measures Object Curiosity Social
Curiosity

Puzzle Box
Number of Questions Asked about Objects X
Number of Social Questions Asked X
Number of Comments Made about Objects X
Number of Social Comments Made X
Amount of Time Spent Exploring X
Number of Different Types of Manipulations Made X

Curiosity Drawer Box

Number of Questions Asked about Objects X

Number of Social Questions Asked X
Number of Comment Made about Objects X

Number of Social Comments Made X
Amount of Time Spent Exploring Curiosity Drawers X

Number of Different Objects Explored X

Stranger Situation
Number of Questions Asked to Stranger
Number of Comments Made to Stranger
Number of Attempts to Approach Stranger

X X X
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Procedure

The M5-PS was given to the parents and teachers of the children. Prior to data
collection, the experimenters spent at least 10 hours in the children’s atassro
becoming familiar with the children. The curiosity measures were asteriad to each
child individually in a private classroom at the child’s school. The child was given a
maximum of 20 minutes to play with the Curiosity Drawer Box and 10 minutes to play
with the Puzzle Box. The experimenter recorded the amount of time spent playing
the Curiosity Drawer Box and Puzzle Box, the number of different objectsdlaiyh on
the Curiosity Drawer Box and Puzzle Box, and the number of questions asked and
comments made about the Curiosity Drawer Box and the Puzzle Box.

During a second session, the experimenter met with each child in a private room
at the child’s school. The experimenter took the child to a room where a strasger
waiting to greet the child by name upon entering the room. The child was instaucted t
sit and complete a drawing task. At two predetermined points in the session, ther strang
praised the child for doing a good job on the drawing task. The stranger said “goodbye”
to the child when the child completed the drawing task and was about to exit the room.
Throughout the session, the stranger recorded child behaviors, questions and comments

made to the stranger, and physical approaches to stranger.
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RESULTS

Basic descriptive statistics for the personality factors and raxeséor the
curiosity variables are presented in Table 3. The Object Curiosity vanableomputed
by generating-scores for each measure of Object Curiosity and adding them together.
The measures of Object Curiosity were the number of questions asked abostmbject
the puzzle box, number of comments made about objects on the puzzle box, amount time
spent exploring the puzzle box, number of different types of manipulations made on the
puzzle box, number of questions asked about objects in the curiosity drawers, number of
comments made about objects in the curiosity drawers, amount of time spent exploring
the curiosity drawers, and the number of different objects explored. The Sociailtg€urios
variable was computed by generatmgcores for each measure of Social Curiosity and
adding them together. The measures of Social Curiosity were the number lof socia
guestions asked about the puzzle box, number of social comments made about the puzzle
box, number of social questions asked about curiosity drawer box, number of social

comments made about the curiosity drawer box, and number of interactions with stranger
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Table 3

Means and Standard Deviations on Personality and Curiosity Measures

Measures Mean Standard

Deviation

M5-PS Questionnaire
Parent-Neuroticism 46.91 11.81
Parent-Openness to Experience 66.33 5.27
Parent-Agreeableness 62.67 7.63
Parent-Conscientiousness 67.13 9.08
Parent-Extraversion 74.14 9.00
Teacher-Openness to Experience 60.44 6.76
Teacher-Extraversion 67.79 10.81

Puzzle Box
Total Manipulations 41.86 28.25
Total Different Manipulations 12.27 5.39
Total Time (Mins.) 09:52 01:26
Total Questions about Objects 2.78 3.44
Total Social Questions 0.02 0.13
Total Comments about Objects 454 6.20
Total Social Comments 0.05 0.29

Curiosity Drawer Box
Total Manipulations 61.71 13.71
Total Time (Secs.) 455.61 252.24
Total Questions about Objects 2.73 4.17
Total Social Questions 0.03 0.26
Total Comments about Objects 9.97 10.91
Total Social Comments 0.31 1.56

Stranger Situation
Total Stranger Interactions 7.33 3.80

The hypotheses in this study were that individual differences in personality
specifically the Extraversion and Openness to Experience factors, and individual
differences in curiosity would be correlated. It was expected Objemisityrand
Extraversion in preschoolers would not be correlated. This hypothesis was supported.
There was not a significant relationship between Object Curiosity and/Epdi@n in
preschoolers;, =.15 (parent)r = -.02 (teacher)p > .10. It was expected Object

Curiosity and Openness to Experience in preschoolers would be correlated. This
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hypothesis was not supported. There was not a significant relationship betwedn Objec
Curiosity and Openness to Experience in preschoalersl2 (parent)y =-.03 (teacher),
p > .10.

It was expected there would be a positive correlation between Social Guriosi
and Extraversion in preschoolers. This hypothesis was not supported. There was not a
significant relationship between Social Curiosity and Extraversion intpyekasr = -

.01 (parent)y =-.05 (teacher)p >.10. It was also expected there would be a positive
correlation between Social Curiosity and Openness to Experience. This lsypotas
not supported. There was not a significant relationship between Social (uaiosbi
Openness to Experience in preschoolers;.06 (parent)r =.06 (teacher)p > .10.

It was also expected there would not be a “g” of curiosity and there would be a
low correlation between object curiosity and social curiosity. This hypotiwasisiot
supported. Object Curiosity and Social Curiosity were highly correlatedi6, p <
.001. Preschoolers were either high or low on curiosity. Object Curiosity and Socia
Curiosity did not reflect separate interests in preschoolers.

Sranger Data

All students were not exposed to the stranger situation. The data from the
stranger situation is only based on a small group of students who patrticipated in this
study. Az-score was generated for the stranger data. The stranger dadeditie
number of questions asked, number of comments made, and number of approaches made
to the stranger. The overall measure of Social Curiosity was calculatednalitvithout
the data from the stranger situation. The inclusion of the stranger data in tHe overa

Social Curiosity measure did not have a significant effect on the resulias hot
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significantly correlated with the Extraversion and Openness to Expepensenality

factors.

Table 4

Correlations between Personality Ratings and Curiosity Variables

Variables Object Curiosity Social Curiosity  Social Curiosity-

Stranger

Personality
Parent-Neuroticism -.10 -.09 -.16
Parent-Openness to Experiencel2 -.06 -.07
Parent-Agreeableness 22 -.02 .10
Parent-Conscientiousness .02 -.23 =21
Parent-Extraversion A5 -.01 .00
Teacher-Openness to Experiend8 .06 A2
Teacher-Extraversion -.02 -.05 .02

Curiosity
Object Curiosity A46* 49
Social Curiosity 46* .96*
Social Curiosity-Stranger 49 .96*

* p<.001
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DISCUSSION

There were two main goals of the current study. The first goal was to examine
the relationship between curiosity and personality in preschool children. The geabnd
was to validate the M5-PS personality questionnaire. It was expectedvthdcenot be
a “g” of curiosity and there would be a low correlation between object dyrasil
social curiosity. The inclusion of the stranger data did not have a signifftesttan the
results. This view was not supported. The preschoolers did not differ in object ahd socia
curiosity.

The findings indicate there is a “g” of curiosity and a significant coroelat
between object curiosity and social curiosity. Children either scored wmbisigh or
low on different curiosity measures. In this study, the preschoolers who askeod$t
guestions about objects, made the most comments about objects, spent the most time
exploring objects, made the most different types of manipulations, and explored the most
curiosity drawers were the same preschoolers who asked the most sastiahguend
made the most social comments. The children who were shy and hesitant to &eplore t
puzzle box and curiosity drawer box were also the children who asked fewer questions
and made fewer comments. This was consistent with previous findings whichaddicat
children who are curious about objects are also curious about people and sociahsituati
(Callanan & Oakes, 1992; Henderson & Moore, 1980). It did not provide support for
theories suggesting that curiosity is a multi-dimensional factor. Obyjg@isity and

Social Curiosity did not reflect separate interests in the preschoolers siudy.
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Hypothesis 1

The results also indicated there was not a significant relationship betwee
curiosity and personality. First, it was hypothesized that Object Cynesiild not be
positively correlated with Extraversion in preschool children. Curiosity is fattor
which loads on the Extraversion dimension of personality (McCrae & Costa, 1987).
Therefore, it was expected there would not be a correlation between behavioral
observations of Object Curiosity and ratings of Extraversion in preschool children. Thi
hypothesis was supported. Extraversion was not a predictive factor of curiousbsehavi
displayed during observations.
Hypothesis 2

Second, it was hypothesized that Object Curiosity would be positively cedelat
with Openness to Experience in preschool children. McCrae and Costa (1987) found that
curiosity was a factor which loaded on the Openness to Experience dimension of
personality. Abe (2005) found curiosity displayed during preschoolers’ play latedre
to Openness to Experience. Therefore, it was expected there would be ai@orrelat
between behavioral observations of Object Curiosity and ratings of Openness to
Experience in preschool children. This hypothesis was not supported. Parent and teacher
ratings of Openness to Experience were not reflective of preschoolers’ betaandor
conversations during the observed play sessions. One possible explanation for why this
hypothesis was not supported is that preschool personality was rated by indiwidoials
observe the child in different settings. Children display different behaviordeneait

environments. A child may behave one way at home and act differently in theatassr
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This was evident in the differences between parent and teacher cdtprgschoolers’
personality.
Hypothesis 3

Thirdly, it was hypothesized that Social Curiosity would be positively letec
with Extraversion in preschool children. Sociability is a factor which loads on the
Extraversion dimension of personality (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Itis relatedié soc
interests and children who score high on this dimension are interested in social
interactions (Sullivan & Hansen, 2004). Therefore, it was expected there would be a
correlation between behavioral observations of Social Curiosity and ratings of
Extraversion in preschoolers. This hypothesis was not supported. Parent and teacher
ratings of Extraversion were not reflective of preschoolers’ behaviors and catrovess
during the observed play sessions. One possible explanation for why this hypothesis was
not supported is that most of the preschoolers found the puzzle box and curiosity drawer
box more interesting than the examiner. They preferred to play with the objeatslat
than talk with an adult about socially related topics.
Hypothesis 4

Lastly, it was hypothesized that Social Curiosity would be positivelyeted
with Openness to Experience in preschool children. Curiosity is a factor whiclolvads
the Openness to Experience dimension of personality (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Abe
(2005) found that curious behaviors displayed during play are related to Openness to
Experience. Therefore, it was expected there would be a correlation betwedonrbéha
observations of Social Curiosity and ratings of Openness to Experience in preschoole

This hypothesis was not supported. Parent and teacher ratings of Opennessi¢odexpe
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were not reflective of preschoolers’ behaviors and conversations during the dihdagve
sessions. This hypothesis may not have been supported because some children behave
differently in an unfamiliar setting (i.e., private room at preschool) thanwbeyd in a

more familiar setting (i.e., their homes or regular classrooms). In oy, studbsity was
observed in an unfamiliar setting. It is possible the children may have responded
differently on the curiosity measures, if they were observed in morédasetting.

Limitations and Future Research

One limitation of this study was the inconsistencies between rafnges on
the M5-PS questionnaire. Parents rated their preschoolers on all five dimensions of
personality on the M5-PS questionnaire. Teachers rated their students on the
Extraversion and Openness to Experience dimensions of personality on the M5-PS
guestionnaire. There was not a significant correlation between parent and tatiche
of Extraversion and Openness to Experience. This may be related to differencestn pa
and teacher perspectives of preschoolers’ personality. In the future, it magfokto
incorporate reliability and validity indices into the personality raticgle. This would
provide information about any unusual rater response patterns.

Another limitation of this study was that child exploratory, or curious, behavior
was observed in a single unfamiliar setting. Preschoolers’ curiositglveasved in
unfamiliar private rooms at their preschools. The children appeared to behave and
interact differently in the unfamiliar setting than they did when obsenvdtkiregular
classroom setting. They spoke more freely and engaged in more make-halietiesa
when observed in the regular classroom. Their behavior was more inhibited in the

unfamiliar setting. In future research, it may be beneficial to observeerhila their
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natural environments on multiple occasions. This type of observation would provide
more information about individual differences in child behavior across settingsuld w
also add to our understanding of how personality and curiosity are displayed by
preschoolers in different settings. Are preschoolers more exploratory inafaonil
unfamiliar settings? Do preschoolers display different personality ¢bassics in
different settings? These are the types of information we could gatherdyyiofs
preschoolers in multiple familiar settings.

Another limitation of this study was the way in which object and sociabsityi
measures were presented. All of the curiosity measures have been usgmuspre
studies and have good reliability and validity. However, object curiosityiaateere
the main attraction in both sessions. In the first session, each preschoalerenabke
opportunity to play with the puzzle box and curiosity drawer box. The measures of social
curiosity during that session were the number of social questions asked and social
comments made to the examiner. The children often preferred to talk about the novel box
and toys instead of engaging in social conversations with an adult. The objects in the
session were the more attractive and interesting stimuli. Thus, ourctesggthods may
have contributed to children displaying less social curiosity, which resualtétla
difference between object and social curiosity. The weaknesses in auraseaf social
curiosity may have also accounted for the lack of relationship between Soccitgur
and the Extraversion and Openness to Experience dimensions of personalityreln f
research, it would be beneficial for researchers to present comparabteaoljsocial
curiosity situations. For example, allow preschoolers to choose betweergplatyin

novel toys or unfamiliar peers. This will help researchers bettemadetewhether a
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child is more curious about objects or people. This may provide a better picture of
differences in curious interests, which in turn may provide additional information about

the relationship between personality and curiosity in preschoolers.
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APPENDIX A
Informed Consent Forms

Informed Consent Form (Parent)
Curiosity and Personality Traits in Preschool Children

What is the purpose of this research?

We are investigating the relationship between curiosity charaats@sd
personality traits in children between the ages of 3 and 5. While there is muchtresear
regarding such relationships in older children, adolescents, and adults,detecte has
been done regarding the preschool population.

What will be expected of me?
You will be asked to complete two short questionnaires that explore personality
traits and curiosity presented by your child.

How long will the research take?
The questionnaire takes approximately 10-15 minutes to complete.

Will my answers be anonymous?
Yes. The research data are entirely confidential, and neither your ideortifye
identities of the children will be revealed.

Who should | contact if | have questions or concerns about the research?

Dr. Bruce Henderson Charity Bumpass Dr. Medgmatvonen

WCU Department of Psychology WCU School PsycholBgygram WCU Institutional Review Board
Cullowhee, NC 28723 Cullowhee, NC 28723 CulloeyheC

Phone (828) 227-3784 Phone (336) 503-7426 P{a2&) 227-3323

Email: Henderson@wcu.edu Email: crboumpass@catamount.wcu.edu Ent@l:onen@wcu.edu

Participant Name Date

Parent Signature

If you would like to receive a summary of the results, once the study has beentedmple
please write your mailing address or email address (as legibly ablppksire:
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Informed Consent Form (Teacher)
Curiosity and Personality Traits in Preschool Children

What is the purpose of this research?

We are investigating the relationship between curiosity charaats@nd
personality traits in children between the ages of 3 and 5. While there is muchtresear
regarding such relationships in older children, adolescents, and adults,détecte has
been done regarding the preschool population.

What will be expected of me?
You will be asked to complete two short questionnaires that explore personality
traits and curiosity presented by the children in your classroom.

How long will the research take?
The questionnaires will take approximately 10-15 minutes per child to complete.

Will my answers be anonymous?
Yes. The research data are entirely confidential, and neither your ideortifye
identities of the children will be revealed.

Who should | contact if | have questions or concerns about the research?

Dr. Bruce Henderson Charity Bumpass Dr. Med{matvonen

WCU Department of Psychology WCU School PsycholBgygram WCU Institutional Review Board
Cullowhee, NC 28723 Cullowhee, NC 28723 CulloeyheC

Phone (828) 227-3784 Phone (336) 503-7426 P{a2&) 227-3323

Email: Henderson@wcu.edu Email: crbumpass@catamount.wcu.edu Ent@l:onen@wcu.edu

Participant Name Date

Teacher Signature

If you would like to receive a summary of the results, once the study has beentedmple
please write your email address (as legibly as possible) here:
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Informed Consent Form (Child)
Curiosity and Personality Traits in Preschool Children

What is the purpose of this research?

Psychologists know a good deal about personality in adults. However, we know
little about personality in young children and how it develops into adult personality. We
are interested in finding a way to assess individual personality differengesng
children. We are particularly interested in two aspects of personaliouimgychildren.

One, which has been called “Openness to Experience”, has to do with how much children
like new things and experiences. We want to see if differences in thsr&gaélated to
differences in children’s curiosity about objects and people. The other persoadlity t
“Extraversion”, the tendency to be outgoing or shy. We want to see if differenites

trait are related to differences in curiosity about children.

What will be expected of my child?

We will ask your child to play with some toys and answer some questions about
pictures of different play activities. As your child plays with these éoygkanswers
guestions about the pictures, data will be collected regarding their behpeechsand
interest in different items. Researchers will also watch each chalsp®nse to an
unfamiliar adult while they are with an adult they know well. These playossssaiill
take place at your child’s daycare facility. The children tend to enjoy slessens; they
take pleasure in the newness of the toys and investigating ways to manhperdatd he
session is meant to be fun and exciting for the children, and an overall positive
experience!

Will my child’s response be kept confidential?
Although none of the responses from children in this research are sensitive or
personal in nature, we do take care to keep all of their responses confidential.

May my child withdraw form the study if he or she decides to?

Participation is voluntary. We only ask children to play with out materials if they
want to. We spend time with the children in their regular classrooms before wg do a
individual testing with them. We are sensitive to the signals that they wdaopto s
playing and part of the instructions indicate that the children may stop wheneyearée
ready.

Is there any harm that my child might experience from taking part in the study?
No, there is no foreseeable harm for the children.

How will my child benefit from taking part in this research?

Children enjoy playing with the novel toys and receiving one-on-one attention
from the experimenter. We will provide all interested parents with a sunohaoy
results when they become available.
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Who should | contact if | have questions or concerns about the research?

Charity Bumpass is the primary individual conducting research with your child.
Dr. Bruce Henderson is supervising her work. Dr. Christopher Cooper is chair of the
board at Western Carolina University that approves research projects.

Dr. Bruce Henderson Charity Bumpass Dr. Medgmnvonen

WCU Department of Psychology WCU School PsycholBgygram WCU Institutional Review Board
Cullowhee, NC 28723 Cullowhee, NC 28723 Cullogyn€eC 28723
Phone (828) 227-3784 Phone (336) 503-7426 P{2®) 227-3323
Email: Henderson@wecu.edu Email: crbumpass@catamount.wcu.edu Email: kavoneai@:du

| give permission for my child, , to participate in
this study.

(Child’s Name)

Child’s Birth Date Child’s Classroom

Parent’s Signature Date
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M5-PS Questionnaire

Moderately Moderately
Innacurate | Innacurate |  Neither Accurate | Accurate
Worries about things 0 0 0 0 0

Has a vivid imagination

Distrusts people

Completes tasks successfully

Gets angry easily

Takes charge

Seldom gets emotional

Breaks rules

Ol |IN|ojJaldlw]N |-

Is easily intimidated

Makes friends easily

-
[N

Trusts others

1

N

Gets irritated easily

13

Likes music

14

Experiences emotions intensely

15

Tries to follow the rules

16

Is always busy

1

by

Prefers to stick with things that he/she knows

18

Is easy to satisfy

1

O

Likes to solve complex problems

2

(=)

Radiates joy

2

[y

Jumps into things without thinking

2

N

Tries to excel at what they do

23

Is indifferent to the feelings of others

2

=

Is comfortable in unfamiliar situations

25

Is always on the go

2

(2]

Dislikes changes

2

3

Can't stand confrontations

28

Has a lot of fun

2

O

Is afraid of many things

3

(=)

Loves to daydream

3

g

Is wary of others

3

N

Sticks to the rules

33

Feels comfortable with him/herself

34

Tries to lead others

35

Is not easily affected by his/her emotions

36

Likes to take his/her time

3

X

Works hard

(o}l [} (o] (o] (o}l (o} (o] (o]l (o} (o] [0} [oX (o] [o]] (o} (o} (o] (o] [0} [o] (o] (o} [o] [o]] [0}l (o} [o] (o] (o} (o} [o] o]l (o} [o] (o} (o} (e} [e]

(o}l [} (o] (o] (o} (o} (o] (o]l (o} (o] o} [o} (o] [o]] (o} (o} (o] (o] [0} [o] (o] (o} [o] [o]] (o}l (o} (o] [o]] (o} (o} [o] o]}l (o} [o] (o} (o} (e} [e]

(e} [e] [eR o) (o] [e] [o} [} [o}l o] [e] [o} [} [0} (o] [o} (o} (o]} [o] [e} (e} [o} [0} [o] (e} (o} (o} (o] [o} [o} (o} (o] [o] [e] (o} [0} (o] (o]

(e} [e] [eR o)l (o] [e] [o} [} [o])l o] [e] [o} [} [0} (o] [o} (o} (o]}l [o] [o} (o} [o} [o]} [o] (e} (o} (o} (o] [e} [o} (o} (o] [o] [e] (o} [0} (o] (o]

(e} [e] [eR o) (o] [e] [o} [} [o])l o] [e] [o} [} [0} (o] [o} (o} (o)l [o] [o} (e} [o} [} [o] (e} (o} (o} (o] [e} [o} (o} (o] [o] [e] (o} [0} (o] (o]

38| Seeks adventure
39| Becomes overwhelmed by events
40|ls relaxed most of the time 0 0 0 0 0
Innacurate | Moderately |  Neither | Moderately | Accurate
Innacurate Accurate
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M5-PS Questionnaire

Page 2

Innacurate

Moderately
Innacurate

Neither

Moderately
Accurate

Accurate

41

Does not understand things

(@]

(@)

(@]

(@]

(@]

42

Gets upset easily

43

Does not like crowded events

44

Knows how to get around the rules

45

Wants everything to be "just right"

46

Does not like the idea of change

47

Loves action

48

Feels comfortable around other people

49

Trust what people say

50

Loves order and regularity

51

Loves to help others

52

Is a creature of habit

53

Yells at people

54

Plunges into tasks with all their heart

55

Has a rich vocabulary

56

Knows the answers to many guestions

57

Knows how to cope

58

Gets stressed out easily

59

Acts comfortably with others

60

Enjoys being part of a group

61

Leaves his/her belongings around

62

Tries to influence others

63

Is concerned about others

64

Tells the truth

65

Is interested in many things

66

Involve others in what he/she is doing

67

Has frequent mood swings

68

Experiences very few emotional highs and lows

69

Does the opposite of what is asked

70

Insults people

71

Has difficulty starting tasks

72

Loses his/her temper

73

Likes to begin new things

74

Gets back at others

75

Gets overwhelmed by emotions

76

Laughs aloud

77

Suffers from others' sorrows

78

Acts without thinking

79

Adapts easily to new situations

80

Does't see the consequences of things

81

Is able to stand up for his/herself

82

Makes him/herself the center of attention

83

Amuses his/her friends

84

Sympathizes with others' feelings

85

Is easily frustrated

86

Respects others

87

Messes things up

88

Is demanding

89

Starts conversations

(o] [e] (o} [} [o]l [o} (o]l [o} (o} [o] (o) o] [o}l (o] [e}l (o] (e} (o] (o} (o]} [o] (o]} (o] (o]} [} (o} o) [e} (o] [o} (o] [o} o]l [o] (o]l (o] (o]} (o] (o} [} (o} [o]} (e} [o} (o} (o} (o] (o]

(o] [e] (o} [} [o]l (o} [o]l [o} (o} [o] (o} o] [o} (o] [e} (o] (o] (o] (o} (o]} o] (o]} o] [o]} [} (o} o) [o} (o] [o} o] [o} o]l [o] (o]l (o] (o} (o] (o} [o] (o} [o]} (e} (o} (o} (o} (o] (o]

(o] [eX (o] (o] (o] (o] [e] [e] [o} [} [o} (o]} [o} [o} [o} [o} (o} (o]}l (o] [o} [o]] (o]} [} [e] [e] (o] (o) (o] [} (o} [o} [o} [o} [o}l (o}l [o} [o} (e}l [e} (o} (o} (o] [o]] [} (o]} (o] (o] (o]

(e} [eR (o] (o] (o]l (o] [e] [e] [o} [} [o} (o]} [o} [o} [o}l [o} (o} (o]}l (o] [o] [o] [e]] [} [e] [e] (o] (o) (o] [} (o} [o]}l [o} [o} [o}l (o} [o} [o} (e}l (e} (o}l (o] o] o]} [} (o]} [} (o] (o]

(e} [eR (o] (o] (o]l (o] (o] [e] [o} [} [o} (o]}l [o} [o} [o} [o} (o} (o]}l (o] [o] [o]] (o]} [} [o] [e] (o] (o) (o] [} (o} [o} [o} [o} [o}l (o}l [o} [o} (o} (e} (o]l (o} o] [o]] [} (o]} (o] (o] (o]

90

Finishes what he/she starts

o

o

o

[0)

o

Innacurate

Moderately
Innacurate

Neither

Moderately
Accurate

Accurate




