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' Gontext of a larger project, under the leader-
‘ehip Of Dr. Y.H. Poortinga; Lavelving the
neasurement of ¢uriosity and indices of
arousal and their Lnterrelatim;hips in &
group of Africap and European sgudgnhs.

This thesis is, however, wy own work and

has not besn submitted toany other University.




w1t is evident that man's intellect, when .

coupled with curiosity and an vrge for
action will engender the process of
cvliursl change whigh we call civillzacion’.

(Biesheuval, 1959,°p.8.)




“Guriosity by medns of tests 0f its prime determin- -

ants, conplexity, novalty; ingongrilty, donflict’,

" and: uncertainty {of. Bexlyna, 1860) in a. gioup of
50 Afriecan and 47 Eupopean university dtudentd”
and to determine whether the curiosity constmc£
operates in'a similaz manhey in. both samp}és,; i
curiosity questionnaire nd & selé<pabing scale,.
Gontalning itemd relating to curiosity, were conm
strictad in order to test the face validity of these
determinants of curiosity and some intelligence
meastires wers also included in the test battery
to determine whether the curiosity measukes were
digtinct from inteiligence.

While results of the tests showed thgt, on. the

" whole, .the determinants of curlosity operate’in the

manner suggested by Berlyne, no evidence for'a
unifying construct underlying these determinants was
found, “Eyldence that the tests operated inia -similar.
mannexr in theé two cultural samples is discu:lsad in
relation to Boortinga's (1971) requirements for.crosss

oultyzal comparability. y
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LEST OF TABLES

Non—Repxasentational Complex’ty Test: ' Meansj
&.0.5 and Reliabllities of Scores. ’

Non-Representational Complexity Testi Analysis of*
Variance with Culturé (2x), Subjects within L'ultlu-.
(47x) and Day of Testing as -factors.

FRepresentational Complexity Test: Means, S.D.s
of scores.

Representational Complexity. Test: Anxly.s’.s of
Variance with Culture {2x), Subjects withi
Culture (47x) and Day of Testing (2x) as fachnrs‘

Uncertainty West: Means, S.D.z of Scores and the
results of t-tests carried put £o test whether
scores differed significantly from 50%.

Uncertainty Test: Analysis of Variance with Culture
(2x), Subjects within Culture (47x) and Pay of
Testing f2x) as factors.

Uncertainty Test: t-Values for thadisferences

between average lengths of logking“time (\mtransiatmed)
between the two groups. F—Values for p\< 0,05, ag

also given.

Uncertainty Test: Spearman Rank Correlations hetween
percentage recognition and the average transformed
lookix-g time at items in the test.

Uncertainty Test: Means, S.D.s and Reliabilities
of time spent looking at the blurred pictures
after unsatisfactory items had heen deleted, and
the results of t-tests carried out to

whsthﬁ'l s:zpres &iffered ‘significantly Exom 50%.

Incongruity test: Means and S.D.& of t.. - srage
length of looking time. at 2ll the pict\x o8 Ln
the test.

m;éngrui:y. Test:  Means, 5.D.s and Reliabilities of

“Novelty. Mest: Means, 5.D.s and Reliabilities of
Beuces attained on {a) and (b) and on the combined
measure.

Nioe 1Sy Tewks Bnglysi® of Variance with Cultuze
t2x), Subjects within culiure (47x) and Day of °
Tasting (2x) as factors.




Confli.ct Reaction Time Tegt: Means and S. D5
of Median RT:

15, Confllct Reaction Time Test: Anaiysis’ of
- Variancé with .Culture . (2x), Subjects within
Cultire: (47x) and Day of Testing (2x) as factoxs.

Gorflict  Reaction Pime Test: Means-and $.D.s of
the number of errors.. .-

16{ayConflict Reaction Time Test: t-values for diffelences
etween means no.of -errors in the two cultural
groups. F-values £55.2€ 0,05 are 2lso given

Conflict Reaction Time Test: Results of Wilcoxon
Matched Pairs Tests for differences bétween
Median Correct and Median Error: RTs. -

Conflict Reaction Time Tost: Means, 5.Dis an(!
Reliabilities (correctéd for lengths of

according to the Spearmen Brown Formula) af conflmt
Scores.

Curiosity Questionnaire: ~d~ans, 5:Ms and
Relizbilities of Scores.

Curiosity Questionnaire: Correlations of the
average scores cbtained on the final version of the
quéestionnaire between the African sample (n=50),
the Eurcpean sample (n=47) in our present study,
africen male students from the Univexsity of the
North (n=155), African femile students from the
University of the North (n=72), Eurcpean male
students (n=33) and female European female students.
(n=277) from the Johannesburg College of Education,

Self-Rating Scale: Heans, 5.D.s and Reliabilities
of scorasiw

The Intelligence Test: Means, S.D.s and odd-even
split half veliabilities of scores.

The Intelligence Tests: Intercorrelations of Sgoress
African scores are above the diagonal; European scores
below,

Intercorrelations of scores in the African sample.

. Intercorrelations of scores in the Euiopean sample.




}sz OF PIGURES

Iut tha Conflict R i Time Tess.

Incﬂngxui.ty Test 1 An- example of tha stimulus material 6.
’xon—xepx—sematmnal Ccmpie)uty Test. &n, example :
of the stimulus material. :

uon—Repzasentatiunal Complexity Test A% 0f
- ‘preferred choices made at' each co‘nrq:vle.xity Aével
: by the two, cultural’ groups .

- onal” Test:s % of
preferred choices made at each level of complexity. byv
A, the 10 Jowest scorers’ and ¥. the 10 highest
scorers in each sampleé.

Reprashtational Complexity fests & of prefez):ed
choices made ‘at each level of complexity:

Uncertsinty Test: Tllustration of the relation-
ship between pergentage locking fifie in the maln '
study and the degree of blurredmess. as measured. .
by the pefcentage recognition in the. supplamentary
studys - )

Incongrulty Test: ' of time spent locking’ &t sach
picture in the serfes.

Noveity Test : Mean Rankings of looking time
averaged over subjects and series.

Conflict Reaction Time Test: Means of Médian RTs
obtalned in the Simple Reaction ¥ime Task and
Conflict Reaction Time Tasks for the three lévels
of intensity differences betwsen stimuli. B




CHRPTER T

Til CONCEPT OFCORIOSITY -

Historical Background
Since the. eaxly 19505 chere has been & zesurgenc

of. inte: in curiosity and esploratory behaviour.
Psychcloqists again began to ask themsalves qnesc.tuns such :
as: “Why does an animal approach-ahd esplore & new oBjact o
oncountered in a familiar envizonment?d, #ény should G :
rat which has taken ore route’ through’a‘maze tend to “bke

& aifzerent one when immedistely returné £ the statting
box?", How do we account for the playfil behaviour of :
higher animals, children and. even adults?®, "Why should
healthy young men dislike resting all day -in a-dark, and
quiet room?" (Fiske & Maddi, 1961) . ]

These questions are hara to.reconcile with the view
that behaviour is essentlally airected towards m‘.m.mi’zii;g
stifmlation and ewcitation.. Many investigatoxs have
come to realize that a good portion of behaviour 18"
charackerized not 8o mach by activity which serves ;)
satisfy the primazry needs of the brganism (hinger.
hizst and Sex, etc.) bub rather by ¢he bendency &b seek

" it new forms of Stimilabicn, (Hebb,1549; Teiha,1885) )

Ssvaral theories af eurigsity and siplqratdry beh-
aviour ware fomulated 1n the early. 1950's. Thesa wgu»
bassd almost entirely on data obtalned from, ths hbnratozy
Tak, A largé upber of s;uﬂies (saznaa & BgYron, 1951,,

AT




E ququys. 1955‘ W “1g8%, 1954»'
" Saqan, 1955} Myexs & mnar, N) was comiuntad,

showipq £hat m.#:-houf: appaz-ent ma!:ive othep than the P
explotatnxy dztve, pats-would: reayom! quu:e & d1ly _~ 8

10 8 vuiaty eﬁ stﬂ:m\al\xs objents of ong fcm ur

ahother and that Eurthermoré, the 1exp a PG

or curiosity c:)uld p):ovids a baai! £or s!.mpie discrminatiqn
leathing. Ardund the sake pe:&od, ‘Eue vork Of Hagiow.
(1983,19567 and Butlar, (1953,1857) showed: that mere

anditory snd vishal incentives were adequite to mainkain

s high leved of explozation in tné onkey and that, aler .. L]

crimdnation problems oould aigo He jeafned. in £ha course

of stch activitles. : i
However; it was not unkil the publication af nerlyne s

(1960} book, "Conflick, Ardusal snd cur.&ositg“'

spharest was Sooused on the, axploratory aotiyities of

Ruman beLngs. Since then-a latge number of expe;rmentax

s theoratical aztioles on the subject have besh pubiisnsg,

many of which wiil be dealf wWith 'in the course e

chapted.

. The: Defini\:ion and Tk\ecxg of Cu:i.os!.tx

Al\:hnugh ‘there has heen & steady im:rease i ths

humber of studies jarrief out on curiosit and pis

beliabiour, the terms Have, been ussd \J&th tete:ance o

widely vméd phenmena ,andka Baﬁﬁﬁnctory dafmnon oi




the 2 pansbruci:s remdins €6 be formulated: .- oné xéa;énp 4
he task g defining curiosity seeiis to.be 8o aifEicule s
o vhat psychologlsts Yiave a\:\:sn\y\:eé to Lntégrake it intn “the

td ¥iv 3 'E:aéh:im\ally

péyY s ‘and 4ally be vic thebrhas; hdve:

Foncent¥ated on the problem of “Response selactmn",' asking

“gplestions of the form: “What response “wilk this aniral mekae -

to this Stimulus?” ' (Barlyne,1960,p. 260 - Th thie ‘Laboratory
situation where the animal qr person 1s confronted with
one or a limited nunber of stimuli, this gestion 18

* usually adequate; however, outside the ysboratory i the

y tion, the organism is ususily exposed to a:’
_larie veriety of stimali at the sawe time. Accordipg o
Beriyne, in this sitvatlon a more relevent question is often
wpo what stimulus will this snimal or pexson respand?”s
It {s in this guestion that psychologists investigating
curiosity and exploratory behavicur are interested. g
he big problem in defining curiosity and exploratory
sehaviour is that there appears to be no goal object o,
and for which the animal responds. Berlyne {1563) , Piske
5 Madal (1961) and Fowler (1965} havé, for example, .
aafined curiosity and exploratory pehaviour as behaviours
that have the sale funokion of altoring the stimull that
impinge on the organism, However, the effect of changing
the. oxganisn's stimslus £leld appears to. be characteristic’
of all behaviauxs (food~sesking,. escape from pain, etul).
v’:hus with this definition we ate faced with the fact that

- Yixtvally. a3) possess an,_explora function, to




< gome extam;. nd.of course, ghis may He-the case

(FD\ilsr, 1965). One could say, as Bs:lyne {1962% - does,

tha bhe essential diffe bitwesn akploratesy ands
othex responses 15 that ron-exglnzaeoi:y responses nave -
biolngical].y impoxtant functions on. tissues other than
+the gense organs and the pervons system, Livson (1957l
makes 2 8imilar diAtinotion. Curiogity and explm:a.tozy
hehaviours ¢an then be considered as & Wide assortment of
behavionzs that have nothibg in Gomion other than Ahst'ng
cannot xecognize a specific biological fungtion for khem.
The above attempts at definition, thongh pezhaps rat.her

vague and negativistic, have nevertheleéss been the atartiag, ™

point of most of the studies that have been carried ot to

late. E
Still other definitions of curiosity derive from the

concept of optimal stimilation or arousal (cf,Berlyne, 10607
FPiske & Maddl, 1961; Hebb, 19551 Leuba,l955) which bas' been
put forward by these authors as a substitute for the \msati.a— -
factory concept of drive reduction which -assumes: that Ahe)
goal of all primary motivation is.to reduce stimylation to |
a minimam. Within the f£ramework of thede théorles: of optinal -
stlmulabion, curicslty 18 seen as the behatioural concgmi:én}.‘ -
of » physiologieal need for'stimulation. It seems that the
central neyvous system of higher animals 1s desighed to cope

| with enpvironments that produce & cértain rate of inglux of ¢

AT E A Hm and is actually on this sr.\mulal:ion

for Ats venbss.ng. It will net pexiozm Ak ies bes\-. an

" 4n envizonment that parstrésses’ oF svérloads i, buk there




45 aldp eyidence that prolonged subjection o veity s
‘r.anous or tinstimulating: enviramnen{: 1s .detrimental
Garisty ot peychelogical Einétfons' (of,dubsic, o625
Zubok. & Welloh, 1963 Zubsk gk al,.1970) Tt is o
eharefore plausible to suppose that orgsnisms sesk’

stimilation that taxes the nervous system to the: right extent.

he relationship bekwesh drousal ‘and Giriosity can tnus be
depicted as ‘an inverted U-shaped curya. herlyne (1963)

" thus defines curiosity as a Stateof Heightensd arouaal, dnit
aversive condition brought about by incompleta pe:ceptien o£
a sector of ‘the stimilus field.uhich legvss the sublect in

some Rty ding its % tics.

There is considerable support for theories connecting

curiosity and arousal. A great deal of expeximentdlwork

(ef. Sukolov, 1963) has shown that some forms. of éxploratory

behaviour are ied by pexrvasive psy ical

changes, including several recognized fndices of azousal .

such as the ENG and GSR. Secondly, stimuli which have begi !

shown to be capable of increasing curiosity (e.9% foved. or T
' gurpriging stimuli) axe also capaple of 1ncreaslng a:eusal

2 laxge number of studies {Baker & Franken, 18673 Bex:lyne
1960, p.190; Bexlyne et al, 1963; Berlyne & Iswis, 1961,
Barlyne & Lawrence 1964; Berlyne & Mc Donnek, 1965;. Berlyne
st a1,1968) has besn carried out showing thatt aur,tos:,ty—

provoking stimuli can profoundly affect the GER ami ‘the

duration of alph; 4 zatlon n—. the EEGy

However, -at this stage it ‘s perhaps wiher not £o equabe

curiosity with's stata’of hotghtensd arousall since the




Telationsh.p betWess curiosity dnd the staté of arbusal is

ot isémerphic. Yof example’the level of amousal hag be.
affected by stimuu that' do not. ps:uvoke curiosity, it ha#
algo Been shown Elat; different maasnres ot physiulogical

“'axousal may. reflect dineiisic 15 ot behaviow ay
arousal; Lacey '(1967), for examplé, dlffe:entxates be\‘&een
wlectrocbrtical, lghavioural and autononic ardusals”

For the purpose: of this. dissértation, it has. therafore

bean decided to ‘view the level of m:eusal 45 & physiolegtoal

* concomitant of ciriosity, rather-than as. the' deteminant ana
to define curiosity as & motive fo acgatze of transform
incoming stimulation under circumstarices that offer no
\nmedlate value fox such activity in terms of classic .

biogenic needs ox acquived drives,

The ¢lassification of Cutlosity and Explorat Rehariotr .
A nutber of systems of classification are at'present.in

use. Curiosity has besn divided up, aceordlag to the forn )

it takes (Derlyne, 1960,p79, 1963; Fiske & Madai,I961Y ’!he

First type of tion is the orienting of

adjusting response {Sokolov, 1963} sthich involves sught
muscular and postural adjustments such as tiead t\u‘niy_ng Q.
simple Soulay movements, The sezond ypeof explcr‘a;ich
undér this classification is the investigatory xesponse
whieh invelves greater adjnstients in the physical
relationships betwesn the individual and his enviroumeat,
neluding Locomotish and sinple manipulatiop such as '

. pioking something up. Play is the thixd type of exploratory .
hehawiour and Lk ifvolves & 1onge1: pezsod of interest. than. :




“hat whidh chatackert , the invest and orienting

mespnnsez, mhis cxasstﬁcaﬁim does. huwevsr, hot seem to
be vaxy praiitabla, ginde it 15 hmossﬁﬂe xo, sy thh any
,ce:\:alx‘n:y What egsentlal dietj.ncuons uu:x:espond» o thasa
suparfical -boundary 1ines,

A more fruitful alaass.ﬂcatiun g that of Bezlyne (1963)

ot intrinsie and Lo types of Svplostion. . Toods.
segking snd otner classes of yeliaviout Eor whj.ch there m:e
- slearly discernable and unique cansequem;s may be: 1iewea
s uxtringic exploratory behaviour, Whils intrinsle exploratosy”
benaviont ‘refers to those types of enavtous: thak aze )
carkied out £or their own sake. X ) .
rhen there is the distindtion between specific and,
aiverse exploration, Specific ekplozation has the function
of providing stimulation from a definite source. It ds
iiie Kind of behaviour we perfora when.we ate Jooking st or’
" for something in particnlar, Diverse enploration,-on the
other hand, has the function of Introducing etimulation
from any source that s interesting or entextaining.
Whenever ‘the extsrnal envitorment |3 imordinately Bull or
monotonolis - diverse explopation is likely to 0oChE.
A Further distincidon which is often madé is- that bebween
perceptual and eplstemic curiosity. The distinction ls
fevy similar th that made between spocific and alverse
evploration: . Berlyne has defined perceptual cuzinsity s

the state of helghtened arcusal that can be reneved by

apscteic exploration and in yhich specitic exp ¢
are 1ikely &b ooowts, whe\:eas epis\-wlc C\xriosi'ay is the staee .




of beightened arousal that 'oan be relieved by the acquisibion .

of krowledge, by which is meant structures of symbohc

Tesponses (Berlyne, 1954) .

Factors influencing Curi.uslgg

The appearance’ and strength of the cutLosity motive or’
drive for exploration is dépendent om.many Factors hoth
inside and outside the organism. Physical factors in the
frdividual's owp history or in that of his prediecessors may
affect his arousal potential (¢f.Cowley & Griesel,
1963, 1964) and thus indirectly cnrlosity, ' ‘There is
also no doubt that curiosity 45 influenced by social and
environmental factors such as the stimulation and reinforcdement
of exploratory behavioir and experience with certain stimulus
material. The properties of external stimuii, e.4. bright-
ness, loudness and colour also infiuence the appearance
and styength of curlosity. However; acgording to Berlyne
{1954, 1960, 1963, 1965) who has done extensive resgarch in
the £igld, the paramount determinants of curiosity are &
group uf stimuius properties commonly referréd to by such
terms as:“novelty","surprisingness®;"change","inconyriit; ",

rambiguity™, ¥ e Itey, " ity" and

"ouzelingneds”. These properties are collectively veferred
to by Berlyne -as "collative properties”. :

What these collakive properties of stimuli-have 4 aotmon
o give them the motivational effects they apparently have
is stlll a debata):le question. At present there. are 2 main
g:ouys of t-hen:ies on the subject’ whlch are ‘closely za}.atad




“to-each other. According to Berlyne, thelir .commbh effect

168 1h confligk batween incompatible neural and ultimstély

motor actions. When a subject is confronted with dis~

crepant items of i ing to

sach'of them will be 4 but " these

mist necessarily compete with one another. For example, a
stimulus pattern that is novel must have. some ‘Fesemblance  to
a nimber of famillar stimilus patterns, say %,¥,2 and yet
not be quite like them. This means that responses associated
with x,¥,z will be instigated by stimulus generalization;

but since x,y, and z are distinct there must be some degree
of incompatibility between them. Furthermore, the fact
" the novel stimulus s discriminable from x,y, and z will
make for the inhibition.of these responses and will conflick
with their excitation (Berlyne, 1963). The reduction of sonflict
through exploration is held to.be rewarding.

A second broad group of hypotheses attributes the motivats
ional effects of these collative properties +o "stimulus change®
{Dember & Earl, 1957), "variatlion in stimulation® (Fiske &
Maddf, 1961), "discrepancy between thé kind of stimuius the
organism receives and the kind it is set to receive" (Hebb,
1949; MeClelland,1953; Sckolov,1963), or “incansistency
between available items of information” (Pestinger,1857:
Heider,1946) .

Both the “gonflict" hy 5 and the ses of

the “stimulus change" type explain the motivational effacts

of fhe collative stidulu . 1y. Cleser

examination revealé all these explanations.to be very similar




(cf., Bexlyne,. 19657 Piske & Maddl, 1561). Duriag the! dovras..’
ot bhis dissaktatioﬂ the corflidt hypothesis-will be roughly
adhered £5, although it is perhiaps pheferable 6 thisk of
-conflict &s one determinant.of curiosity rather {-,han a5 the
detsrminant underlying 8l the collative varisbles,’

It should perhaps be mentioned that the célistive * -

variables are by ne means confined to Scoasioning and directing

exployatory responses. Instead of eliciting esploration,
which' lnvolves approach; hovel, surpz‘is;nq ox. strande
objects, for example, may evoke fear and. fligit. Whethay
exploration or flight will ocour depends. £o -a-large extent
on how disturbing the stimuilus is, and on the internel -

state of the organism (e.g. how tense he is, on his person~ -

ality). Observations of vascillation between cutiosity and-

fear have nften been observed in animals and human béings.

The Collative Variables as Determinants of Curlosity

The collative stimulus properties mentioned earlier ave

al} %o a grecter or lesser extent related to each other and.

céan be divided into 4 main categories: complexity; “nr‘aztainty, -
" novelty and incongruity. Some of the Tesearch relevant £6

these collative properties and conflict Will be eALt.with: .

briefly.

Camglexitx

Stimulus complexity refexs to the amount of varlebylor -

aiversity in = stimulus pattern. Degree Of ucmplexi£y ps

considered by’ Berlyhe (1960, p.38) to be posifively related

to the nimber of distinguishable alefients in- & stimulus. o
“'plex ahd ta the extent of dimsimilarity heuween,ele:nepc;.




1t variés inversely with the degree to Which several elements

in.a stimilus complex are responded to. as. s valtll Am.;ugh' 5
setmis conplexity ssens &2 Be relativaly aasy bo deal wEH
sinc; 1t pan be described in terms of “the physical Atkpipates
of a particular stimilus Judging by the nubes of studies
¢hat have been carrisd out and the nurber of canflicting’
vesilts that have been produced, it seams £0 be. an extrevely
elugive concept. R ’

Host investigations on the: affects of orblexity on
curlosity in humsn beings have used vignal stimuli and s
tachistoscople exposure technigues. Experinents are usually
one of two types: in the first, subjects are presented
sitwltaneously with two stimuli, aiffeving in complexity
Jevel, on a sovsen and asked which they prefer, or, altem-

natively, the amount of time spent Eixating aach stimuivs.

and ding eye are ded.. “These
recordings are then tsken as a measure of the subject's
vonriosity” in each stimlus. In the second type of experi~

ment, the subject is presented with a Gariety of scimall

“‘exposed on the screen, one at a cime, and given some Means

¢ controlling the exposure time of sach stimulus.. The
length of lovking cime at each stimulus is then taken as &
nmeasie of his curiosity in that stimelus. Physiclogieal
noamuzes such as the EEG and GER sve often recorded stonl-
faneousdy » .
Using fore ox less the above methods, Berlyse (1957,
Lo58), Herigne & Tavrencé (1964), Day (196%. ives, 1967},
grasnborqer. st al. (19670 Lockart, (1956) , Minton (1963,




1963a) found; that subjects spent systematically nore tine

’ Josking-at the aiora comple stimalt and preiezzed e moze,
ccmplex figures to. simpler ones, Other studies, (Baker: &
Franken, 1967; Serlyne & Tewis, 1963; Beriyne et al. 19637
Berlyse & McDonnel, 1965) equating curiosity with ‘Inéreages .
in arousal have found an increasé in the d\,\‘:al;ion of dipha .
desynehronzation tn bhe EEG and an incresde 1i the ampii- -,
tudes, of the GOR with ifcreased complexity of ratterns.

Not all results have been positive, howaver.. Berlyne

{1863a) ; using the first method described above, found thar.’

subjects showed a tendency to select more complex or lrre-
gular patterns when initial exposures lasted 0,5 to 1,0
seconds and less complex patterns when exposures lasted'3
to 4 seconds. Berlyne explaing this by postulating that the
5,5 to 1,0 second exposives wers insufficient to identify
the pattern and that in such cases motivation would ins E
clude a large guota of perceptual curfosity: therefore
subjects would be more likely to.choose the more.irregular

figure. Lomger exposures are more likely to permit absor-

btion of adequate i 3 garding the natuve of both
patterns and subjects would be influenced more by the kind’

of motivatfonal state that underlies diverse or aesthetic
exploputory behaviour. Heckhausen (1964) fesls, nevever, -
that the apparent contradictions in this study arise so;ely" g

£rom the of 4 on’ ‘-f caleulys™

with an-'elemeptaristic theory of psychological f\mctioning

He points’out that behaviour is o - ; ot of

in the !.nfamauon theoret].c sense ; but-of complexity as




.7 pereeived.. Whereas. the more Lrregulai pattegns. i’n seriyn
" study ‘wers less réfuadant or more complex.in an Lnfa:mation
" fboretic sangey phenomensily’ they vere less ccmplex Chas
some: of the less ixxaqulaz patmzna. . -
other stidies have found: a negative relationship bét-
ween complexity and preférince. Eidenmain (1966; 1967) éouna L
that.nis swjects favowsed symetricsl shspes aid “rejected,
complexity 5 4 hidhly significant exesnt".
* Individual differénces in complexity vave. 4156 baen.
* cbserved in a mumber of studies. Denbrt and ¥arl (Jss*

" have put forward the notion that 1ndividuals have a pxafej: ad -»E

T

or optimal ‘evel of complexity cauaa the “pacex stimuluv "

They state that the subject will attend most freghently s

the pacer stimuius as sompared with stimuli of a greates.’

or lesser complextty level. Vitz {1966) wsirg a paired )

comparisen design found considerable experimertal support .

for this idea. Munsinger & Ressen (1964) found fhat vns

sophisticated subjects preferred a lower level of c‘om{:rexicg

as compared with subjects who had sxpetiance w.‘d:h vaz:iahle S

oz complex shimuli, whether this prefersnce was 1nduced.

experimentally ‘or was the result of specific pxofesgiongl

tzaining. g
Other studies have related preference for ccmplexity

0 ‘age. Munsinger, Ressen & Kessen (1964) and Piglétick

8- Woodrufs (1964) found that younger children prefexted &

hi:_rhev level of compléxity than older children ané glder

child:en Ahan adui.cs. “Brennan, Anes & Moore: (1966) and |

Wisshger & Welr (1857), hovevar, found’ bonplexity. to be.




an"{nczéasing Tthear finotion ot dge n‘youhg snfanes.’

Thomas (1968) tested 878 subjscts from-6. to 19 years of. aq«y
und- found that. fixstion time was a lihear E\mqtimx of gom .
‘plenity in all age groups up to the ags of 15, thereafter:

the fuhction was tieally ) with age
dependent ghifts in the point of peak pzaferéncé.
Hutt and McGrew. (1969) and Black et ai. (1911) also £ound -
that preference for complexity increases with age.

One reazon for some of the disagrsements if.the Eleid .
is ‘the number of different types of complexity that have '
been used in these studies: e,g. number of distinguishable
elements (Berlyne, 1960}, number ¢f independent turns of
a figure (Hunsinger & Kessen, 1964), nuftbér of:steps (Vitz,
1963) . Other writers point out that complexity nedd not

1y be unidi 1 Rump . (1968) , for examplé,

obtained gero correlations hetwesn scores of preferance
for asynmetry, multiplicity and hetsrogeneity of eleménts.
He warns, furthermorve, that reports should mentlon the
various measures used in the study instead of the term
“prefereénce for vomplexity". Clearly rore systematic,
research. is nedded to clarify the subject. ’

Novelty
Berlyne (1960, p.18) defines novelty as the praae}\,c,e
in s stimulus Of some property never preiously experishced;”.

hy the {zbsolute novelty)., -or the ) of .

familiar clements in'a cambs.nation or patkern which-is new

o the organisin's experience (relgtive novelty_ » U In - addition




a stiul\llus may be considered novel beuausa 1% has not Bees: =
encc\m“‘e}:ed for a period of minutas or hours {gl hort-bem noveibx)
o Becaise it has mot bgen' sncounteréd £67 4 period: of

days, months or yeavs. (long-tetin novelty;) .Thus novelty

cannot be {dered i ntly of the organiem's past
axperience or total environment.

gince it is impossible in most cases, with the Foaubls
exception of infants, to gain f£irm knowledgs of the subject'a

past experience, the general practise in most eXperiments 'on

novelty is to familiarize the subject with one set or élass

of stimli and then to provide a choice batween these stimuli
and ones not encountered previeusly in that situation.

There is fairly general agreement in the literature that ' )
novel stimili are prepotent in eliciting attention, oxientation
and exploration with only extreme or intense degress of novelty
ovoking avoidance and fesr. Berlyne (1957, 1956, 1968, 1970}
Greenberger et al, (1967) and Leckart (1966) foun  ‘ihat
free looking time and stimulus preference are directly.
related to stimulus novelty. Fantz (1864), in a study of -
few-born infants, found a greater fixation time tp novel’
stimali than to faniliar eguivalents. Hutt (1967) found that .
7-mont old infants would grasp and maniptlate noval objects
{presented by a familiax adult) with alacrity. Attewtion

was found to with rep of an obiack, f

Harris (1965) and Mendel (1965) also found that kindergarten .
children showed a preferende for novel toys as compared with

£amiliar ores.




Inaongxuitx
. mhis couative variabla can he xeqarded as a fuzm Of:

x:ela"ive noveity. Inconqxui.ty exists when'-d stimulus induces

.‘an’ expectation which turns: out to.be disappointed by- the .

ng stimalt, by ‘requires not mersly 4
combination of stimuli thet is novel, but. s u{anﬂ:m‘m:s,on,
dlfferieg from, yet Having components in common with ond that:’
the organism has leszned to treat as .iore likely (Berlyne; 13601

" _Berlyre (1963) and Connolly s Harrié (1971) found tnat -
subjects looked significintly longer at congribus pictuzes:.
Incongruity has also weén found to increase the -mean amplitude 2
of the GSR (Berlyne et al, 1963) snd the Auratidn of alpha
desynchronization in:the EEG (Berlyne & McDonnel, 1965} .7

Conflict and Uncertainty
As stated eariier, Bexlyne (1963) regards conflict

between incompatible neural and ultimately motor response -

tendencles as one of the principal determinants of curlobily.

Thres propeities that a degres of conflict medsure showld -

‘have are that conflict should increase with:.
( E3 the nearness to equality in the etzenqth of’ i:hs
conmpeting response tendencies.

[GF*5) the numbe¥r of competing response tendencies,

Wity | the st gth of the .
{Berlyne, 1954, 1957a, 1957b; Brown & Farber. 1951)

Berlyne (1857a, 1957b) has secured evidence that all three

a£ these variahleés influenca one of the most ‘sensttive Tndlees

| cf uoniuct, & lengthening of. the xsaction timg (RPY . -Howevel, -




at this ‘stage ho studies have Been, on the Eelati

batween fonflict as by & % hing of the RY and

other measures of suriosity.

R The woncegt. of is sed.
almost synonymoualy with WLt by Beriyne. (3863},  According
to information theory there.can be no receipt of: information:
without: some initial uncertainty or entiopy: Tha corresponding
pyschologloal fack is, according &6 Berlyve, egually valids .
Ythe receipt of information. cannob-he rewarding without some
initial conflict and uncertainty™. ;

According to Berlyne (1963; 1966) awblguéds stimuid, sosh
as blurred pictures, induce subjeckive uncertainty, an aversive.-
condition which results in heightened perceptual curiosity.

The alleviation of this conditinn, through incoming information |
15 held to be rewarding. Nicki (cf. Berlyne & Borsa, 1968)
found that the replacement of & blurred picture with its
corresponding clear version would reinforce an instrumental
response in human subjects.  Berlyne & Borsa (1968) also
showed that blurred plctuves redulted in an intensification

of the orientation reaction as indicated by the dufation of
alpha desynchronization in the EEG. That both these effects
depended on the subjective uncertainty of the blurred pictuzeg‘
is shown by the fact that these sffects did not occur when -

& blurred picture was immediatsly preceded by @ clesr version .

of the same pleture.

168l

Other studies show an increase in epistemni

with i subjective : nty, . Berlyne (1962} carried

Sut AR in which " TP 0 angwer a




nignber of multipls ‘hotoe guestions'with 2, 3-and 4 alm:nativ g
'»Su'bjects hen rated hiow intsrested. théy vied in Jearning: the:

answers. - Curlosity was found £6 increase with tha numher

of alte‘matives poseible, Crandall {1571} on tha othar

hand, in A gimilar experiment; found that SHers was) a. Hons

monotonic Telationship betwsen curiosity and subjective ipe

certainty with the greatest curidsity ocourring ak inf.ezmediate :

levels of uncertainty. cleazly further stu&ies are . ngeded td

clarify the issue.

Intelligence and Curiosity
A number of studies have attempted to relate s¢oves o’

various curiosity tests to lhtelligence. Pielstick e Wood-
rugf (1964) found that mors intelligent children shoved :
significantly more curiosity (p<0,001) as measuréd by ‘the
iength of exposure of silides on a tachistoscoplc exposure
‘test, Using more or less the same method, Melchert (1967}
however, found thak brighter children looked shorter.at
moye complex slides in a tachistoscopic exposure test
(P<0,05). Cummings (1967) snd Maw & Maw (1961) found sman
_positive relationships betwéen curiosity and intelligérice
{as measured by the Lorge~Thorndike test), whila Day {1968);,
Lengevin (1971) -and Penney & Mc Cann (1964) and Benhcy & -
Reinehr (1986) found no relationship bétween inteliigence

and curiosity as measured in a number of curiosity guestion-

aires:
Hewever, &s Panney & Mc¢ Cann (1364} geint aub, lack

uf sixong poss.tiae cortel:ations hetween curiasity smq




1ntelll.gence is partial ewvidence . for 5iscrim'§nt Va].isty.
Cnmphell % Piske {1959) state that tests can be 1nvau.datei 4
Yy high correlations with other tests whilch puxpoxt to :
‘medgire different tralts.

© Further Interindividual Differences in Curiosthy
Observation of everydsy 1ifé shows that individuals

show relisble differences in. the intensity and quility

of. their variation seeking. Some pecple are simply

more interested i1 and dispossd towatds the occurence

of change, novelty and surprises than othérs, One

thinks here of the two wall-known personality

traits: "intolerance for umbiguity® (Frenkel-Brunswick,
1949), and "extraversion- introversion® (Zysenck, 1941, :
1947). The ndividual with high infolerance £or ambiguity. '’
is depicted as ope who prefers familiarity, symmetry,
definiteness and reqularity. According to Eysenck

{1953), extraverts require more stimulation and express

greater stimulatis g behaviour than in
-~ order to maintain optimal arousal levels. Some
confirmation for this conclusion is found in the studies
of Farley & Farley (1967,1970) who found a. significant

relationship between extraversion aud stimulus seeking

as by the Seeking. Scale
tauckesman, Kolen, Price & Zoob, 1964) and the Change-
Seelker Index {Carlington & Shimota, 1964). -Phillip
8. Wild {1970} also found that, in a sensory deprivatfon

situation, ts had @ st 'higher need




“£ér-stimulation than introverts: ) ; R
At this motient. thera ts. Little evidende on yhich'to | "
base ai explanatisi of the existehct of individixi g
diffsrences in the intensity and mode of expression
of curiosity. Berlyns (1960,1963) and Fiske £ Maddi
(1961) feel that individual differerites in’curiosity’”

could be the result of differencés in. the individualls
arousal potential. . .EBarly experience could alic be

an important factor. Adults.exposed to.a ‘relativély
great’degree of variation in childhood may show. &
higher nozmal activation level than a person.who. has
been restricted in this regard. Theré is certainly
evidence from animal studles that a more varisble edtly
" environment produces an adult organism that is pertept-.

ually and.behaviorally more. alert and. sapable of oplng

with changes in the environmeat & ex,
1961}, Studies of children in orphanages {(Pénnis,1860§. "
have shown that children reared under unnsually severs. ..
conditions of restriction ave relatively. inattentive, - -
fwpul-4ve-and limited in cognitive ability. '
Maltaman {1962 suggests that the intensity of ihe need
for varistion can be influenced by paxental training
Practises. ' Parents who ellcit and reward umushal
responses are fostering a high dagree of cuz}._osit’y

lek; Maw & Maw, 19€6: Saxe & Stolback, 1971).

Status ‘of the curlosity

Althongh a Large nmber;bf atudies have besn carried




B

‘vt on the collative Goverminants of curiosity and th vars

fous other factors infiiencing curicsity, the imter-.
relationships between these tollative propertles remain
ambigusus, becavse Beriyne and Wis. co-workers-Have, iz genr

eral, limited theiselves to.w piedes .. Btudying
cne varisble at a tide and few ctudies Have atvanpted to
Intexrelate the vavious types of curiosity weassres in uee
and_to show whethey curiosity is unltary.or miltitacated.

In an attempt to test the hypothesis that curissity is
a unitary jevin {1971) . the

of subjects on the Test of Spevific Curiesity (bay, 1968}
the Test of Reactive Cuziosity (Penney & McCann, 1984) ¢
the Intevest in Complexity Test and the Experimental
cariosity Test (Langevin, 1971). "wo intelligency measures

were 21so included to 1f the Losik;

were distinct from IQ. Factor analysis of the results
revealed 2 weak curiosity factors: Breadth of Interest
{diverse curiosity) and Depth of Interest {specific curiesity).
As a whole, curlesity measurrs were distinet from intelligence:
and from each other. .
Langevin concludes that curiosity is a "simple 1abel that

is applied to ebsexving, tioning, ific
and’ diverse wxploring and choosing, among other Ehings:'
There is no vesson why these types of behaviour should

pe interrelated to foym some overall curiosity factor.® .

Summary and. Conclusions

In this chapter an sttempt has been nade.to put. the gtudy
45 historical perspective. . It was polnted ouf that an increased




‘oF motivat ther than hunger.: th:f-x;ét,

se¥ of ‘éscape. from pain, resulted in the Formulation 6f pamerons
theoriss postulsting A “reed For sensory variation®. OF thase
theories, that of curiosity, as put forward by Berlyne (1950,
18 the most widely accepi-;ed. Curiosity is seen ag 'a.-state of:
helghtened axéusal brought about by the collative properties of.
stimilt (e.g. fiovelty; complexity, incongruity). Hxploration
of these stimuli reduces the curiosity drive. Berlyne (1960
further suggested that what these collative properties havé.in'
common in influsncing criosity is that conflict in ons foim
" or another is present. The considerable ,up;;é:t foz aenyné's
theory,. found in recent literature, is roviewed ip this chapter
together with research pn other fackors which have been found:
o influence curiosity. :
Although this study leans heavily on the theory of
ouriceity puk forward by Bexlyne, there aré some differ-
oncés in emghasis. Sinde the exavt relationship between
" guriosity, exploratory behavour 2pd arousal is still.inm .-
doubt, no attempt has been Mide to define curiosity im .

tetms Of Arousal and in this study curiosity is seen as'a

motive to acquire or tncoming 1ation under
clreumstances that offer no immediate V;lue in terms of
classic biogenic nesds or acquired drives. Furthermotre
"although the 'confiict' hypothesis put Sorward by Beriyne

is phenomenclogically attractive; there 'is no direct evidenge "
thai; conflict underlies the motivational efficts of the-
Gollative propérties of silmuli-or that doilick, ar defined -

by Bérlyne, is in fact a unitary concept.  If diffetént




forms of confilet underlis the motlvational effects of the

 yatious collative stimuius properfies,. the problem is:no -~

nearer solukion.

In the 1% jeyied in this chapter, it is’
usnally assumed thet curiogity is & unltsxy and wniversal:
constrict. However, Lhis assumption Nas not héen sebstant:

isted sxpsrimentally. As o Often happens when' a new

theory is i in psy gy an amount:"of.
research, usually focusing on some particular aspect of

the theory is yenerated, while global hypotheses have o

be neglected until move 3 o on particwlar aspects:
pecomes avallable. The. theory of curiosity is no »
éxceptisn. No studies attempting to. ahow whether . the

curiosity construct is unitary of nuitiEaceted, by

focusing on its principal determinants as outlipéd by

Berlyne have been carried out, While novelty; co;nplg;:ihy ;
incengruity, uncertainty and coufliet have all sepavdtely ’

een: found to influence curiosity, no Etudies havé abteipted "
&0 show whether these collative properties:are also related

‘o asch other. The only &tudy (Langevin 1971) in which:

ghe Gnitary nature of the curiosity construct is discussed,.
used a number of curiosity questionnaires, supposedly noAsHELNg.
experiential, specific and diverse curiosity, and i test of . -

only one of the collative stimulus propérties. (complexity). -

$ince the sti ired, h Lves ways in
which curiosity expresses itself rather than’ the basic
*fagtors; underlying curioaity, it is hot surprising that
‘factor analysis-revéaled more thnhone factew.  The

questich, therefore, is still open:




“vierKets in-the’ Fisld. have used only the domestic: rat. dn

Améridan college ‘stident as subjects. - Both groups.of

" pubiacts are known. 0. b highly curtous.. ‘Tt may el b
“that his formulations are siot vaild for ‘pthar, group :
sibjects (e.g. From &' different, ciliuref. el

-+ Hoze resesrch intothe 1nter:e]:atii‘}z‘j.ps bétysan the

. ollstive. deterninants of eurlosity in s wider populatio
than provicusly. considered is clearly nesded bafore: dsfinite
conclusions abous the nature of curicaiby dan-be dram




craprER’ TE

COMPARING - CURIOSTTY EROSS~CULTURALY, K

Introduction :

The aim of crbse-cultural psychology i 't study the )
effect of cultural factors on bshaviouz. Thsozaexcal
coneeptions as to. the natuve of observed differences bstween
cultural groups are likely to affect the research strategy

‘employed and the interpretation of the results 4nd it 1s’

as v to put ‘the.study in
perspective.

Briefly thare appear to be thtes main points of view
in the literature with regard to the nature of uhsexvae
Ppsychological differsnces between cultural grfzups. .
) e differances are genetic. Many older studies siick
2s those.of Fick (1939) and Porteus (1937) and some more

" recant ones (Fensen, 1968; Shusy, ‘1966, p.526) nadhtatn’that "
_génetic ravial differences in behaviour do sxlsk )

{13) The Envi lists, (St +.1964) ; on the uth

hand, zsgume that all ethn.c differences can be explaineﬂ
1N terms of culture.and that under favoursble co'xdi\:iuns :
every indiviahay is almost &nf1n1+a1y mnxovame" (Tylsr.,

19657, . - g

(1343 A third, at present mbre ou¥rent: point of v,lew,
s ofeE, Beixy, 1966 Bleshsuval ;- 1972,.2872 (a;, Ferqussan, :
1556+ Tyler, 1968, p. k47 beids thot S1i-nman tratds,
wtth Fhg-exception of 4 fok phystcal charscteristics that,

' dépend on genetic eridowniabt alons, are produced through an




and- enyire 1 influents

haviour are not ‘as letely

‘ génetically detérmined but rathet seen s gaining atability

during the course of developmént -through i i between

an individual and his envizonment: Considerabie support for
this polnt of wiey has'been found by Grant’ {1969), who; in a
study of an African group in culbv. 'Atransitio‘h, found. Ehag -
an enriched environment brought about #n ismproverment of
cognitive tests and also'a greaber dfffersntiation of
abilities, - :

In terms of this point of view, there .can'he no such
thing as a culturs-free test because the sbilities of man
are themselves not culture-free (Fergusson, 1956,. Frijda
& Sahoda, 1966). However, the concept of the culbime-falr
teést, thé aim of which is to give no undue sdvantage to some’
cultural groups rather than others, while theoretically mire
sarisfactory, has hardly been more productivé. #s Bieshetvel

(1972) points out, the psychologist has insuffliciént X

to enable him to decide whether differences in observed
behaviour reflect racial differences in genstic caparity or
merely differences in physical environment. In addition
these factors may lateract in influencing the tesuits of &
test (Segall et al., 1966}, so that if is extremely difficulf
to know whether the Instrumént one is using is -culture-fair.’
This problen is &lécussed more fully later in this chapterf :
bit & completely -satisfactory solution has yet to be found.,
Another clagely ralated theoretical issue which has

jmportant {plications’ for hethodology and interpretation




of results iy whisther!the differences in tlis ciltures béing

compared are gusrtitive or gualitative.

_Berry (1979, 1972) -and “Eckensbergér  (1972) hold &
‘wiewpdint of “radical cultural relativism'; nainely, that
oné. can assune- no’ psychological wniversala ordms cultures:.
"ydeally each behaviour systsm should be unda:stoaﬂ in, its,
own terms, each aspect of behaviour must be viewed. dn zeiatinn
to its behavioural setting, Tt follows from this that the |-

comparison of behaviour froin different cultural settings is-

ssentially a false o fox we ara'cblr{parlnq
incomparables.* ({(Berry, 1969}.
Poortinga {1971), on the other hand, expanding on
Kroeber's (1948, p.573) views on the "psychic unity-of
inankind®, holds that it is unlikely that qualitative differences.

in the basic properties of behaviour will ever be, found.

immediately le di are ded as being fo
a large extent dependent on the "behavioural repertoive” )
which is at the disposal of a person im any particular
situation. {Poortings, 1972, p- 7).

Poortinga, thus starts off with the "null hypothesis
of no qualitative differences between cultural groups, whils
Bexxy and Bokensberger hold that one should never gerionsly
entertain the nuli hypothesis (Eckensberger, 1372).

The difference between thess two points of view seens
+6.be mainly one of intent. Berry feels that the intention -
of cross-cultural psychology should not.be .a genaralizacion
of & result over culturaly gzoups, whereas Poertinga feels

that a comparison between the ‘various cultural groups whi»ch




" -goes beyond a.listing oFf differences’ fn repertoire is

possible. g .

| From the point of VieW of generating cFoss-euikural
research the hypothesis of no qualitative differenvés .in
behaviour batween cultufal groups is felt to be fiore )
‘prodictive and is, in princlple,. adhéred ko in this study.
However, rigorous methodological requitements ds to.the kinds

of data that are admissable should be laid doyn,

Methodblogical Considerations

A survey of the litersture reveals that enthusiasm for
the divect comparison of scores on psychological tests between
Qifferent cultursl groups has waped in recent years (Bisshenvel,
1972; Berry, 1968, 1972; Cronbach, 1972+ Eckensberger, 1972}
Izvine & Senders, 1972). The multitude of difficulties

encounffed with respact to the translation of the

inte the langage of a dlfferent culture, Wolding motivation

in the cultures being compared constant, and the selac_tion‘

of comparable ‘samples, has led many psychologists in he

field, to dfspair of ever arriving at psychologicak

{nstruments which can be meaningfully compared across Gulbures.
Neverkhelsss, in view of the reasons glven in'thé nekt '

sectlon, it is felt that the collection of comparative data.

is 4 However. stringent criferis should be laid
dovn a8 té the data that is admissable. i

Most wx‘i.rteru in the field call fox some form of .
'"funcu.oxfal eqilvalencae” as & raquirensnt for cross-cultural’

comparability. In genexal késts are regarded as being.




(Pocrtinga, 1971y ox rafer 0. the sama constrcts or 1aeenc‘ :

vafiable in the cultures being compared {Berry, 1969, 19723

Eekensberger, 11972 . .

These resesrahers call ‘for all of the follwi.ng i o
combindtion: the tést should be homogeneons within sach
culture, according to some critérion of unidiménsibnaliey,
the indices repressnting the difficulties of the items should
have the sams order in the cultures considered, the test
should have the same factor loadings when the same battery '

& applied to each culture and factored; the test-should

have the same relaticnship with many ex srnal variables

in each culture. (Barry, 1969; Eckensberger, 1972, Irvine,

1966, 1969; Irvine & Sanders, 1972, Poortinga, 19713

Prieworski & Levine, 1966). The reguirements for cempazability

as set out by Poortinga will be discussed in some aetall since

_analysis of the results of this study involves the deternination
of his criteria of item and functional Equivalence: )
{a) Punctional Egulvalence According to Poortings (1971 i
Appendix A) a test can be regarded as funétionally equivalent-
for a certiln group if it measures qualitatively trie same y
attributes in the groups being compared. - As. a mutual cheek *

" on the functional equivalence of two ox more tests, oortings.
suggests comparisch of the correlation valies obtalied betwégo :
the rospective testa. hile aifferences in mesns between :

"\ the teqté do nek affect the valve oF Ahig’ cozrelgtion .

cnefficiant, and henca Sinckidnal eq\xivalem:e, it is




" necessary that.all itens in each test bo fatrly Homogeneous
in that they measuré the same ‘Gomplex of furctions. . Pirthexmors
an- additional requivemsnt (Booréinga, 1971, p. 70) which sdde .
strength to the fuictlonal equivalence of the tasts Is that
correlation with other. tests, not measuring ‘the same
constructs, should be the sime in the growps being compared:

It should be pointed out, however, that intercorrelstions
are relatively unstable €or small groups and that for :
meaningful comparison of correlation matrices; large
samples, beyond the scope of most research; are required:

80 that this method of analysis has limited spplicability.
A serious deficiency of the concept is thus that conditions
for its verification ({.s. homogeneous tests, large samples)
are often unattainable.

Functional Equivalence may also be investigatad by
means of factor analysis. A necessary requirement here would
be that the factor structure of the two populations:is

similar. A similar reguirement is by

(1972) . However the same restrictions apply as in the

analysis of functional equivilence by comparison or

correction matrices. Tha conditions for funckional
squivalence as dufined above are very similar to Berrienfs._
(1967} requirement for construct validity, in which he

advocates tasting whether the variability of medsurss taken, from
46 cultures are yelated o other varisbles within theix
respective culturas,’in a way that conforms to some f:heory

of the manner in which they .ought to operate.

(b goore Equivalence Hven Lf & test matisfies the




Yeyuirements of functional-eguivalence in certain: groups ;.-

a di in doeg not 1y reflect

" 4 quantitative difference in respect of some attribite the
test is measuring. Score equivaleiice reguizes, that thé -
scale on which asfributes are messtired mist be the same for
the groups being compared i.e. The predicted score on one
test mist be the sama for all subjects who have an equal

score on the other test irrespactive of whether: they belony

to che sawe growp or not.. foore equivalence can be studied;

by means of linear regression technigues.

Although tasts for scora egquivalence were fiot carried.
out in earlier cross-cultural studies, most researchers
implicitly assumed conditions similar to score equivalence
to exist in thelr @ata. )

(e) Item Equivalence 'This refers to the comparison of
statistical relations within the same test for the groups
involved in a compavative study, Item eguivalence ‘shovld

be guestioned if the order of ftem difficulty is C
significantly different for the groups being comparsd.

This procedure was followed by Irvine (1966) who fourd a
correlation of 0,695 between British and African school i
cbildren in one of his tests. He feels that the corvelatien :
wae styong emough o suggest that the construct belng tested :
was shared by, though not identical in the two groups .

One difficulty in the analysis of the item equivaience
of @ test by thic Tethod 15 that corrslation of item i
dlffievlties presupposes i iinesr xelationship between

scores on a test and the attribute being measured. . Fox




. example, if one of the tests in this study, a curvilinear

zelationship between ity and item P was.
antioipated. In this case; eorrelatien of lten aigeiculties
cannot be.regarded as a test of iten equivalence and :
4t ffarent methods must be used-

" ghese requiremenys for comparability across calbues,
although extremely rigorous still leave gome.loopholes.  The
evaluation of corpavability tskes place with egerence th ofher.
tasts or oriteria. It is possible thst analysis of tuncﬁ,onal'
cquivalence by correlational methods, £0r axampte,’ can shov
satisfactory results in Tespect of showe-term criveria, vhile
this may no longer be khe case when a check 1¢ made in terms of
long term criteria, possibly more representative of the atte
ribute concezned. |

A similar arqument spplies to 4he use of fackor analysis
in the determination of funcionsl eguivalence. Perfornatice on
» tost calis for many attributes Lo comblmation. Attributds
universally present among subjects in ohe culfure nay vary |
greatly in another culture, as a result of motivation, agtitudes
or soclal reaponse to & test. The implication iz that: Eact‘qx
analysis can go "only a smail distance coward clarifying a
atzucture of abilities® (Cronbach, 1972). Y

Another dLfficulty with the concepts, functional, score
apd item equivalence is that they can never be conclusively
proved, only confirmed ox aysproved. Furthemwore; even when©
one ‘accepts that a best does ot Measure the game behaviowr
in the populations stpaled, twe explanations are ;}osnhle;

althax the separate ‘popniation do ‘not possess the same ate-




ributed, or'; different parts of “hasicauy aqual netwcrks
are being compared (Roortinga, 1971.. p.. 7Y, In ke of the "
sgauhption that no gualitative differences pekuean different 3
groups exist, the second, explanation Hast. M aoceptgd So : ;
comparabilivy o tests cah never be proved of eveil ccnclusx.vs.ly :
aisproved; the procedutes ;-outliped above, only increase :
of decrease the prebabiiity that the grovps being: compared
possess the saime set of attributes.- ]

As Cronmbach (1372) points ouk, such rigorous reqnl:amsnts,
a5 are in general postulated for cross~cultural comparisop
ate mot iikely to be mef, Evidence from two' studies
{Poortinga, 1972; Poortings and Spies, 1972) shows’ that oven
in the comparison of simple stimuli in two cultures, fanctional .
2nd item eguivalence of scores may mot be Gbtained. Neverthe~ :
Jess, apalysis of the results in these terms.is of grest nelp

in ng less 2 f£rom more promising

ones and lead the reseancher to at least regard his results
\wléh veservations and caution. in fnterpretation. - Alreview
of oldar and less systematic studles (cf. Duijker and Frj.jda,
1966) shows that in proportion to the imfense effort that has
gone into theae studies, the results have been aissappolnting.-
Whether the more rigorous criteria laid down by more Tecent :
researchers will yleld more fruitful resulis remadns o be
saen. :

Some Keasons for a Cross-Cultural O arigon of

One- of the mast impértant’ reasens for carrying out a

ross-cilbaral tnvestlgation in psyshology 18 the tesbing

5f hypotheses, usually Jeveloped in Western cilture, to assess:




i their muvaxaan;y (Blesheuval, use wmung,nsn w#i;

;e_ge;enue o the: theory of curiosity put forvard in Cha,pter %
“ this can be considéred especially ralavant,. “serlime. ussza) Has:,
‘proposed that:the curiosity arive is nnate: uawaver. in

the formulation of his theorys he had relied aluost ex-

cligively on data fFron-the American coliege student

Ag a result many of nisy Formulations m&y lack nniversali€y, )
packicularly with Tespect to the collative variablss dnfliensing
curiesity and the relatlonship hatwaen curlosity and ca“iuct‘

this conndstion A ox Ltural ir sgation of curiosiey
felt to be relevant. LA
Another objsctive of psychological research among Afxigans»

to gatn a grester uiderstanding of thair behaviour and !
to determine the extent to which it s modifiable (Biesheuvel,
1958; Frijda 4 Jahoda, 1966; Provina et als, 1967). Thia
resason is, of course, particularly relevant when Africans’
come into contact with Western civilization and must adapt
to Iiving in a Western culture. Although considerable’ atténtian
1n crosercultural peychology has been concentrsted on_socialy
perceptual and. personality lssues, very 1itele work has been
done on the more besiu dynamics of behaviour, c.9. studies”
of motivation. TheXe are two popular conseptions. abovt the
africant thak he 18 less. %intelligent® and that his is slmver N
4n tempersment” or "lazier" than the furopean (Carothers, 1953).
Althiough a' karge nuibsr, albeit! fhconclustve studies have: been
‘caxtied out on the fizst, cuncgpucm, little or no work.Bas begn -
dope on kthe second i.;{eﬂv"-ba* the ¥ Afzican is ogarating at a’

lowar: fevel of atbns L ot Ggtivetion than theé European. the




implications of this econd conveption for the ity g
‘Situation, Job gelection and sducation need no enphsl (i
factors affecting fhe sevelopmbnt on Curiosity i Africang

In Chapter I, some effecte of ‘soctal; enylronmental’ cond-

itions and personality factors on curiogity were

While it is not within the.scope of this expleratéry study

to txy to untangle the genetic and envirohmental factord which
may aifferently affect the manifestation of curiosity in the.
twa cultural groups, sowe, mention of cultural factors which
may intluence the appearance sud strongeh of the curiosity -
motive in the two groups being studled should nevertheloss be’
made .

The early childhood experiénces of hfrican and European
children differ radically. Our western c¢uiture ism ohe which
stresses enterprise and originality from childhood on. - The
Furopean child is brought np, in early years; falrly airecély
by his parents. Frow an early zqe, he is intreduced to nalis,

patiding hlocks and mechanical toys. He is encowsaged tg, show )

curiosity and ask the g son "Way?". 1 11y, the
African culture is completsly Aifferent.- Work organization, in’
the tribal setting is communal and the tribe stresses ConfomLty s
o the group (Carothers, 1953, De Ridder, 19617 Glasy, 1961,
1963). Curiosity and Investigatory bebaviour are dincouraged.
(Grant, 1989, p., 467 Schiff, 1970, p.6J. Following weaning,

the African child suffers a period of relative neglect
{Biesheuvel, 1943; farothers, 1953: Grant, 1969). He is

usvally brought up by hjtg'gxmdparen/ts and duz;ing the day

i85 left very.much to his om devices and-the company of his




brothers and’sisters. ‘Ioys other than,those crudely made

by the ‘children thenselVes. are conspiciously absent. (Bdeihenval;

1943, 1972). | The Africai’ih the wrban mreas isin  stath of . i

‘transition betwsen ‘the tribsl and. Burepean cultires (De Kidder;
+'1961)." The majority of African femilies; although- their

enviroiment & not as aisidvantageous 2y the riral African's,

live outside the uropean residential azeas’ in. the,townships:

Gardens and houses ‘are small and children are forced to play

on the streets. They are left for the most. part of the day’

without any suparvision as both paFents go out. £o ¥ork.

Bilesheuvel (1643, p. 99) has written: “Hence from the

second or third year onward, the African child grows up in an

i su{ronment which is not only unstimulating on varlous accounts

but also lacks sympathy betwesn adult and child which is a sine

qita non of intellectusl development.® Conditigns at sehool

are little better.  Classes are so overcrowded (1 teacher to

60 pupils, 5.A. Statistical yearbook, 1968) that there’is

1ittle or no individual attention. When one considers’ these

facts in relation to Piaget's (1936) 3 broad stages of child

developrent. one sees that during the period of cawsallty, -

from 3. to B yeaws of age, when childish is
with "why", ché African child s left very much to his aws
devices and these is evidence that these. conditions d@tremantally
affect the deveicpment.of curiosity. Schiff (1970} in a study

"on mianifest onzlosity among Ganda praschool children found

éhat thesé childrén scored low relative to the maximum -
pbssible on all meadured bf cyriosity.  She attribites these

results o "caretaksr attltudes towards curiosity", thg dearth
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