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The aim of this study was to investigate curiosity styles of teacher candidates. A total of 250 teacher candidates —classroom/physical
education and sports- volunteered for the study. In the study Turkish version of Erwin’s (1998) two-factor curiosity scale was used as
data gathering tool. In the evaluation of data first reliability and normality analyses were made. And MANOVA was used as
hypothesis test at the %95 confidence level. This study showed that classroom teacher candidates' breadth of interest curiosity score
was significantly higher in comparison with physical education and sport teacher candidates.
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Introduction

Human has always been a social being, and for to function efficiently in a changing and complex social
environment, has required information about those around (Foster, 2004). But how can we explain this kind
of search? In some occasions the answer of the question is curiosity. Consequently, humankind's natural
curiosity has been a major motive behind the scientific discovery and the advancement of civilisation
(Cavojova & Sollar 2007).

Curiosity reflects a state in which people lack information and are motivated to find out what it is
(Noordewier & van Dijk 2015). Although many researchers tried to clarify curiosity, most of the pioneering
approaches done by Berlyne in the 1950s. In his studies, Berlyne explained curiosity through theories such as
drive reduction. According to this theory, curiosity is an appetite, such as hunger that needs satiation
(Berlyne, 1954; 1960). But researchers have conceptualised curiosity as the desire for new information and
knowledge (Loewenstein, 1994) and tried to understand and identify curiosity in multidimensional ways. For
example, while Colins, Litman, and Spielberger (2004) studied perceptual curiosity, Litman and Spielberger
(2003) studied epistemic curiosity, and each facet of curiosity differs from each other. For example, while
perceptual curiosity refers to the acquisition of new information by sensory stimulation, epistemic curiosity
refers to the tendency to seek out opportunities for acquiring facts, knowledge, and ideas (Colins, Litman &
Spielberger, 2004; Litman & Spielberger, 2003).

Another dimension of the curiosity arouses from the question: is curiosity a trait or a state part of
characteristic? According to Berlyne (1954), curiosity arose only within specific situations and therefore
cannot be a trait. But Kashdan and colleagues (2004) disagree with this view and add; curiosity arouses when
it is intrinsically reinforced and therefore it has a continuum form. Besides, Dewey (1910) explained three
forms of curiosity as a) physical, b) social, c) intellectual curiosity. According to Dewey physical curiosity
can be found intrinsically in every human and has no or very small goal, but social curiosity has an
intellectual side but not as much as the intellectual curiosity because it is simply an attempt to get more
knowledge. According to the third type of curiosity which Dewey explained, intellectual curiosity arouses
when we think there is something more hidden or behind that meets the eye (Reiro et al., 2006). Although
Dewey distinguished curiosity from interest researchers considered interest as a sub-dimension of curiosity
(Langevin, 1971; Ainley, 1987; Giampra, Camp & Grodsky, 1992).

Breadth- and depth-of-interest curiosity

When we look at the definitions on breadth and depth of interest curiosity we can see that while depth
curiosity refers to curiosity for ideas and experiences directed in a more sustained manner toward a single
topic, breadth curiosity refers to curiosity about many different topics, ideas or experiences in a constant
search for variation (Loewenstein, 1994; Grossnickle, 2016).

Approaches to breadth and depth of interest curiosity pioneered by Langevin. He introduced the
breadth- and depth-of-interest curiosity distinction through his exploratory factor-analytic research using five
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curiosity measures and a sample of 269 children who were 12 years old. Although latterly in 1976 Langevin
reconsidered his previous study and rejected the distinction between breadth and depth factors of curiosity,
Ainley (1987) extended Langevin’s research and fixed the difficulties associated with Langevin' s 1976 study
by using a much larger sample (N = 227) and by using exploratory factor-analytic procedures. Ainley also
used self-report measures and college students (Mage = 20 years). She found tenable two- and three-factor
solutions, but selected a two-factor solution most closely aligned with Langevin’s breadth- and depth-of-
interest scales. Ainley concluded that Langevin’s (1971) early work was tentatively supportable and that
curiosity consisted of two parsimonious factors: breadth- and depth-of-interest (Reiro et al., 2006).

Breadth- and depth-of-interest curiosity in Educational Context

Curiosity appears in educational contexts in several ways. It supports both the process and the outcomes
of learning (Spielberger & Starr, 1994) and consequently, these dimensions of curiosity have received some
recent attention in educational contexts (e.g., Deringdl et al., 2010; Bahadir & Certel, 2013). In their study
Bahadir and Certel examined breadth, depth and overall curiosity of physical education and other branch
teachers mutually (N= 388) according to socio-demographic features and specified higher overall curiosity
for female teachers and lower overall curiosity for physical education and sports teachers (Bahadir & Certel,
2013). In a similar study conducted by Deringdl and colleagues, study findings revealed higher breadth
curiosity than depth curiosity in teacher candidates (N=155) and higher overall curiosity for females
(Deringol et al., 2010). Demirel and Coskun (2009) also indicated high breadth curiosity for university
students. Although previous studies showed some empirical findings, personal factors have always been
determinants for curiosity in an education process. Besides curriculums taught for physical education and
sport faculty students vs. faculty of education students differ in many ways. Given this overviewed
information, this paper examined breadth- and depth-of-interest curiosity for physical education and
classroom teacher candidates.

Material and Method

Research Sample
Research sample constituted of 120 physical education and sport teacher candidates and 130 classroom
teacher candidates of Dumlupinar University (Mage22.23+1.56).

Data Gathering Tool

In the study, we used the Breadth- and depth-of-interest curiosity by Erwin (1998), which comprises of
two dimensions: Breadth and Depth of curiosity. The Turkish adaptation of the scale was done by Demirel
and Coskun (2009) using exploratory factor-analytic research. The Turkish version of the scale consists of 47
items and two dimensions (breadth 27 items and depth 20 items) and anchored with 6 Likert-type scales.
Cronbach's Alpha for the scale calculated by Demirel and Coskun as .93.

Procedure
The data obtained in the spring semester of the 2013-2014 academic year by the researchers using face
to face method in order to control the consistency of the answers given for the scale.

Analysis of the data

In the evaluation of the data first Cronbach’s Alpha calculated for the scale as a means of reliability for
the whole scale and dimensions. And Cronbach’s Alpha calculated for the whole scale as .90 (N of
items=47), for Breadth dimension as .857 (N of items=27), and for Depth dimension as .769 (N of items=
20). Than skewness and kurtosis values examined and finally in order to avoid type 1 error MANOVA
conducted as hypothesis test (0=.05).

Results

Table 1 includes demographic information of the participants. According to analyse results %80.4
(N=201) of the participants are below the age of 24, %56.4 (N=141) are male, %52.0 (N=130) are studying
at the faculty of education, %40.8 (N=102) are 3 class students and %72.8 (N=182) have lower GPA than
3.00.
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Table 1
Demographic information of the participants
F %
>24 49 19.6
Age <24 201 80.4
Total 250 100.0
Male 141 56.4
Gender Female 109 43.6
Total 250 100.0
Department of Physical Education and Sports 120 48.0
Education Classroom 130 52.0
Total 250 100.0
1 24 9.6
2 86 34.4
Classroom 3 102 40.8
4 and upper 38 15.2
Total 250 100.0
>3 68 27.2
GPA <3 182 72.8
Total 250 100.0
Table 2
MANOVA results according to department of education
N Mean Std. Deviation
Physical education and sports 120 63.44 16.19
Breadth Classroom 130 68.00 15.29
Total 250 65.81 15.86
Physical education and sports 120 46.61 10.79
Depth Classroom 130 48.53 10.63
Total 250 47.61 10.73

There was no significant difference between physical education and sports and classroom teacher
candidates when considered jointly on the variables breadth and depth curiosity, Wilk’s A = .978, F 5, 247) =
2.759, p = .065, partial n>= .022. A separate ANOVA was conducted for each dependent variable, with each
ANOVA evaluated at an alpha level of .025. There was a significant difference between physical education
and sports and classroom teacher candidates on breadth curiosity, F 1, 24g = 5.239, p = .023, partial n° = .021,
with classroom teacher candidates (M = 68.) scoring higher than physical education and sports teacher
candidates (M = 63.44). But there was not a significant difference between physical education and sports and
classroom teacher candidates on depth curiosity, F (1, 245)=2.009, p = .158, partial n’?=.008.

Discussion

Our present study aimed to analyse breadth and depth curiosity of physical education and sports and
classroom teacher candidates mutually. According to analyse results classroom teacher candidates scored
significantly higher than physical education and sport teacher candidates in breadth dimension. But because
of low partial n° (.021) we doubted that the effect of this significant difference is not too strong and we
calculated observed power and calculated as .626 and so we accepted our hypothesis (Brown, 2008). As a
result, it can be said that classroom teacher candidates are more curious about many different topics, ideas or
experiences in a constant search for variation than physical education and sports teacher candidates
(Loewenstein, 1994). In another word, they search for and/or superficially engage with a wide variety of
information and they also have a desire to experience a variety of stimuli (Pyle, 2013).

In the literature, there are studies which show similarity to our study's findings. For example, in their
study, Bahadir and Certel (2013) revealed lower breadth curiosity for physical education and sports teachers
than other branch teachers and indicated this situation as an unexpected result because of the
interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary nature of physical education and sports lessons. In a study conducted
by Demirel and Coskun (2009) significant differences emerged in breadth curiosity of university students
according to their department of education. Our findings show similarity with Demirel and Coskun’s
findings.
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It is obvious that curiosity appears in the education environment in several ways. So it is important to
keep the curiosity alive in order to achieve efficient education and consequences because curiosity is one of
the key factors for education.

Limitations and Future Studies

Although this study revealed significantly higher breadth curiosity for classroom teacher candidates than
physical education and sports teacher candidates has some limitations. First, all the participants were from
the same university and limited with just two departments and this lead a limited sampling group. Second
other personal factors such as gender or age excluded. So, in order to minimise these limitations, future
studies may focus on larger sampling groups with more independent variables. Also, it is important to prove
the connection between curiosity and education with empirical studies.
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