EXPLORATIONS IN TYPE-T: MINDSET, FLOURISHING,
PSYCHOLOGICAL ENTITLEMENT, CREATIVITY, AND STRESS

A Dissertation Submitted to
The Temple University Graduate Board

In Partial Fulfillment
Of the Requirements of the Degree
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

by
Mona Sarshar
December 2017

Examining Committee Members:

Catherine A. Fiorello, Advisory Chair, School Psychology
Joseph DuCette, Educational Psychology

Jean A. Boyer, School Psychology

Steven Jay Gross, Educational Leadership



©
by
Mona Sarshar
2017

All Rights Reserved

i



Quotations!

It is not the strongest of the species that survive, nor the most

intelligent, but the one most responsive to change (Charles Darwin)

Life is a daring adventure or it is nothing (Helen Keller)

When the risk is taken out, there isn’t much left (Sigmund Freud)

Freedom is a source of risk and uncertainty (James Madison)

Only those who dare to fail greatly can ever achieve greatly (Robert

Kennedy)

Always do what you are afraid to do (Ralph Waldo Emerson)

All experience is an arch where through gleams that untraveled world

(Ulysses, by Alfred Lord Tennyson)

1 Quotations provided by Frank Farley, Ph.D
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ABSTRACT
Explorations in Type-T: Mindset, Flourishing, Psychological Entitlement,
Creativity, And Stress
Mona Sarshar
Doctor of Philosophy, School Psychology
Temple University, 2017

Major advisor Dr. Catherine A. Fiorello

Type-T behavior is a term coined by F. Farley (see McGraw-Hill,
Concise Dictionary of Modern Medicine, 2002) to reflect individual
differences in risk-taking and thrill-seeking (T) behavior. This study was
designed to explore and expand the understanding of Type-T behavior in
relation to other individual differences of current psychological and
educational interest, namely flourishing, mindset, psychological entitlement,
creativity/innovation, and stress. The study used both a college student
sample and a non-college adult sample to investigate whether the type of
sample makes a difference in research of this type. The inclusion of the latter
sample was prompted by the need to identify and examine psychological
processes beyond the college undergraduate, given the over-representation

of the latter participants in psychological research. Four hundred seventy-
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two participants including two hundred forty-eight students and two hundred
twenty-four non-college adults completed an online survey designed to
measure the aforementioned personality and psychological variables. Results
of multiple regressions with pairwise deletion of missing data showed that
college students and non-college adults with high risk-taking/thrill-seeking
behaviors (Big T) reported higher levels of flourishing. Big Ts were also
more self-entitled. Younger participants reported higher levels of Type-T
than older participants. Additionally, males reported higher levels of Type-T
behaviors than did females.

The results of the Pearson correlations in non-college samples showed
significant positive correlations of Type-T scores with malleable mindset,
flourishing, and age; Type-T was found to be negatively correlated with
fixed mindset, while the correlation for the college sample was non-
significant. Those who reported higher levels of risk-taking/thrill-seeking
behaviors were more likely to report a malleable mindset rather than a fixed
mindset. The results of Pearson correlations among the scales in the college
sample were somewhat different from the non-college sample. Type-T was
significantly associated with entitlement, malleable mindset, flourishing,
creativity, and gender. For the total sample, respondents with higher Type-T

scored higher on entitlement, had a lower level of fixed mindset but a higher



level of malleable mindset, a higher level of flourishing, more creativity,
were younger, and were more frequently males.

This study has expanded our understanding of Type-T behavior,
enriching its description, bringing important new constructs into the
discussion (e.g. mindset, self-entitlement, flourishing), and discerning
provocative new relationships among some of the studied non-T variables
themselves. If risk-taking and the responsiveness to change are signal
qualities in human innovation and progress, then a focus on the personal
representation of these features as in Type-T may be one key to personal and

societal success in a rapidly evolving world.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Individuals characterized by Type-T behavior are identified with risk-
taking, stimulation seeking, and thrill-seeking behaviors (Farley, 1986;
Knutson & Farley, 1995). The nature of such behaviors may differ in
positive and negative ways (Farley, 1991; 2001). For example, people could
engage in thrill-seeking/risk-taking activities that are not socially acceptable
or even harmful such as crime and drug abuse. In contrast, Type-T behavior
can occur on the other side of the spectrum with creativity, innovation, and
willingness to try new, positive, and thrilling activities. The use of “T” is
shorthand for thrill-seeking, chosen on the belief that a strong motivation in
much risk-taking and openness-to-new experiences is simply the thrill of it,
the excitement of it. Type-T behavior is further argued to be potentially
categorized into T-mental, T-physical, and T-balanced individuals (Farley,
1986). A T- mental person describes someone seeking primarily intellectual
and psychological aspects of the thrill-seeking life. A T-physical person is
pursuing primarily the physical aspects, and a balanced person would be
pursuing extremes in both (Farley, 1991; 1986).

Farley (1991) noted that the relationship between Type-T and

biological factors is not clear. However, he believes (Farley, 2017) that



factors such as dopamine, reward processes in the brain, etc., are involved.
However, his work focuses more on the social and non-biological factors in
risk-taking and thrill-seeking, given their more direct applicability to
understanding and changing behavior in the “real world” outside of
laboratory settings. Influences on his work have included H. J. Eysenck, M.
Zuckerman, and D. Berlyne (Farley, 2017). Some possible motivators for
“Big T versus “Small t” behavior are summarized below (Farley, 2001).
However, not all Big T or Small t behavior is motivated by all these factors,
though many of the factors are assumed to be involved.

Table 1.1 Continued: Motivating Factors for Big-T and Small-t

individuals

“Big-T” “Small-t”
Uncertainty Certainty
Unpredictability Predictability
High Risk Low risk
Novelty Familiarity
Much variety Little variety
Complexity Simplicity
Ambiguity Clarity
Low structure High structure



Farley (2001) further argued for an additional Big T dimension of “T
positive” and “T negative” behavior (T+ versus T-). Some stimulation
seeking and risk-taking behaviors can be constructive and productive while
some can be destructive. He believes that some experiences can be placed on
the positive side of risk-taking behaviors, and for example, may be a basis
for human creativity. Thrill-seekers/risk-takers may share self-confidence
and a belief in personal control. T+ behaviors involve healthy, creative, and
novel features. T- behaviors can be involved in activities with harmful
consequences such as heavy drinking, dangerous driving, delinquency, risky
sex, etc. His work extends further to “T-mental” and “T-physical” behaviors
(Tm versus Tp) as discussed earlier. Most Type-T behaviors include both
psychological and physiological features. However, Farley (1991, 2001)
tries to consider each factor separately when possible. An example for T-
mental and its cognitive component would be the following: a student is
challenging a teacher’s statement in class; an example for T-physical and its
physical component would be “deliberately jumping off a garage roof or
mountain climbing” (Farley 2001, p. 373). Farley (2001) proposes that
uncertainty plays a major role in creativity, and that great innovators live “on
the edge of uncertainty” (Farley, 2001, p. 375). Farley and his colleagues’

work on Type-T and creativity suggest a positive relationship between the



two variables. Type-T in its positive form can have great implications for a
nation, such as creativity and innovation in science, art, entrepreneurship,
and other fields. On the other hand, behaviors including negative T can be
destructive and dangerous to a nation (e.g. crime and violence).
Furthermore, Farley believed that immigrants often fall into the Type-T
category by leaving the home they know and moving into a world of
uncertainty. Big Ts are argued to be “autonomous and show strong
independence of judgments” (Farley, 2001). Farley proposes that reducing
the negative side of Type-T behavior would be important for the future
health and success of our nation (Farley, 1991, 2001).

Jung (1971) proposed a personality theory consisting of four
characteristics: extraversion versus introversion, sensing versus intuition,
thinking versus feeling, and judging versus perceiving. It has been argued
that Type-T and Jung’s theory of personality share some similar features.
For example, Type-T physical versus Type-T mental might be related to
sensing versus intuition (Farley, 1986). Jung’s argument about extroverted
and intuitive and their importance in “cultural and economic development”
and the ability to create novelty could possibly be also similar to T-positive
and T-negative. Other types in the Jungian system might share less similar

concepts with Type-T (Morehouse, Farley, & Youngquist, 1990).



Farley (1991) argued for connecting creativity and delinquency to
stimulation-seeking. Robertson (1994) argued that engaging in delinquent
behaviors might be due to lack of thrill-seeking experiences. Farley (1991)
suggested constructive solutions to delinquency in a “re-channeling” of
thrill-seeking/risk-taking behavior into exciting but socially acceptable
activities. Thrill-seeking might thus be considered as a potential therapeutic
context to experience a more exciting life and consequently lower levels of
psychological problems such as depression and anxiety. Additionally, a
connection between Type-T and creativity may suggest novel applications in
educational settings.

Although the prior research explored some interesting variables,
questions remain about the nature of the relationship among all those
variables together.

Purpose of Study

The primary purpose of this research was to examine the relationship
between self-reported Type-T behavior and mindsets, flourishing, creativity,
stress, and psychological entitlement in samples of college students and non-
college adults. In addition, exploratory analyses evaluate the relationship
among all the variables and investigate sex and age differences. Results from

this study should expand our understanding of Type-T and the other



variables studied, and potentially contribute to ideas for enhancing the
quality of psychological life for students and persons comparable to the

samples tested.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
The various constructs of this research will be introduced and described.
Overview of Type-T behavior

Farley (1986) stated that “Type-T personality or Big T” refers to
individuals who are seeking thrills, stimulation, and excitement. However,
some may exhibit positive behaviors identified by “T plus” while some
others may seek trouble and be more destructive such as criminals identified
by “T minus.” Further, Farley noted that social factors might affect an
individual’s choice of involvement in either positive or negative behaviors.
According to Reyna and Farley (2006), these personal characteristics and
environment interact with each other. For example, a positive environment
may help Type-T children to become creative.

Farley (1991) found educationally relevant variables to be important
in thinking about Type-T. Gender may also be a factor, with one finding
being that females who are Type-T are more likely to use computers
compared to male Type-Ts. Farley suggested that exciting computer-based
engagement might be considered as a “rechanneling” approach for Type-T
female adolescents who have been or are involved in destructive behaviors.

Farley notes that more studies are typically focused on the destructive side



of risk-taking behaviors due to the negative social consequences. For such
negative behaviors related to Big T, other constructive solutions might be
found to “re-channel” those behaviors.

Farley (1973, 1981) has suggested that socioeconomic status plays an
important role in positive and negative behaviors due to the environment a
person lives in. The environment could limit opportunities and experiences
for people to engage in different types of exciting activities including sport,
traveling, etc. Foxcroft and Lowe (1995) cited that family environment
might encourage the possibility of risky behaviors.

Research indicates that participating in risky behaviors can provide
psychological and affective reinforcement (Cooper, Agocha, & Sheldon,
2000; Jessor, 1991). Farley (1986) reported that stimulation-seeking females
as well as males are more likely to be involved in delinquent behaviors such
as fighting, escaping, and refusing to comply with authority figures.

Taking risks and seeking stimulation refer to such an interesting
personal characteristic that can affect our daily lives. We find people around
us to be different in so many aspects, with different life-styles and
interacting with each other differently. As a part of this diverse aspect of
living, individuals may differ in the features of their social lives. Some

people are more extroverted or introverted, positive or negative, friendly or



unfriendly, and of course, more risk-taking/thrill-seeking or less risk-
taking/thrill-seeking, among other differences (Farley, 1991). These
individual differences may lead to different reactions to similar situations.

Because there is limited research on Type-T, the research on a related
concept- sensation seeking- may inform the study. Sensation seeking
describes a personality trait that involves willingness to experience a variety
of experiences including risks and sensations (Patton, 2012). In a study by
Piko, Prievara and Mellor (2017) regarding sensation seeking, findings
showed a negative correlation between experience seeking and shyness.
Thrill seeking was also found to negatively relate to shyness and stress.
Klinar, Burnik, and Kajtna (2017) found that individuals with higher levels
of sensation seeking are more “open” and tend to seek activities involved
with new experience. Additionally, sensation seekers have higher
“emotional stability.” Another study (Velezmoro, Lacefield, & Roberti,
2010) investigated the negative outcome of sensation seeking in relation to
Internet abuse; however, the results did not support such a relationship.

Mindsets

Mindset is a term proposed by Dweck (2017) to refer to growth versus

fixed conceptions of human intelligence, and other human qualities, “...the

beliefs people have about the nature of human characteristics” (Dweck,



2017). Mindsets can be important in motivating individual behavior, with
the growth mindset motivating one to move forward, to change, such as
improving one’s intelligent behavior over time. If one believes that
intelligence broadly defined is immutable and fixed, one’s motivation to
improve intelligent behavior, e.g., academic achievement, would be lessened
relative to a person with a growth mindset (Murphy & Dweck, 2016). The
belief inherent in a growth versus fixed mindset may be a key factor in
individual success in education, the workplace, innovation and creativity,
and personal life, among other areas. One might invoke Darwin: “It is not
the strongest of the species that survive, nor the most intelligent, but the one
most responsive to change” (Darwin, 1859), a quote very much in the
consideration of growth/change mindsets, and Type-T, as has been earlier
noted in this dissertation. The impact of Dweck’s mindset conceptualization
has been researched in academic settings indicating that academic mindset
interventions are effective in raising school achievement (Paunesku, Walton,
Romero, Smith, Yeager, & Dweck, 2015). Indeed, the public school district
where the present author is interning could benefit from such training, as an
example. Additionally, exploring the impact of mindset could result in
changing how individuals interpret their abilities to face challenges and life

events (fixed versus growth) and develop different approaches to respond to
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failures.

An important feature of Type-T behavior is openness to change and
new experiences, the engagement with the novel and the uncertainty that is
characteristic of risk-taking (Farley, 2001), and which could be seen as
inhering in the growth mindset. Thus, it could be hypothesized that the
growth mindset should be a component of Type-T behavior, and vice versa,
though the present author has found no available research on this
proposition.

Flourishing

A major recent development in the study of human success has been
the conception of positive psychology and the conception of well-being and
flourishing (Layard & Clark, 2014). A central proposal is that positive
features of our behavior underlie our well-being, with these features
including positive emotion, relationships, meaning, and sense of
accomplishment. Optimism as one positive attitude has been shown in a
substantial number of studies to significantly predict mortality (Giltay,
Geleijnse, Zitman, Hoekstra, & Schouten, 2004). Well-being is increasingly
being proposed as an additional index of the success of nations, using citizen
self-ratings that would be added to the usual indices such as Gross National

Product (GNP), unemployment rate, poverty measures, and so on (Layard,
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2011).

In considering the constellation of characteristics that might have
connections to or implications for Type-T behavior and risk-taking, it would
seem likely that the overcoming of challenges and uncertainties significant
in risk-taking would be a strong source of satisfaction, sense of
accomplishment, example of engagement, and a case of meaning-making in
one’s life, and thus indices of flourishing and well-being might be expected
to correlate with Type-T.

Psychological Entitlement

Studies in the area of psychological entitlement (PE) have often
focused on self-esteem, narcissism, and other individual characteristics
(Ackerman, Witt, Donnellan, Trzesniewski, Robins, & Kashy, 2011;
Campbell, Bonacci, Shelton, Exline, & Bushman, 2004). Narcissism ranged
from a normal level where attention to self contains positive features to a
negative point where self is valued more than others (See Pincus &
Lukowitsky, 2010, for a review). PE refers to individuals who see
themselves to be deserved and valued more than others (Ackerman et al.,
2011; Ackerman & Donnellan, 2013). PE could be defined as
“intrapsychically pervasive or global” and does generally apply to situations

in general rather than a specific situation (Campbell et al., 2004). People
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highly entitled have the belief of deserving better outcomes; however, this
deservingness varies in different cultures due to their differences in defining
the concept (for a history of entitlement literature, see Achacoso, 2002). As
psychological entitlement is placed in the same class of personality variables
as self-esteem, researchers might benefit from further investigating this
characteristic in regard to individual differences. Perhaps Type-T extreme
behavior is partly based on the idea that one is special. Perhaps the forceful
behavior of “pushing the envelope” is in part based on the sense that one is
different and unusual and thus entitled. People in power do unusual things.
Politicians such as John F. Kennedy and Franklin Delano Roosevelt who
have sometimes been described (Farley, 2017) as showing Type-T qualities
where psychological entitlement might be involved, where extreme personal
risk-taking is done because “he can,” that is, his power entitles him. A risk-
taker may feel entitled to her/his extreme behavior. The likely connection
between Type-T behavior and PE is exploratory in the present research, as it
has not been studied before. It is concluded here to enrich and expand the
understanding of risk-taking/thrill-seeking behavior.
Stress
Daily hassles and stressors are negatively related to health,

particularly in times of major negative life events and catastrophic situations
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(Lazarus, 1990; Lu, 1991; Zarski, 1984). Studies have found that individuals
can create their own stressors. People who are experiencing symptoms of
depression may interact with life events by generating self-stress (see Liu &
Alloy, 2010, for a review). There has been an increasing body of research on
daily hassles since the 1980s (e.g., DeLongis, Coyne, Dakof, Folkman, &
Lazarus, 1982; Dohrenwend, Dohrenwend, Dodson, & Shrout, 1984;
Kanner, Coyne, Schaefer, & Lazarus, 1981). De Brabander, Hellemans,
Boone, and Gerits (1996) found that there is a relationship between people
who are more sensation seekers and the level of stress they experience. They
suggested that individuals high in sensation seeking utilize this characteristic
as a “protective mechanism” dealing with life-stress. According to a study
by Netter, Henning, and Roed (1996), high sensation seekers have high
“stress resistance” that affects the result of coping with a negative situation.
In a study on academic achievement and Type-T behavior, students
who were more thrill-seekers/risk-takers needed a more adaptive
environment in educational settings (Jennings, 2012). It would be important
to understand how Type-T behavior (Big T and Small t) would be related to
students’ stress academically, and any contributions of major demographic
variables, noting that Blankstein and Flett (1992) found that females report

more hassles in their daily lives than males do.
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In the contemporary state of discussion of psychopathology and the
emergence of the 5" revised edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual
of Mental Disorders (American Psychiatric Association, 2013) arguments
have been made that human behavior is increasingly being “over
pathologized” (Frances, 2013), shown by the diagnostic inflation in the
DSM itself, from 162 diagnostic categories in the first DSM to almost 400
categories in DSM-5. It is of interest to see how Type-T behavior might be
related to a major example of emotional/affective responses — i.e. stress.
High levels of risk-taking and thrill-seeking have often been seen as
significant deviations from normal, everyday behavior, for some might be
seen as “abnormal” (Farley, 2017).

Other topics of contemporary interest in the study of human behavior
and of great interest to the present research are creativity/innovation and
flourishing particularly as reflected in the profusion of scholarly journals on
these topics among other things. Also, of interest is psychological
entitlement, as shown in research and scale development and with reason to
expect a (untested) relationship to Type-T behavior. The powerful concept
of “mindsets,” where growth versus fixed mindsets have been identified

(Dweck, 2006; Dweck, 2017) has been shown to be very influential in
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educational success and where there is reason to expect a relationship,
presently untested, with Type-T behavior.

It might be argued that Big T behavior with its emphasis on handling
risk and uncertainty, with its creative potential and dealing with change and
novelty, might be effective in coping with many of the stressors of life,
being a contributor to human resilience.

Creativity

Type-T behaviors (Big T) have been described as including novelty,
innovation, and creativity (Farley, 2001). The present study will add to the
research on this issue, examining Type-T in relation to a self-report of
creativity. Farley also discussed the genetics of creativity, proposing a model
that is not being tested in this dissertation. A connection between Type-T
and creativity may be useful for educational purposes, finding alternatives,
making adjustments, and providing accommodations in schools, adapting to
individual differences in T. Some students get bored easily and adapted
environments could be helpful to enhance the potential creativity level in
order to use education and proposed services in an optimal manner.

Present Study
Type-T behavior refers to a continuum from Big T to Small t meaning

that individuals towards the end of the continuum of Big T are more likely to
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be engaged in risk-taking behaviors and vice versa for Small t (Farley,
2017). Farley (1991) believes that taking productive risks can be beneficial
in life and behaviors that are placed on the positive side of the Type-T
continuum can be healthy and creative. Research about this important type
of behavior would also be important due to its implications for education
and therapy (Farley, 1991). Considering individual differences and the level
of their stimulation seeking behaviors might be helpful in improving
accommodations and adapting educational programs and services.

This research seeks to identify whether and how a deep human
quality, risk-taking, might be a factor in “mindsets,” flourishing, creativity,
stress, and psychological entitlement and to evaluate sex as a moderator of
these relationships. This research may assist in the understanding of Type-T
behavior and may be suggested as a coping mechanism for daily stress.
Additionally, findings may give us a better understanding of how this
important behavior might be involved in other aspects of life including
flourishing, creativity, psychological entitlement, and the phenomenon of
mindsets.

Based on the knowledge accumulated in the existing literature, it is
hypothesized that: (1) college students and non-college adults with high

risk-taking behaviors (Big T) will report lower level of stress; (2) Big Ts
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may report higher level of psychological entitlement; (3) college students
and non-college adults with high risk-taking behaviors (Big T) will report
higher level of growth mindsets; (4) college students and non-college adults
with high risk-taking behaviors (Big T) will report higher levels of
creativity; (5) college students and non-college adults with high risk-taking

behaviors (Big T) will report higher levels of flourishing.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS
Participants
The sample consisted of 248 college students including full-time four-
year college, part-time college, and full-time two-year college students, and
224 non-college adults. Both samples were obtained by Survey Monkey
using national non-probability sampling. The sample consisted of 49.6%
female and 39.3% male participants between the ages of 18 and 60+.
Informed consent was obtained by Survey Monkey using material I provided
and approved by the university IRB. Participant responding was anonymous
and voluntary.
Procedure
In order to recruit participants, a U.S. panel from Survey Monkey was
purchased by the funds from the endowed chair of Professor Frank Farley of
Temple University. Survey Monkey reimbursed the participants with non-
cash incentives such as donating to a charity of their choice in order to “limit
problems such as satisficing and encourage respondents to provide honest,
thoughtful opinions.” (Survey Monkey, n.d.). Further information regarding
participants’ demographics and how they have been recruited by Survey

Monkey has been discussed in Chapter 4.
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In addition to obtaining consent from participants by Survey Monkey,
I also obtained consent (see Appendix A) from the respondents at the
beginning of the survey. It was clarified that participation was voluntary,
anonymous, and those who opted out from the survey at any time would not
be penalized.
Measures

1) Demographic Measures. Demographic information was obtained on
participants’ gender, income, year in college, and age.

2) Self-report of Type-T behavior/personality (Appendix B). The
Type-T scale (Farley, 2017, personal communication) is an 8-item
measure to assess risk-taking. This instrument uses a 4-point Likert
scale (1= does not apply at all; 4= applies very strongly) to evaluate
students’ level of thrill-seeking/risk-taking behaviors. “The items in
this scale assess physical, mental, and general risk-taking traits”
(Jennings, 2012, p. 50). According to a study by Aulenbach (2011), a
Cronbach’s alpha for a nearly identical Type-T scale was found to be
.77. Similarly, Jennings (2012) reported a Cronbach’s alpha for the
Type-T scale of .81. These reliability estimates are acceptable.

3) Psychological Entitlement Scale (PES) (Appendix C). The

Psychological Entitlement Scale (PES) (Campbell et al., 2004) is a
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valid and reliable self-report scale with nine items. It evaluates the
level of psychological entitlement in people. The items do not refer to
a specific situation and measure the concept in general. The PES
reflects the “experience of being deserving and entitled” (Campbell et
al., 2004, p. 31). In regard to criterion-related validity of the PES,
“Campbell et al. (2004) found that the PES predicted the amount of
candy that participants ostensibly took from children, how deserving
they were of a salary, their level of greed, their relatively low level of
empathy in close relationships, and their observed expression of
aggression” (Ackerman & Donnellan, 2013, p. 461). Their study
demonstrated test-rest reliability for the PES of » = .83. The questions
for this measurement can be found in Table 2.

4) Dweck Mindset Instrument (DMI) (Appendix D). Dweck’s Mindset
Instrument is a 16-item self-report scale measuring fixed/growth
mindsets (Dweck, 2006). The instrument is identified by the following
scores: 1 (strongly agree), 2 (agree), 3 (mostly agree), 4 (mostly
disagree), 5 (disagree), and 6 (strongly disagree). The items on the
DMI include statements about individuals’ beliefs about their own
intelligence, and whether it would be perceived as a “fixed” or

“malleable” characteristic. Fixed items include: 1, 2, 4, 6, 9, 10, 12,
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and 14. Incremental malleable items include: 3, 5,7, 8, 11, 13, 15, and
16. There are four fixed item statements and four incremental item
statements focusing on student intelligence, and there are four fixed
item statements and four incremental item statements focusing on
student talent development (P'Pool, 2012).

5) Flourishing (Appendix E). The Flourishing Scale is an 8-item self-
report scale using a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly agree; 7=
strongly disagree) (Schotanus-Dijkstra, Klooster, Drossaert, Pieterse,
Boiler, Walburg, & Bohlmeijer, 2016) to evaluate social relationships,
having a purposeful and meaningful life, engaged and interested in
one's activities, self- respect and optimism, and feeling competency
(See Diener et al., 2010 for a review). This measure has “good
psychometric properties, and is strongly associated with other
psychological well-being scales.” This instrument is a valid and
reliable tool to use. Diener et al. (2010) reported a Cronbach’s alpha
of .87 for this scale. Studies reported a Cronbach’s alpha between .78
to .95 (See Schotanus-Dijkstra, for a review). Tang, Duan, Wang, and
Liu (2014) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .90, and indicated that the
scale had “strong convergent and discriminant validity, and

incremental validity” (Tang, Duan, Wang, & Liu, 2014, p. 591).
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6. Stress (Appendix F). Stress is estimated via three items from the
American Psychological Association (APA) National Stress Survey
(2016). “The 2016 Stress in America survey was conducted online
within the United States by Harris Poll on behalf of the APA between
Aug. 5 and 31, 2016 among 3,511 adults aged 18+ who reside in the
U.S.” (APA,n. d.)

7. Creativity (Appendix G). Creativity/Innovation is estimated via two
global self-report items from Farley (2017). The value of employing
self-report measures of creativity has been reported by Silvia, Wigert,
Riter-Palmon, and Kaufman (2012).

Data Analysis

Different analyses were performed to examine the relationship
between Type-T and the other variables in the study. SPSS statistical
software was used to conduct the data analysis for the research. Multiple
regression analyses were used to determine the predictive relationships
between variables outlined in the current research including Type-T with
mindsets, creativity, stress, flourishing, and psychological entitlement.
Pearson correlations were also utilized to examine the relationship among
the variables. Consequent to the correlations, a principal components factor

analysis, followed by a varimax rotation, was conducted. A one-way
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MANOVA was then performed to evaluate the differences between the
college and non-college samples on the psychological constructs tested in
the study. Additionally, separate correlations were computed for males and
females among the psychological constructs and Type-T to evaluate sex as a

moderator.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Introduction

The results of this study will be presented in three sections. The first
section presents participant characteristics. The second section contains the
results for the major research question. The third section presents the results
for several exploratory questions.

Four hundred seventy- two participants including undergraduate
students and non-college adults completed the study. There were 64
individuals who dropped out from the survey either in the beginning or
middle, leaving 472 participants.

Section I: Participant Characteristics

The sample for the study comprised college students including full-
time four-year college, part-time college, and full-time two-year college
students, and non-college adults (N=472) in the United States. Participants
included 50.2% females and 36.2% males (13.6% unspecified). Both
samples (college students versus non-college) were obtained by Survey
Monkey using national non-probability sampling. Participants were between
the ages of 18-60+. Informed consent was obtained by Survey Monkey using

material I provided and approved by the university IRB. Participant
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responding was anonymous and voluntary, but participants were reimbursed

by Survey Monkey. Participants’ age and gender characteristics are

presented in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Age and Gender Distribution of the Participants

Non-College College Total Sample U?;)?(l);us (I;Srlb;;
N % of % of N % of
Sample Sample Sample
Age:
18-29 20 8.9 151 60.9 171 36.2 18-24 9.9%
30-44 57 25.5 38 15.3 95 20.1 25-4426.6%
45-59 49 21.9 17 6.9 66 14.0 45-64 26.4%
60+ 73 32.6 3 1.2 76 16.1 65+ 13%
Missing 25 11.2 39 15.7 64 13.6
Gender:
Female 111 49.6 126 50.8 237 50.2 50.8% 56.4%
Male 88 39.3 83 335 171 36.2 49.2% 43.6%
Missing 25 11.2 39 15.7 64 13.6

*Percentage by gender at public universities

Direct comparisons with census data could not be made, as the age

categories established by Survey Monkey did not match those used by the

Census Bureau, and as there were numerous missing data in the sample.

However, the non-college sample appears to have a similar age distribution

as the 2010 census, while the college sample was notably younger. The

percentage of female respondents appears close to the census data.

Table 4.2 presents information regarding participants’ income.
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Table 4.2: Income Levels of the Participants

Non-College College Total Sample
N % of Sample N  %ofSample N % of Sample

Income:
0-9999 7 3.1 26 10.5 33 7.9
10000 — 24999 12 54 32 12.9 44 9.3
25000 — 49999 34 15.2 31 12.5 65 13.8
50000 — 749999 34 15.2 25 10.1 59 12.5
75000 — 99999 26 11.6 17 6.9 43 9.1
100000 — 124999 18 8.0 11 4.4 29 6.1
125000 — 149000 12 5.4 4 1.6 16 3.4
150000 — 174000 10 4.5 2 .8 12 2.5
175000 — 199999 3 1.3 1 4 4 8
200000 and up 12 54 3 1.2 15 3.2
Prefer not to
answer 31 13.8 57 23.0 88 18.6
Missing 25 11.2 39 15.7 64 13.6

Information regarding the region of the country where the participants

resided is shown in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3: Region of the Country for the Participants

Non-College College Total Sample
% of
N % of Sample N N % of Sample

Sample
Region:
New England 11 4.9 13 5.2 24 5.1
Middle Atlantic 21 9.4 24 9.7 45 9.5
East North Central 31 13.8 37 14.9 68 14.4
West North Central 17 7.6 8 3.2 25 53
South Atlantic 35 15.6 25 10.1 60 12.7
East South Central 8 3.6 14 5.6 22 4.7
West South Central 23 10.3 24 9.7 47 10.0
Mountain 14 6.3 18 7.3 32 6.8
Pacific 36 16.1 38 15.3 74 15.7
Missing 28 12.5 47 19.0 75 15.9
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Information regarding the response devices used by participants can
be found in Appendix B.

A reliability analysis was run on the scales. Cronbach’s alpha showed
acceptable reliability for all of the scales. The results are presented in Table
4.4,

Table 4.4 Alpha Coefficients

Scale Alpha
Type-T .895
Entitlement .893
Fixed Mindset 783
Malleable Mindset .810
Flourishing 915
Creativity .868
Stress .631

Section II: Results Relevant to the Major Research Question
The primary research question is as follows:
Which variables, singly and in combination, correlate significantly with
Type-T behavior?
Pearson correlations for both samples separately and for the total sample

are contained in Table 4.5.
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Table 4.5: Correlations with Type-T Behavior

Non-College College Total
Sample Sample  Sample

Entitlement 121 183%* A81%*
Fixed Mindset -.243%* .004 -.119%*
Malleable Mindset 248%* 189%* 237%*
Flourishing 236%* 193%* 185%*
Creativity 141 211%* .189%**
Stress .027 .083 .094
Age -231%* -.040 -270%*
Gender (a) 2209%* .148%* 166%*
Household Income .054 .025 -.051

(a) Females = 1; Males =2
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

As can be seen in Table 4.5, the results of the Pearson correlations in
the two separate samples are basically the same with a few exceptions. The
most notable exception is with fixed mindset where the correlation in the
non-college sample was significant and negative, while the correlation for
the college sample was non-significant. The difference in the correlations
with age is largely due to a restriction of range issue with the college sample.
It is evident, however, that the correlations in the non-college sample are
generally higher than the correlations in the college sample. For the total
sample, respondents with higher Type-T scores have a higher perception of
entitlement, have a lower level of fixed mindset but a higher level of
malleable mindset, perceive themselves to be more flourishing, consider

themselves more creative, are younger, and are more likely to be males.
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Full-scale multiple regressions with pairwise deletion of missing data
were run using the variables listed in Table 4.5 as the predictors of Type-T.
As before, separate regressions were computed for the two separate samples
and then for the total sample. The regression models were first checked for
multicollinearity issues. Since all of the VIF values were less than 3, the
model was run using all of the predictors. These results are presented in
Table 4.6. The table contains the beta weights for each of the predictors.

Table 4.6: Beta Weights of Multiple Regressions on Type-T

Non-College College Sample ~ Total Sample

Sample
Entitlement 142 .164 J153%*
Fixed Mindset -.117 .099 .020
Malleable Mindset .067 172 .140
Flourishing 322%* 177 220%*
Creativity .066 177 .083
Stress 178% -.003 .077
Age -311%* -.133 -.307**
Gender 331%* .159 235%*
Household Income -.021 .008 -016
R .546 .388 496
Adjusted R? 254 .093 223

** Beta is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Beta is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

As shown in Table 4.6, participants who have higher levels of Type-T are
younger males who perceive themselves to be entitled and flourishing.
Section III: Exploratory Research Questions

Exploratory Question # 1: ~ How are the scales related to each other?
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Pearson correlations were conducted to determine the relationships among
the variables. The intercorrelation matrix is presented in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7: Intercorrelation Matrix of the Psychological Scales

Ty¥e- Entitlement I\/II:illfgsde ¢ I\I/{/a[lilxgedaszlte Flourishing Creativity Stress
Type-T )
Entitlement
181%* ;
Fixed *
Mindeet 119 -.055 :
ﬁf‘;ﬁ:‘e‘?e 237%%  172%% 6O ;
Flourishing = jecvs 57 S23TFE D4gHx ;
Creativity
189 069 S139%%  200** 304 :
Stress 094 114* 050 111* - 168%* 195% ;

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

As an extension of the correlations, a principal components factor
analysis, followed by a varimax rotation, was conducted. According to
Mertler and Vannatta (2017, p. 250), “principal components analysis is
usually the preferred method of factor extraction, especially when the focus
of an analysis searching for underlying structure is truly exploratory, which
is typically the case.” This produced three factors with eigenvalues over one.

The rotated matrix is presented in Table 4.8.
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Table 4.8: Rotated Component Matrix

Component
1 2 3
Fixed Mindset -.905 -.079 077
Malleable Mindset .879 170 185
Creativity .004 .806 172
Flourishing 235 727 -390
Type T 165 469 351
Stress -.097 .108 736
Entitlement 151 -.010 .639

As shown in Table 4.8, Factor I is composed of the two mindset scales with
opposite factor loadings, and was named Mindset. Factor II is composed of
creativity, flourishing, and Type-T, and was named Positive Psychological

Traits. Factor 1l is composed of stress and entitlement, and weakly Type-T,

flourishing (low flourishing), and was named Psychological Cost.

Exploratory Question # 2: Do the two samples differ in terms of the
psychological constructs?

A one-way MANOV A was computed to evaluate the differences
between the college and non-college samples on the psychological
constructs tested in the study. The means and standard deviations are

presented in Table 4.9.

32



Table 4.9: Means and Standard Deviations

Type T

Entitlement

Fixed Mindset

Malleable Mindset

Flourishing

Creativity

Stress

Sample Mean Std. Deviation N

Non-College 17.3214 495286 168
College 19.9624 5.56181 186
Non-College 25.3393 10.67698 168
College 28.4194 11.41769 186
Non-College 22.6726 9.36198 168
College 21.8065 8.08570 186
Total 22.2175 8.71296 354
Non-College 31.6131 8.92411 168
College 33.5430 7.65900 186
Non-College 43.4405 9.27924 168
College 41.9839 9.30125 186
Non-College 10.0893 3.03242 168
College 10.3871 2.74712 186
Non-College 7.3690 2.05482 168
College 7.9462 2.20498 186

The omnibus Wilks lambda was significant with a medium to large

effect size (Wilks’ Lambda = .905, p = .000, partial eta squared = .095). The

univariate results are presented in Table 4.10
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Table 4.10: Univariate Results Comparing the Two Samples

Dependent Type III Sum Mean Sig Partial Eta
Source Variable of Squares Square Squared
Sample Type-T 615.652 1 615.652 22.070 .000** .059
Entitlement 837.413 1 837.413 6.830 .009** 019
Fixed Mindset 66.225 1 66.225  .872  .351 .002
Malleable 328773 1 328773 4.792 .029* 013
Mindset
Flourishing 187.285 1  187.285 2.170  .142 .006
Creativity 7.829 1 7.829 940  .333 .003
Stress 29.407 1 29.407 6.451 .012* 018

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

As shown in Table 4.10, the two samples differ on Type- T,
entitlement, malleable mindset, and stress. Specifically, the college sample
has a higher level of Type-T with a medium Partial Eta Squared, is more
entitled with a small to medium Partial Eta Squared, has a more malleable
mindset with a small Partial Eta Squared, and is more stressed with a small
Partial Eta Squared.

As the two samples differed in age, an additional comparison was
made, exploring the differences between the groups, using age as a
covariate. With age covaried, age explained about half of the variance
between the samples (Wilks” Lambda = .956, p <.05, partial eta squared =
.044). Entitlement, malleable mindset, and creativity continued to be

significant predictors, while Type-T was no longer significant.
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Exploratory Question #3:  Does sex act as a moderating variable in
the relationship between the psychological constructs and Type-T?

To answer this question, separate correlations were computed for
males and females among the psychological constructs and Type-T. These
correlations are presented in Table 4.11.

Table 4.11: Correlations with Type-T Behavior Moderated by Sex

Males Females Total Sample
Entitlement 306%* 125 A81%*
Fixed Mindset -.169%* -.121 -.119%*
Malleable Mindset 378%* 127 237%*
Flourishing 256%* 170% 185%*
Creativity 264%* A57* .189%**
Stress 243%* .009 .094

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

What is clear from Table 4.11 is that the constructs have much higher

correlations for males as contrasted to females.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Summary of the Purpose and Results

This study sought to explore variables associated with personality and
psychological aspects of life in relation to Type-T behavior (thrill-seeking,
risk-taking, etc.) in undergraduate students and adults who are not currently
attending any college. The major research question in this study attempted to
discover whether mindset, psychological entitlement, flourishing, creativity,
and stress are related to Type-T behavior.

This study was designed to provide a better understanding of the
Type-T personality characteristic, a key element for an interesting and
exciting life. Positive aspects of this personality trait may open doors for
people to engage in “entrepreneurship, extreme sports such as parachuting
and hang-gliding, or creative science and art” (Munsey, 2006, p. 40).
Another goal as noted above was exploring the relationship of this aspect of
personality to other important psychological constructs. Hoping to generate
a better understanding of possible ways to reframe and improve the quality
of adult life was another goal of this study.

The relationship between the aforementioned psychological and social

variables was investigated through self-reported quantitative data provided
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by 472 participants in the United States of America. The data were collected
through a questionnaire consisting of standardized and non-standardized
items. Measures in this study include: Self-report of Type-T
behavior/personality (Farley, 2017), Psychological Entitlement Scale (PES)
(Campbell et al., 2004), Dweck Mindset Instrument, 2006), a Flourishing
measure (Diener et al., 2010; Schotanus-Dijkstra et al., 2016), three items
adapted from the American Psychological Association (APA) National
Stress Survey (2016) measuring relationships, personal health concern and
personal safety, and two global self-report creativity items of Farley (2017).
The samples were obtained by Survey Monkey using national non-
probability sampling. Demographic information such as age, gender,
income, region, and devices used to answer the items were provided as a part
of the Survey Monkey plan. The result and data were then analyzed through
regression, Pearson correlations and MANOVA.

Analysis and interpretation of the data revealed that some of the
psychological variables are related to Type-T personality/behavior
characteristics.

Flourishing
Flourishing was related to Type-T in both samples. The literature

suggests that individuals with a desire to thrive and achieve success
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experience a healthier lifestyle. Flourishers with high levels of well-being
are productive and seek opportunities to improve their social and personal
life (Keyes, 2002). Big Ts have a tendency to pursue excitement and
satisfaction through highly stimulating activities. The sense of seeking
fulfillment and gratification is argued to be related to flourishing (Farley,
2017). According to the results of the present research, flourishers were
found to be more thrill-seeking/risk-taking compared to non-flourishers. The
finding is consistent with the study among non-American, Asian samples
using similar flourishing and Type- T scales indicating that Type- T was
associated with higher perceived well-being (Lee, 2017).
Entitlement

The results identified psychological entitlement as a significant
predictor of Type-T in in the college sample but not the non-college sample.
This finding may be due to the nature of entitlement that is related to a range
of “self-serving behaviors” (Lind, 2014). This result is consistent with the
findings of Lind (2014) that entitlement is related to behaviors similar to
Type-T (T-negative) such as risky behaviors during driving and “aggressive
behaviors in traffic.” There are additional studies on narcissism and risk-

taking (Foster, Shenesey, & Goff, 2009; Foster & Trimm, 2008; Ogura &
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Yazawa, 2014) These authors found narcissism to be related to the positive
“perception” of risk-taking rather than the actual taking of risks.
Fixed and Malleable Mindset

There was an interesting set of results for these variables. Specifically,
at the univariate level malleable mindset correlated significantly with Type-
T in both the college and non-college samples, as well as the total sample.
However, the variable did not enter the regression equation. The only way
this result could occur is because the variance accounted for by the
malleable mindset variable is accounted for by other variables in the
regression equation. For fixed mindset, there was a significant and negative
correlation for the non-college sample but an insignificant correlation for the
college sample. This suggests that older individuals are less likely to have
fixed mindset. This might be due to a perspective of the benefit of
overcoming challenges over time in life as the college sample in this study
consisted of a younger age range. Consistent with this study, Keller and
Gollwitzer (2017) suggest that “action-phase-related mindsets” is a predictor
of individuals’ risk-taking perception and less so of risky behavior.
However, the findings were based on the “implemental” versus
“deliberative” mindset. Dweck (2010) also reported that fixed mindset is

related to a tendency to not take risks as the situation may be perceived as
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threatening by students. Similar findings (Farley & Broder, 2007; Farley,
2001; Farley, 1986) showed that Big Ts tend to seek more challenging
opportunities and would benefit from a learning environment that supports
intellectual and physical well-being.
Creativity

There was a positive correlation between creativity and Type-T,
although the correlation was not significant in the non-college sample.
Tyagi, Hanoch, Hall, Runco, and Denham (2017) examined the relationship
between five different domains of risk-taking (financial, health and safety,
recreational, ethical, and social) and five different measures of
creativity. The findings were consistent in which creativity was related
significantly to social risk-taking characteristics. Consistent with this study,
sensation seeking has been related to novelty (Zuckerman & Cloninger,
1996), and curiosity has been related to characteristics similar to Type-T
such as openness to new experiences (Eysenck, 1993; Feist, 1998).
Stress

The results did not reveal stress as a predictor of Type-T in college
and non-college samples. No significant correlations were found in both
samples. This outcome suggests that taking parts in exciting activities would

not be associated with a significant level of stress in Type-T individuals.
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Age

A significant age-related difference was found with younger
participants being more thrill-seekers. This finding is commensurate with
Roth, Hammelstein and Bréhler (2007) who examined age differences in
sensation seeking in a German sample of 14-79 year olds, and found that
sensation seeking decreased with age. It may be concluded that older
individuals do not feel the need for pursuing such behaviors, although
neither their sample nor the present one are longitudinal studies following
the same participants over time.
Gender

As previously discussed, gender was significantly correlated with
Type-T. Respondents with higher levels of Type-T are males indicating
more thrill-seeking and risk-taking characteristics in male. Additionally, our
findings are similar to the sex differences found by Roth, Hammelstein and
Bréhler (2007) and Ball, Farnnill, and Wangeman (1984).
Household Income

Additional analysis revealed that Household income was not related to

Type-T characteristics.
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Exploratory Findings

This study sought to discover the relationships between Type-T and
flourishing, psychological entitlement, mindsets, creativity, and stress.
Findings of this study revealed a significant relationship between creativity
and stress in both non-college and college samples. This suggests that
innovation comes with higher levels of stress. Stressful factors might
contribute negatively to generating new ideas.

The results of Pearson correlations revealed a significant positive
relationship between flourishing and malleable mindset and a significant
negative relationship between flourishing and fixed mindset in both samples.
This might suggest that flourishers who are seeking achievement, thriving,
and well-being believe they can improve their quality of life through hard
work rather than having a fixed mindset. Additionally, analysis showed high
levels of flourishing in the non-college sample was associated with higher
stress. However, no relationship was found between flourishers and stress
among students.

The data analysis also identified a significant relationship between
entitlement and growth mindset in non-college adults. This information
suggests that non-college adults with a mindset that seeks challenges,

opportunities, and progress believe that they deserve more than others. Data
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also supported that non-college adults with no or low sense of entitlement
tend to have a fixed mindset. Interestingly, there was no significant
relationship between entitlement and mindset (fixed and malleable) in the
college sample.

Additional data using MANOVA provided further information
regarding the difference between two samples in this study. College students
were more entitled. Non-college adults had more fixed mindset, whereas
college students had more malleable mindsets. Non-college adults were
flourishers. College students were more creative and experienced more
stress. Further analysis indicated that about half of the differences were due
to the college sample being younger than the non-college sample, so some of
these differences are due to age and some due to current college attendance.

Findings of this study confirm that an important personality
characteristic and behavior of thrill-seeking and risk-taking are associated
with other important aspects of our life. Healthy intellectual and physical
thrill-seeking activities may be essential in human life in order to improve
purpose, and personal growth. Openness to seek novelty, leisure and
excitement are suggested to relate to risk-taking behaviors (Diehm &
Armatas 2004; Farley, 1991). As evidenced in findings of this study,

flourishers and self-entitled individuals tend to also be Big Ts, suggesting
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that in the motivation for a more exciting life, thriving and self-satisfaction
are fellow travelers. These results were consistent in both samples- college
and non-college adults, suggesting the connection between thrill-seeking and
flourishing takes place in young adulthood, adulthood, and over middle age.
Some literature suggests the willingness to experience uncertainty can be
ruled out as an important factor for transition to adulthood and “identity
formation” (Luyckx, Goossens, & Soenens, 2006) or “identity exploration”
(Ravert et al., 2013).

Limitations of the study

This study was designed as an exploratory analysis of personality and
psychological facets of individuals over 18 years of age. There are
limitations to this study that will be addressed. Correlations in this study
cannot be employed in casual arguments concerning relationships among the
variables.

Another limitation relates especially to the sample. The participants
were obtained through Survey Monkey using non-probability sampling.
According to Survey Monkey (n.d.):

Probability sampling is favored by statisticians, but for people
conducting surveys in the real world, non-probability sampling is

more practical. If done well, non-probability sampling can give you
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the same (or better) high-quality data you would expect from a true
probability sample. Getting responses with non-probability sampling
is usually faster and cheaper than getting them with probability
sampling, because sample members are more motivated to respond
than people who are randomly contacted. The biggest challenge of
non-probability sampling is recreating the same kind of non-biased

results that probability sampling gives you. (Survey Monkey, n.d.)

Additionally, the student sample included undergraduate college
students in full- time, four-year college, part -time college, and full- time
two-year college students. Therefore, the results of this study may only be
generalized to similar samples rather than graduate students or other special
categories of college students. In the present study we do not know how
representative the college student sample is of all college students, or how
representative the non-college sample is of non-college individuals.
However, it can be noted that there is diversity of income, geographic
location, age, and gender across both samples.

The second limitation relates to data collection. Despite the large
sample used in this study consisting of 472 college students and non-college

adults, the data were collected online from participants using a self-report
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questionnaire. Cook (2010) reviewed disadvantages involved in using self-
report questionnaires such as bias that may impact the results of a study. A
common problem with self-report survey research is that the method may
influence the validity and reliability of the research (Jennings, 2012).
Implications for the field

Currently, little scientific attention has been paid to thrill-seeking
behaviors. This facet of personality and behavior that describes a wide range
of activities from seeking highly exciting thoughts, emotions, or behaviors to
low levels of excitement undoubtedly impacts our everyday life. The role of
thrill-seeking is important as it may mediate problematic and dangerous
behaviors, or positive activities, such as activities that are socially acceptable
while meeting the needs for adventure, creativity, and healthy life-styles. As
evidenced in previous findings (Diehm & Armatas 2004; Farley & Broder,
2007; Farley, 2001; Farley, 1986), thrill-seekers participate in a wide-range
of high-risk extreme sports, inventive thinking, and Big T activities. Thus,
focusing on understanding more about this human characteristic may help to
satisfy the needs for a healthy, more fulfilled, and motivated life, for a
significant segment of society.

This study is distinct from previous studies of personality

characteristics in the choice of variables and constructs. Prior research has
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explored these variables separately or in relation to other variables not
studied here. Additionally, this study was focused on adulthood over 18
years of age, of both college and non-college participants, when other
studies have mostly explored college undergraduate students. As the current
study found differences between the college sample and the non-college
adults, it emphasizes the importance of not over-generalizing findings from
college student sample. Personality and social psychology especially would
benefit from studies on a greater diversity of participants.

The results might suggest the importance of creating a culture of risk-
taking and a growth mindset. Promoting risk-taking environments is
important to be considered by teachers in educational settings as fixed versus
malleable mindsets lead to different behaviors. Growth mindset in concert
with risk-taking may motivate students to accept great challenges and
changes of life, enhancing their capacity toward high achievement (Dweck,
2010; Farley, 2017).

The findings of this study emphasize the important role of risk-taking
in creativity. Exploring the association between thrill-seeking and
flourishing leads us to some potential and interesting psychological insights.
In examining predictors of mental health in college students, findings

suggest that flourishing can be improved through supportive learning
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environments (Fink, 2014). Although this correlational study does not
identify causation, it is possible that promoting participation in healthy
intellectual and physical risks such as speaking in public or playing extreme
sports might be beneficial in improving flourishing. In addition, the findings
may support the development of risk-promoting learning environments
through positive activities including collegiate sports.

Suggestions for Future Research

The current research investigated whether a personality trait is related
to important psychological elements including mindsets, entitlement,
flourishing, creativity, and stress. The results of the study supported that
flourishing and psychological entitlement are related to thrill-seeking
activities in these individuals over 18 years old. Future research could
continue to investigate other predictors of Big T other than those
psychological variables used in this study.

Evidence provided in this study supported a positive relationship
between seeking adventure, risk, and thrill with growth mindsets. Future
studies might investigate causality, by experimenting with facilitating a
growth mindset by promoting healthy risk-taking. Additionally, future
research might use different methodologies to investigate whether it is the

perception of risk taking or the actual risky behavior when a person
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considers him/herself Big T. It may be beneficial to explore specific kinds of
healthy risk-taking in higher achievement as this study only examined the
general concept of “risk.” The present research has illustrated the significant
relationship between Type-T and flourishing. A longitudinal design may be
helpful for future studies. This might help us determine whether Type T
diminishes with age or if there is a cohort difference in this study. More
research might also determine what specific kinds of thrill-seeking activities
are linked to flourishing. It might be valuable to follow Big Ts to investigate
successful factors leading to flourishing and vice versa. Expanding this
research with qualitative data and gathering more information via interview
with thrill-seekers and flourishers could be worth including in future studies.
Conclusion

This study suggests that risk-taking is related to social and personal
well-being. Big Ts experience higher levels of flourishing and growth
mindset, two major goals of positive psychology. Entitlement and creativity
have significant relationships with exploring new challenges and thriving.
Should these relationships prove to be causal, promoting healthy risk-taking
behaviors might lead to positive outcomes. Academic environment or work
places could promote healthy risk-taking culture in students or employees.

Healthy intellectual or physical risks could vary from promoting novelty
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with presenting new ideas, starting a new project, volunteering, and taking
parts in activities, starting a dance class, and trying out potentials for a

higher achievement as well as a happier life-style.
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APPENDIX A
TEXT OF ELECTRONIC CONSENT FORM
Consent Form

This study is being conducted by Mona Sarshar, Ph.D. Candidate at
Temple University, under the supervision of Catherine A. Fiorello, Ph.D.,
Professor of School Psychology at Temple University. The purpose of this
research is to investigate the relationship of thrill-seeking with mindset,
flourishing, creativity, stress, and psychological entitlement.

As a research participant you will be asked to complete one online
questionnaire. All answers will be submitted anonymously through the
website. Your participation is voluntary and you can withdraw from
participation at any time without a penalty by simply closing your browser.

Some of the items on the survey will ask about your thoughts, feelings
and views about life and social relationships. There are no known risks of
completing the questionnaire.

Participation in this study may not benefit you directly. However, it
helps to improve our understanding about the relationship among the
aforementioned variables, and the results could be useful to be applied in
different settings including academic. There are no known risks in

completing this brief survey and your responses are anonymous due to its
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administration by SurveyMonkey. If you agree to take part in this research,
for completing your survey, Survey Monkey will donate $0.50 to a charity
that you chose from a list of charities that Survey Monkey works with.

Confidentiality: Efforts will be made to limit the disclosure of your
personal information, including research study records, to people who have a
need to review this information. However, the study team cannot promise
complete anonymity. For example, although there are safeguards to protect
your information, there is always a potential risk of loss of confidentiality.
Several organizations may inspect and copy your information to make sure
that the study team is following the rules and regulations regarding research
and the protection of human subjects. These organizations include the IRB,
Temple University, its affiliates and agents, Temple University Health
System, Inc., its affiliates and agents, and the Office for Human Research
Protections.

This research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional
Review Board. You may talk to them at (215) 707-3390 or e-mail them at:
irb@temple.edu for any questions, concerns, complaints about this study, or
receiving a copy of the final report. You may also contact the investigator,

Mona Sarshar tuf10665@temple.edu or Dr. Fiorello cfiore02@temple.edu.
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Completing the survey implies your consent to participate. If you
choose not to participate, simply exit your browser. It will take
approximately 15 minutes to complete the survey. Thank you for
participating in this study.

Sincerely, Mona Sarshar Ph.D. candidate

Temple University

Click YES to consent and begin the survey.

Yes No
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APPENDIX B
DEVICES USED BY THE PARTICIPANTS
As shown in the below table, most participants used Windows
Desktop/Laptop (39%) and 10S Phone/Tablet (22.2) to complete the survey.
Other participants used Android Phone/Tablet (13.8%), MacOS Desktop
(9.7), and other devices.

Devices Used by the Participants

Non-College College Total Sample
% of % of % of
N Sample N Sample N Sample

Device:
10S Phone/Tablet 44 19.6 61 246 105 22.2
Android Phone/Tablet 29 12.9 36 145 65 13.8
Windows Desktop/Laptop 110 49.1 74 298 184 39.0
MacOS Desktop 11 49 35 141 46 9.7
Other 5 2.2 3 1.2 8 1.7
Missing 25 11.2 39 157 64 13.6
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APPENDIX C

SURVEY OF TYPE-T RISK TAKING

Type-T Risk-taking Survey. (From “Type-T Risk-taking Survey,” by

Frank Farley, personal communication, February 23, 2017).

Please indicate the extent to which each statement applies to you.

Does not
apply at all

Applies
slightly

Applies
somewhat

Applies
very
strongly

I would like to have as
many exciting experiences
in my life as possible.

I am an excitement-
seeker/thrill-seeker.

My friends would call me
a thrill-seeker.

I am a risk-taker

I enjoy taking mental
chances or risks (e. g. |
share a new idea when I
am not sure how other
people will take it).

I enjoy taking physical
chances or risks.

I like to have discussions
with people who have
1deas that are different or
opposite to mine

I often act impulsively
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APPENDIX D

SURVEY OF CREATIVITY

Global self-report creativity items (Farley, 2017).

Strongly | Agree | Slightly | Neither | Slightly | Disagree | Strongly
agree agree agree | disagree Disagree
nor
disagree

[think I am a
creative person.

I generally feel a
strong need to be
creative.
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OTHER MEASURES USED IN THIS STUDY
(questions not included for reasons of copyright)
SURVEY OF PSYCHOLOGICAL ENTITLEMENT
DWECK MINDSET INSTRUMENT (DMI)
SURVEY OF FLOURISHING

STRESS SURVEY
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