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Abstract 

Many factors, including relationships, work, retirement, and income (Neyer & Lehnart, 

2007; Roberts et al., 2003; Löckenhoff et al., 2009; Sutin et al., 2009), can change aspects of an 

individual’s identity and behavior, which then contribute to personality changes throughout one’s 

lifetime. Extracurricular activities (i.e., activities that kids do outside of school) are analogous to 

adult social roles because they create distinct social contexts that require youth to adjust their 

behavior to meet the expectations, norms, and demands of the context. This adaptation may, in 

turn, prompt more extensive alterations to their identity and impact how their personality 

develops.  

Using data from a longitudinal study of 674 Mexican-origin youth, this dissertation 

examined (a) the prospective effect of participation in extracurricular activities from age 12 to 17 

on youths’ Big Five personality traits at age 19 (controlling for age 16 personality), and, 

conversely, (b) the prospective effect of personality at age 14 on participation in extracurricular 

activities from age 14 to 17. Specifically, I investigated two conceptualizations of participation: 

breadth (number of activities) and intensity (number of hours), and three categories of 

extracurricular activities: total, structured, and unstructured. Growth curve models revealed that 

participating in more unstructured and total activities (breadth) from ages 12 to 17 were 

associated with higher extraversion and lower neuroticism at age 19.  Spending more time 

(intensity) on structured activities from ages 12 to 17 was associated with increased extraversion. 

For prospective effects of personality on extracurricular activity participation, higher levels of 

extraversion and neuroticism at age 14 were associated with participation in more activities 

(breadth) and for longer periods of time (intensity) at age 14 but not growth in breadth or 

intensity from ages 14 to 17. Higher levels of conscientiousness at age 14 were also linked to 
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participation in more activities at age 14. Agreeableness and openness were not associated with 

extracurricular activity participation in either direction. Overall, extraverted and neurotic 

individuals are more likely to participate in extracurricular activities and extracurricular activity 

participation likely leads to higher extraversion and lower neuroticism. No significant gender 

differences for the associations were found. Theoretical implications for personality 

development, as well as the practical implications for participating in extracurricular activities 

during adolescence, are discussed.  
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Introduction 

Big Five Personality Traits 

 Personality traits are defined as relatively enduring patterns of thoughts, feelings, and 

behaviors that tend to be consistent over time and across relevant situations. Although many 

taxonomies of personality traits exist (Cattell & Mead, 2008; Eysenck & Eysenck, 1968; Lee & 

Ashton, 2004), the five factor model (‘Big Five’) is accepted by most personality psychologists 

as an adequate taxonomy (John & Soto, 2021). These five traits include extraversion, 

agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability/neuroticism, and openness to Experience. 

Extraverted individuals enjoy socializing, are comfortable in group situations, and frequently 

experience positive emotions such as enthusiasm, while introverted individuals are socially and 

emotionally reserved. Agreeable individuals experience emotional concern for others, treat 

others with regard for their preferences, and generally hold positive beliefs about others, while 

disagreeable individuals tend to have less regard for social norms of politeness and for others. 

Conscientious individuals prefer structure, work hard, and committed to fulfilling obligations, 

whereas unconscientious individuals are less motivated and orderly. Neurotic individuals are 

more likely to experience negative emotions and mood swings, while emotionally stable 

individuals tend to remain calm and resilient, even in difficult situations. Lastly, individuals who 

are open to experience enjoy thinking and learning, are creative and sensitive to art and beauty, 

whereas close-minded individuals tend to have a narrow range of intellectual and creative 

interests. 

Personality Development  

In both childhood and adulthood, normative personality trait change appears to follow the 

maturity principle of personality development (Borghuis et al., 2017), in which mean levels of 
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agreeableness, emotional stability, and conscientiousness increase (Roberts et al., 2006; Shiner, 

2015). However, during adolescence, there is evidence of a “disruption” in Big Five trait 

trajectory (Denissen et al., 2013; Soto et al., 2011) in which personality traits experience a V-

shape trajectory. The overall consensus, however, is that there is no clear pattern of normative 

personality change during adolescence (Borghuis et al., 2017; Denissen et al., 2013; Roberts et 

al., 2006; Soto et al., 2011; Van den Akker et al., 2014).  

Extraversion has been found to decrease (Branje et al., 2007; Denissen et al., 2013; Soto 

et al., 2011; Van den Akker et al., 2014), increase (Klimstra et al., 2009), and remain stable (De 

Fruyt et al., 2006).  Agreeableness has been found to increase (Borghuis et al., 2017; Branje et 

al., 2007; Klimstra et al., 2009; Soto et al., 2011), decrease and increase (Van den Akker et al., 

2014) (benevolence), or remain stable (De Fruyt et al., 2006). Conscientiousness has been found 

to decrease (De Fruyt et al., 2006), increase (Borghuis et al., 2017; Branje et al., 2007; Soto et 

al., 2011), decrease and then increase (Denissen et al., 2013; Van den Akker et al., 2014), and 

remain stable (Klimstra et al., 2009). Neuroticism has been found to increase (Borghuis et al., 

2017; De Fruyt et al., 2006; Denissen et al., 2013; Soto et al., 2011; Van den Akker et al., 2014), 

decrease (Klimstra et al., 2009), or remain stable (Branje et al., 2007). Finally, Openness has 

been found to increase (Branje et al., 2007; Klimstra et al., 2009), decrease (De Fruyt et al., 

2006), and decrease and then increase (Denissen et al., 2013; Soto et al., 2011; Van den Akker et 

al., 2014).  

One explanation for this variability in personality development during adolescence 

involves gene-environment interactions, where one’s genetic makeup influences how people 

select and shape their environments, evoke social reactions, and construct experiences (Kandler, 

2012; Lo et al., 2017; Scarr & McCartney, 1983). Behavior genetics studies have shown that 
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personality traits are genetically influenced, with 40 to 60% heritability (Krueger & Johnson, 

2008), and these genetic differences may account for some of the variability in personality 

trajectories during adolescence. However, given the contribution of both genes and environment 

to personality (Bleidorn et al., 2014; Briley & Tucker-Drob, 2014; Hopwood et al., 2011; 

Kandler, 2012) it is just as possible that the environment, or more specifically, certain activities 

and experiences, may cause the youth’s personality to change.  

In young adulthood, certain personality changes are attributed to major social role 

transitions, like becoming a parent, beginning a career, or having a baby (social investment 

principle; Roberts et al., 2005). These social roles and norms change our responsibilities and 

expectations, and by adapting to these new rules, we learn more mature behaviors and ways of 

thinking “by doing”. After becoming a parent, you are taking care of a new life and expected to 

be more responsible, while marriage provides a constant companion, increasing emotional 

stability and warmth. Insufficiently caring for a child or not properly maintaining a marriage can 

result in social punishment, while doing so encourages praise. In this sense, our personality can 

change because we actively learn through problem-based experiences that provide positive or 

negative feedback on actions (Boyle et al., 2011; Halpern, 2009; Heckman & Kautz, 2013) or 

expressions/appearances (Roberts et al., 2008; Wrzus & Roberts, 2017). Short-term situational 

changes can then become long-term behavioral and attitude changes (Bleidorn, 2012; Wrzus & 

Roberts, 2017) through practice and immersion in that role. 

In other words, it could be that personality maturation is normative but only because 

individuals experience activities and expectations that set individuals on this trajectory. On the 

other hand, those who do not engage in these activities may fall off this maturation trajectory 

because they are unable to experience these activities and alter their behaviors. During 
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adolescence, one potentially important activity that may account for the differences in 

personality is participation in extracurricular activities, or what adolescents choose to do outside 

of the school context.  

Extracurricular Activities 

Roughly three-quarters of all adolescents engage in some form of extracurricular activity 

(Feldman & Matjasko, 2005; Mahoney et al., 2002), and on average, high school students 

participate in two to three activities (Fredricks & Eccles, 2010). Extracurricular activities are 

defined as voluntary, structured activities that are outside of schools’ core academic curricula, 

and typically focus on one activity or topic, and include school-based and community-based 

organizations (Mahoney et al., 2006). Activities include the arts (e.g. music and theater), sports, 

hobbies, scouting, after-school clubs, and other organized experiences (Eccles & Barber, 1999; 

Larson, 2000; Mahoney & Stattin, 2000).  

Youth who participate in extracurricular activities exhibit a range of developmental 

benefits compared to those who refrain from such activities (Eccles et al., 2003; Feldman & 

Matjasko, 2005; Fredricks & Eccles, 2006a), including higher achievement (longitudinal: 

Fredricks & Eccles, 2010; cross-sectional: Bradley & Conway, 2016), enhanced well-being, 

social skills, and emotional regulation (Darling, 2005; longitudinal: Mahoney & Vest, 2012; 

Schaefer et al., 2011; cross-sectional: Blomfield & Barber, 2009; Hansen et al., 2010; Larson et 

al., 2006), and lower rates of depression, anxiety, and suicide (longitudinal: Denault et al., 2009; 

Fredricks & Eccles, 2010; cross-sectional: Boone & Leadbeater, 2006; Monshouwer et al., 

2013).  

Multiple indicators or clusters of activities and experiences may provide a more holistic 

view of teens’ development (Bartko & Eccles, 2003), as knowing only specific extracurricular 
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involvement provides limited knowledge. Extracurricular activities can be structured or 

unstructured, with potentially different implications for personality development. 

Structured activities require regular participation schedules, rule-guided engagement, 

direction and supervision by one or more adult activity leaders, emphasis on skill-building, 

requiring sustained attention, and clear feedback regarding progress or growth (Bartko & Eccles, 

2003; Larson, 2000; Mahoney & Stattin, 2000). These usually include school-based and 

community-based clubs, as well as religious activities and working at a job, volunteering, 

employment, chores, and sports (Bartko & Eccles, 2003; Spillane et al., 2020).  

On the other hand, unstructured activities are informal leisure activities characterized by 

a lack of framework, guidance, or supervision (Mahoney & Stattin, 2000) and are typically seen 

as “nonproductive” or idle. Examples of unstructured activities usually take place during “free 

time,” and include hanging out with friends and watching tv, listen to music, play on the 

computer/video games, talk or text on phone with friends (Bartko & Eccles, 2003; Spillane et al., 

2020).  

Personality Development as a Result of Extracurricular Activities 

Personality changes occur partly as a consequence of efforts to adapt to the social 

environment (Hopwood et al., 2011), whether these are major life events such as social role 

transitions or extracurricular activities. If social role transitions affect how we think, feel, and 

act, then perhaps smaller versions of these changes in everyday activities could be responsible 

for the changes that occur earlier, in adolescence.  

Similar to adapting to life events such as having a baby and getting married, adolescents 

can take on tasks during extracurricular activities and act in these new smaller social roles, 

obtaining direct and indirect feedback (Boyle et al., 2011; Halpern, 2009; Roberts et al., 2008; 
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Wrzus & Roberts, 2017). The typical adolescent goes to school and interacts with family 

members. However, if the same adolescent is also expected to be punctual and collaborative as a 

member of the student council and rewarded for being warm and hardworking at his part-time 

job, then the adolescent must adapt to these new social environments and act and think in more 

agreeable and conscientious ways. Even if the social roles change only temporarily during the 

times they participate in student council and work at a part-time job, these tasks give the 

adolescent opportunities to practice more mature behaviors, such as agreeableness and 

conscientiousness. These temporary changes then transform short-term situational changes into 

long-term effects of attitudes, beliefs, and emotional responses, resulting in personality change 

(Bleidorn, 2012; Wrzus & Roberts, 2017). Consistent with this perspective, research has shown 

that participation in extracurricular activities predicts prosocial behavior in young adulthood 

(Zaff et al., 2003), which is associated with both agreeableness and openness (Habashi et al., 

2016; John & Srivastava, 1999; Kline et al., 2019).  

In short, extracurricular activities are essentially tasks at the personal and interpersonal 

levels (Feldman & Matjasko, 2005; Hansen et al., 2003). These tasks, broadly categorized as 

structured and unstructured activities, may reflect different levels of expectation, standards, and 

feedback, which can contribute to changes in personality.  

Structured and unstructured activities  

Learning requires modeling and consistent feedback that pushes the adolescent to behave 

in a certain way (Berndt, 1999; Dishion & Tipsord, 2011; Harris, 1995; Reitz et al., 2014). 

Structured activities, which have constraints, rules, and direction and guidance, provides the 

norms and feedback to do something the “right way,” moving the individual toward increasing 

levels of maturity. Working at a part-time job enforces being punctual and responsible, while 
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volunteering creates an atmosphere of caring and warmth. If adolescents are not conscientious or 

agreeable, acting in the “right way”, they are punished, whether through being scolded or 

removed from their positions.  

Unstructured activities, on the other hand, are based on fewer formal rules and common 

goals, which would lead to less feedback and guidance about the “right way to behave”. Hanging 

out with friends and watching tv does not mandate any certain behavior, and right or wrong 

behavior is harder to distinguish and often not enforced (even if there were expected behaviors). 

Thus, because the mechanisms that promote learning are weaker in unstructured activities, these 

activities may have a weaker effect on personality. Perhaps due to this lack of consistent social 

feedback and rules, unstructured activity participation, when left unchecked, may result in 

problematic conduct and substance abuse (Chadwick & Heaton, 1996; Eggert & Herting, 1993; 

Shann, 2001; Zill et al., 1995), whereas engagement in structured activities, with rules and 

feedback, can serve as a protective factor (Spillane et al., 2020).  

Furthermore, it may not be just the quality of the activity (i.e., structured or unstructured), 

but also the quantity, represented by intensity (hours) and breadth (how many activities), that 

affects personality change. 

Intensity and Breadth  

The effects of both social learning and shared norms may depend on how many activities 

the youth engages in (the more different interactions, the more chances for learning), and for 

how long (spending more time may increase the feedback and practice that takes place).  

Adolescents who get more practice, both in terms of the type of activity and the amount of time 

spent on activities, may see greater changes in their personality. However, it could be that the 

range of activities matters more than the time spent on activities (Davids, 2000; Hambrick et al., 
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2014), since a broader range of activities provides more contexts in which to develop and 

practice mature behaviors. Involvement in several types of activities provides more opportunities 

to experience factors that promote successful development (Fredricks & Eccles, 2006a, 2006b), 

leading to better psychological (Bartko & Eccles, 2003; Mason et al., 2009; Metzger et al., 

2009), behavioral (e.g. substance use), and educational outcomes (Sharp et al., 2015). Moreover, 

individuals with more experience in different activities may be buffered against the effects of 

stress (Coleman, 1993; Sharp et al., 2015).  

Past Research on Extracurricular Activities and Personality 

Past research on how extracurricular activities influence socioemotional development has 

almost entirely neglected personality. Only one cross-sectional study has examined the 

relationship between extracurricular activities and personality traits. Shiah et al. (2013) examined 

281 Chinese college students and found that while time spent on school-based extracurricular 

activities was not associated with differences in personality, those who participated in more 

activities had higher levels of extraversion and emotional stability.1  

To my knowledge, there are no longitudinal research on the associations between 

extracurricular activities and Big Five personality traits.  Given the dearth of prior research, the 

present study will examine the prospective effect of extracurricular activity participation during 

adolescence on personality in young adulthood. Furthermore, I will also examine the prospective 

effect of personality on extracurricular activity participation, to better understand the degree to 

which there are selection effects. Extracurricular activities may impact youths’ personalities, but 

whether to participate in those extracurricular activities is also a deliberate choice that 

 
1 However, Shiah et al. did not use a standard measure of the Big Five; they used the Lai Personality Inventory (Lai 

& Lai, 2002), which assesses extraversion, emotional stability, psychological health, and social adaptation. 
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adolescents make (Spillane et al., 2020), which may reflect their prior personality (Bartko & 

Eccles, 2003). Thus, I will examine both selection and socialization effects.  

Moderator and Control Variables 

Gender. On average, women tend to report higher levels of neuroticism, agreeableness, 

and conscientiousness and similar levels of extraversion and openness compared to men (Costa 

et al., 2001; South et al., 2018). Girls also tend to participate in more extracurricular activities 

overall (Burton & Marshall, 2005; Eccles et al., 2003). Given these gender differences, gender 

will be controlled for in all analyses.   

In contrast, gender is not expected to moderate any of the associations. There are no 

theoretical or empirical basis for expecting that the effects of extracurricular activities on 

personality would be different for girls and boys. However, to examine the generalizability of 

our findings, I will conduct exploratory analyses to test whether gender moderates any of the 

observed associations.    

Socioeconomic status. Participation in extracurricular activities may be influenced by 

self-selection related to socioeconomic status (SES), which may inflate the promotive effects of 

extracurricular activity involvement on personality maturation. Specifically, low SES students 

might be dissuaded from participating in extracurricular activities because of a lack of family 

financial resources or time availability due to necessary working, including both paid 

employment and household chores (Bohnert et al., 2010; Mahoney et al., 2009). Consequently, I  

will control for SES in all analyses.  

The Present Study 

I used data from a longitudinal study of Mexican-origin youth (N = 674) to examine the 

association between extracurricular activity participation and personality. There are three goals 
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for the study. First, I will examine how extracurricular activity participation changes over the 

span of six years (age 12 to 17 years) using growth curve modeling. Second, to investigate 

whether extracurricular activity participation during the high school years is associated with 

personality trait differences after high school, I will test whether the trajectory of extracurricular 

participation (intercept and slope) from age 12 to 17 is related to individual differences in Big 

Five traits at age 19, even after controlling for prior levels of the Big Five assessed at age 16. 

Third, to examine selection effects, I will test whether personality at age 14 is associated with 

extracurricular activity participation from age 14 to 17.  I will then test whether any of the 

observed associations vary for boys and girls. 

Given that extracurricular activities may be conceptually analogous to transitioning into 

young adult roles, I hypothesize that adolescents who participate in more extracurricular 

activities will show greater levels of personality maturation, as reflected in higher levels of 

conscientiousness and agreeableness, and lower levels of neuroticism (consistent with the 

maturity principle), compared to adolescents who do not participate in any or as many 

extracurricular activities. In addition, I hypothesize that only structured activities will influence 

personality in young adulthood. Because unstructured activities do not provide the same 

opportunity for youth to engage in social learning or be exposed to shared norms, I do not expect 

engagement in these activities to predict young adult personality to the same extent as the 

structured activities.   

 This study makes several novel contributions. First, this is the first study to test the 

effects of extracurricular activities on all of the Big Five traits. There is no current study, to my 

knowledge, that looks at extracurricular activity and all of the Big Five traits during adolescence, 

or any other developmental period. Second, this is the first longitudinal study of the relation 
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between extracurricular activities  adolescence and personality traits . The only previous study 

used cross-sectional data (Shiah et al., 2013). Third, I investigated how the type of activity 

(structured and unstructured), and the breadth and intensity of activities, may differentially 

influence personality in young adulthood.  

 Fourth, I used a sample of Mexican-origin youth, which contributes to the field in several 

ways: (a) diversity in psychological samples is essential for ecological validity; (b) Mexican-

origin youth are an understudied but rapidly growing ethnic minority group (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2008; Lopez et al., 2018); and (c) as the labor force becomes increasingly 

Hispanic/Latino, it is important to understand the precursors of personality development in this 

population. In the past decade, in addition to more calls for studying extracurricular participation 

in U.S. Latino (Fredricks & Eccles, 2010; Fredricks & Simpkins, 2012; Waldfogel & Lahaie, 

2007) and in particular, Mexican-origin youth (Feldman & Matjasko, 2005; Perkins et al., 2007), 

researchers have stated the need for more comparative ethnographic perspectives on activity 

participation and greater attention to ecological and cultural understandings (Jensen, 2012; 

Spencer et al., 2012). In studying this sample, I am able to understand more deeply how activities 

outside of the classroom may affect the personalities of Mexican-origin youth.  

Method 

Participants and Procedures 

Data for the study came from the California Families Project, a longitudinal study of 

Mexican-origin youth and their parents (N = 674 families) designed to examine risk and 

protective factors for drug use and other behavioral problems. Children were drawn at random 

from rosters of students from the Sacramento and Woodland, CA, school districts. The focal 

child had to be in the 5th grade, of Mexican origin, and living with his or her biological mother, 
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to be eligible to participate in the study. 72.6% of the eligible families agreed to participate in the 

study, which was granted approval by the [blinded] Institutional Review Board (Protocol # 

217484-21). The children (50% female) were interviewed, by trained staff members in their 

homes, in Spanish or English, depending on their preference.  

 The present study uses data from when the children were in the 7th-12th grades and 2 

years post-high school (ages 12-17 & 19 years). Retention rates (relative to the original sample) 

ranged from 86% to 91% across waves. To investigate the potential impact of attrition, I  

compared individuals who did and did not participate in the last assessment on study variables 

assessed in the first assessment. Adolescents who did not participate in the last assessment 

compared to adolescents who did were more likely to be male, t(672) = 2.22, p <.05. No 

significant differences were found in extracurricular activity participation (structured, 

unstructured, or total), or any of the Big Five personality domains, all ps > .10.  

Measures 

Big Five Inventory (BFI) 

At age 14, participants completed the 44-item Big Five Inventory (BFI; John et al., 2008), 

and at age 19 participants completed the 60-item BFI-2 (Soto & John, 2017).  The BFI and the 

BFI-2 were designed to assess the five primary domains of personality (Extraversion, 

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, Openness). Ratings were made on a 4-point 

scale ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 4 (“strongly agrees). The alpha reliabilities (α) at 

age 14 ranged from .68 to .72 and the alpha reliabilities (α) at age 19 ranged from .74 to .84.   

Extracurricular activities  

Annually from age 12 to 17 (6 waves total), participants self-reported how many hours 

they spend each week on the following six structured activities: “organized sports or recreational 
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activities,” “chores,” “working outside the home for money,” “babysitting family members,” “at 

church or Sunday school,” and “doing volunteer work”.  To assess Structured Activities 

(Intensity), I summed (separately at each age) the number of hours reported across all six 

activities to form an index of the total time spent on structured extracurricular activities at each 

age.2  

In addition to these six structured extracurricular activities , participants also reported 

annually from age 12 to 17 how frequently they engaged in nine less structured activities: 

“watching tv,” “on the computer (not for doing homework),” “shopping or hanging out at the 

mall,” “on a cell phone texting,” “on a cell phone talking to friends,” “listening to music,” “with 

family members,” “alone,” and “hanging out with friends.”  To assess Unstructured Activities 

(Intensity), I summed (separately at each age) the number of hours reported across all nine 

activities to form an index of the total time spent on unstructured extracurricular activities at 

each age. 

One activity, “homework”, is neither included in structured nor unstructured, as there is 

no format or adult-led component, and also is not just free time. This activity, however, is 

included in our composite measure of Total Activities (Intensity), which is based on the sum of 

the number of hours spent on all 16 activities.  

In addition to the intensity composites, I also computed a parallel set of breadth 

composites.  However, instead of summing the number of hours, I first dummy-coded each 

activity as 0 (did not participate) or 1 (did participate), and then summed across activities to form 

an index of the number of structured, unstructured, and total extracurricular activities at each 

 
2 Since responses were open-ended, before calculating al intensity measures, I first Winsorized the data by replacing 

all values greater than +3 SD with the value at +3 SD and all values less than -3 SD with the value at -3 SD. 
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age. I labeled these composites Structured Activities (Breadth), Unstructured Activities 

(Breadth), and Total Activities (Breadth). 

At ages 14 and 16, the participants’ mothers were also asked how many hours their child 

spent on the same 16 extracurricular activities, allowing me to compute the same six composite 

measures as I did for the youth. I then used these data to: (a) examine the level of agreement 

between youth and mom reports of participation in extracurricular activities and (b) examine 

whether mom reports of extracurricular activities have the same associations with Big Five 

personality traits as youth reports of extracurricular activities.  

Statistical Analyses 

All analyses were conducted using Mplus Version 8.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 2019). I used 

a robust maximum likelihood estimator (MLR) to account for non-normal distributions of 

observed variables and full information maximum likelihood procedure (FIML) to account for 

missing data (Allison, 2003; Schafer & Graham, 2002). Significance level of analyses was set at 

a stricter level of p < .01 to reduce chance findings across the large number of statistical tests. 

Change in Extracurricular Activities Over Time 

 To assess whether time spent on extracurricular activities (intensity) and range of 

extracurricular activities (breadth) changed from age 12 to 17, I ran univariate latent growth 

curve models separately for each of the six composite scores: structured activities (intensity), 

unstructured activities (intensity), and total activities (intensity), structured activities (breadth), 

unstructured activities (breadth), and total activities (breadth). In addition, I also estimated latent 

growth curve models separately for each of the 16 individual activities, to get a more nuanced 

understanding of which specific extracurricular activities were showing normative changes 

across adolescence. In all growth curve models, the intercept provides information about how 
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much time youth spend (on average) engaging in a particular activity (or set of activities), and 

the slope provides information about whether youth (on average) spend increasing or decreasing 

amounts of time on each activity (or set of activities) as they go through adolescence.   

Effect of Extracurricular Activities from Age 12 to 17 on Personality in Young Adulthood 

 To examine whether extracurricular activity at age 12 and change in extracurricular 

activity from age 12 to 17 are associated with personality at age 19, I regressed age 19 

personality on the intercept and slope of structured, unstructured, and total intensity and breadth 

variables, and individual extracurricular activities. This analysis will test whether adolescents 

who spend more time on extracurricular activities (intercept) or who increase the amount of time 

they spend on extracurricular activities (slope) have higher or lower scores on each of the Big 

Five traits in young adulthood, and whether adolescents who engage in a wide range of 

extracurricular activities (intercept) or who increase in the range of activities they engage in 

(slope) have higher or lower scores on each of the Big Five traits in young adulthood. Analyses 

controlled for gender, SES, and age 14 personality.  

 I ran this analysis in two ways: (1) using all available BFI/BFI-2 items at each wave and 

(2) using only the 32 items that are on both the BFI and the BFI-2. Each approach has 

limitations. On the one hand, using the original BFI as a control for subsequent levels of the BFI-

2 may not fully control for prior levels of BFI-2, but if I use only overlapping questions then 

there may be a reduction in the reliability of our personality assessments at Ages 14 and 19. 

Consequently, I will report findings for both. 

Self-Report versus Other-report. I could not estimate a latent growth curve model for 

the mother-reported extracurricular activities because there were only two waves of data.  

Instead, I averaged the mother-report data across ages 14 and 16, separately for the intensity and 
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breadth of structured and unstructured activities, and then used the resulting composites as 

predictors of young adult Big Five scores. To investigate the level of congruence between child 

and mom reports of extracurricular activities, I examined the correlation between the child- and 

mother-report composites, both averaged across ages 14 and 16. I then regressed age 19 

personality on mother-reported and child-reported intensity and breadth (in addition to individual 

reports) of extracurricular activities, separately, while controlling for gender, SES, and 

personality at age 14. Similar findings would suggest that the effects are consistent across 

different types of reports.  

Effect of Personality at Age 14 on Extracurricular Activity from Age 14 to 17 

To test for selection effects, I ran models where age 14 personality was used to predict 

the level and slope of activities from ages 14-17. These analyses test whether youth with certain 

personality traits are more likely to select into particular extracurricular activities. Combined 

with the predictive effects of activities, effects from these analyses may suggest there are 

reciprocal relations between personality and activities over time.  

Moderators 

 Finally, I ran multi-group models to determine whether any of the observed associations 

vary by gender. For each of the growth curves, I test the fit of a model in which: (1) the 

intercepts and slopes of the extracurricular activities are allowed to differ across groups, and (2) 

the intercepts and slopes of the extracurricular activities are constrained to be the same across 

groups. If the more constrained model does not fit significantly worse than the less constrained 

model, I can conclude that the univariate growth curve parameters do not vary significantly for 

boys and girls. For each of the structural models, I test the fit of a model in which: (1) the lagged 

pathways are allowed to differ across groups, and (2) the lagged pathways are constrained to be 
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the same across groups. If the more constrained model does not fit significantly worse than the 

less constrained model, I can conclude that the structural parameters do not vary significantly for 

boys versus girls.  

To compute more accurate fit indices for model comparisons with large samples, we 

assessed adequate model fit by change in comparative fit index (ΔCFI) less than or equal to .01 

and change in McDonald's noncentrality index (ΔNCI) less than or equal to .02 (Cheung & 

Rensvold, 2002; Meade et al., 2008). We also note changes in chi-square and degrees of 

freedom, as well as the values of the root mean square error of approximation, for 

which adequate fit is indicated by values less than or equal to .06 (Hu & Bentler, 1998). 

Results  

Change in Extracurricular Activities across Adolescence 

Figures 1 and 2 show the average number of structured and unstructured extracurricular 

activities adolescents participated in from ages 12 to 17, and Figures 3 and 4 show the average 

total time spent on structured and unstructured extracurricular activities from ages 12 to 17.  

 

Figure 1. Average number (breadth) of structured activities from age 12 to 17 
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Figure 2. Average number (breadth) of unstructured activities from age 12 to 17 

 

Figure 3. Average total hours (intensity) of structured activities from age 12 to 17 
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Figure 4. Average total hours (intensity) of unstructured activities from age 12 to 17 
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2. Girls had higher intercepts for number of activities and time spent which decreased over time 

whereas boys’ activities and time spent started off low but increased over time. In other words, 

girls participated in more unstructured activities (breadth) and spent more time on unstructured 

activities (intensity) at age 12, but boys caught up in the number of and time spent on 

unstructured activities.  

There were also significant gender differences in most of the individual activities. For 

time spent on organized sports and working outside the home, boys spent more time at age 12 

and increased in time spent over the five years. Spending time with friends was similar for girls 

and boys at age 12 but boys increased while girls decreased in the following five years. For the 

remaining nine activities, girls had higher intercepts but either the same as or lower slopes than 

boys, indicating they initially spent more time on activities at age 12 and did not increase in 

extracurricular activity participation. 

Table 1. Intercept and Slope Parameters from Univariate Growth Curve Models of 

Extracurricular Activities from Age 12 to 17 

 Intercept 

Mean (SE) 

Slope 

Mean (SE) 

 All Boys Girls All Boys Girls 

Breadth (number 

of activities) 

      

All activities 11.40* 

(0.10) 
- - 

0.00 

(-0.03) 

0.09* 

(0.03) 

-0.09* 

(0.03) 

Structured 

activities 

3.46* 

(0.05) 
- - 

-0.07* 

(0.01) 
- - 

Unstructured 

activities 

6.94* 

(0.07) 

6.65* 

(0.09) 

7.23* 

(0.09) 

0.10* 

(0.02) 

0.22* 

(0.02) 

-0.02 

(0.02) 

       

Intensity (hours)       

All activities 85.47* 

(2.31) 

70.40* 

(2.76) 

99.15* 

(3.48) 

9.04* 

(0.64) 

12.50* 

(0.82)* 

5.96* 

(0.97)* 

Structured 

activities 

11.52* 

(0.39) 
- - 

1.83* 

(0.13) 
- - 

Unstructured 

activities 

56.90* 

(2.79) 

53.73* 

(2.38) 

80.88* 

(3.10) 

9.25* 

(0.78) 

10.10* 

(0.71) 

3.51* 

(0.86) 
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 Intercept 

Mean (SE) 

Slope 

Mean (SE) 

 All Boys Girls All Boys Girls 

Individual 

activities (hours) 
      

Cell phone 

(talking) 

3.61* 

(0.22) 

1.72* 

(0.28) 

4.51* 

(0.34) 

0.46* 

(0.06) 

0.71* 

(0.10) 

-0.01 

(0.11) 

Cell phone 

(texting) 

7.52* 

(0.55) 

4.01* 

(0.58) 

10.86* 

(0.78) 

2.97* 

(0.19) 
- - 

Organized sports 4.03* 

(0.19) 

4.47* 

(0.28) 

3.58* 

(0.25) 

0.15* 

(0.06) 

0.32* 

(0.09) 

-0.01 

(0.07) 

Chores 3.64* 

(0.14) 

2.97* 

(0.16) 

4.37* 

(0.19) 

0.44* 

(0.04) 
- - 

Working outside 

home 

0.33* 

(0.06) 

0.48* 

(0.09) 

0.19* 

(0.07) 

0.37* 

(0.04) 

0.51* 

(0.07) 

0.22* 

(0.05) 

Babysitting 2.02* 

(0.17) 

1.59* 

(0.19) 

2.59* 

(0.23) 

0.42* 

(0.07) 
- - 

Church/Sunday 

school 

1.22* 

(0.05) 
- - 

-0.07* 

(0.02) 
- - 

Watching TV 10.04* 

(0.36) 
- - 

-0.35* 

(0.09) 
- - 

Listening to music 8.02* 

(0.44) 

5.34* 

(0.53) 

10.66* 

(0.69) 

1.76* 

(0.16) 

2.32* 

(0.21) 

1.17* 

(0.23) 

On computer (not 

homework) 

4.04* 

(0.27) 

3.38* 

(0.35) 

4.63* 

(0.40) 

0.59* 

(0.09) 

0.93* 

(0.12) 

0.26* 

(0.13) 

Shopping/mall 2.01* 

(0.09) 

1.48* 

(0.10) 

2.51* 

(0.15) 

-0.05 

(0.02) 

-0.03 

(0.03) 

-0.12* 

(0.04) 

Homework 5.66* 

(0.20) 

5.00* 

(0.23) 

6.31* 

(0.25) 

0.68* 

(0.07) 
- - 

Volunteer 0.79* 

(0.06) 
- - 

0.13* 

(0.02) 
- - 

Alone 2.37* 

(0.20) 

1.69* 

(0.21) 

2.80* 

(0.26) 

0.77* 

(0.08) 
- - 

With family 

members 

21.76* 

(0.88) 
- - 

0.76* 

(0.25) 
- - 

With friends 7.27* 

(0.36) 
- - 

0.28* 

(0.10) 

0.77* 

(0.13) 

-0.22* 

(0.11) 

Note. Parameter variances that are non-significant are italicized. Dashes (-) indicate non-

significant gender differences.  

* p < .01. 
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Table 2. Fit Indices for Multiple-Group Analyses of Extracurricular Activity Participation 

Trajectories 

 Model χ2 df RMS

EA 

CFI TLI Δ χ2 ΔNCI ΔCFI 

Breadth (number of activities) 

All activities Free 141.90 32 0.10 0.84 0.85    

 Constrained 147.90 35 0.10 0.84 0.86 6.01 0.002 0.005 

Structured 

activities 
Free 87.57 32 0.07 0.91 0.92    

 Constrained 104.10 36 0.07 0.89 0.91 16.53 0.009 0.02 

Unstructured 

activities 
Free 139.95 32 0.10 0.81 0.82    

 Constrained 162.84 35 0.11 0.77 0.80 22.89 0.01 0.02 

          

Intensity (hours) 

All activities Free 145.07 32 0.11 0.72 0.74    

 Constrained 153.25 34 0.10 0.71 0.74 8.17 0.004 0.015 

Structured 

activities 
Free 136.44 32 0.10 0.74 0.76    

 Constrained 138.97 36 0.09 0.74 0.79 2.53 0 .004 

Unstructured 

activities 
Free 136.11 32 0.1 0.75 0.76    

 Constrained 144.02 34 0.1 0.73 0.76 7.91 0.004 0.014 

          

Individual activities (hours) 

Cell phone 

(talking) 
Free 93.22 32 0.08 0.73 0.74    

 Constrained 98.77 34 0.08 0.71 0.74 5.55 0.003 0.016 

Cell phone 

(texting) 
Free 150.53 32 0.11 0.72 0.74    

 Constrained 155.42 34 0.11 0.72 0.75 4.89 0.002 0.008 

Organized 

sports 
Free 141.14 32 0.10 0.71 0.73    

 Constrained 141.31 34 0.10 0.71 0.75 0.17 0.001 0.005 

Chores Free 89.24 32 0.07 0.75 0.77    

 Constrained 92.65 35 0.07 0.75 0.79 3.41 0.001 0.002 

Working 

outside home 
Free 154.48 32 0.11 0.45 0.49    

 Constrained 155.98 33 0.11 0.45 0.50 1.49 0 0.002 

Babysitting Free 120.93 32 0.09 0.83 0.84    

 Constrained 126.23 35 0.09 0.83 0.85 5.3 0.002 0.004 

Church/Sunday 

school 
Free 137.70 32 0.10 0.88 0.89    

 Constrained 138.91 35 0.10 0.88 0.90 1.21 0.001 0.002 

Watching TV Free 146.84 32 0.11 0.67 0.69    

 Constrained 158.30 34 0.10 0.65 0.71 11.45 0.006 0.02 

Listening to 

music 
Free 147.61 32 0.11 0.75 0.77    

 Constrained 149.09 34 0.10 0.76 0.78 1.49 0 0.001 
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 Model χ2 df RMS

EA 

CFI TLI Δ χ2 ΔNCI ΔCFI 

On computer 

(not 

homework) 

Free 80.16 32 0.07 0.83 0.84    

 Constrained 81.88 34 0.07 0.83 0.85 1.72 0 0.001 

Shopping/mall Free 124.48 32 0.10 0.70 0.72    

 Constrained 125.10 33 0.09 0.70 0.73 0.62 0 0.002 

Homework Free 74.15 32 0.06 0.88 0.89    

 Constrained 76.70 35 0.06 0.88 0.90 2.54 0 0.002 

Volunteer Free 120.55 32 0.09 0.60 0.63    

 Constrained 125.99 36 0.09 0.59 0.66 5.44 0.001 0.007 

Alone Free 81.69 32 .07 0.78 0.79    

 Constrained 83.45 35 0.07 0.79 0.82 1.76 0 0.005 

With family 

members 
Free 62.17 32 0.05 0.79 0.80    

 Constrained 64.29 35 0.05 0.79 0.82 2.12 0 0.003 

With friends Free 38.70 32 0.97 0.94     

 Constrained 41.84 35 0.03 0.97 0.98 3.14 0 0.001 

Note. Excluding structured activities (breadth and intensity) and individual volunteer analyses, models 

were partially constrained. 

 

Effect of Extracurricular Activities from Age 12 to 17 on Personality in Young Adulthood  

Table 3 shows associations between the total number of activities (breadth) and 

personality at age 19, controlling for personality at age 14. 3 Adolescents who participated in 

more activities at age 12 or increased in the number of structured activities throughout the 

following six years exhibited relative increases in their extraversion. Adolescents who 

participated in more structured and total activities at age 12 exhibited relative decreases in 

neuroticism. Participating in more extracurricular activities was not significantly associated with 

agreeableness, conscientiousness, or openness at age 19. In short, adolescents who participated in 

a broader range of activities during adolescence tended to be more extraverted and less neurotic 

in young adulthood. 

 
3 See Table 4 for model run with overlapping BFI questions. 
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Table 3. Effects of Total Number of Activities (Breadth) from Age 12 to 17 on Personality at Age 19 Controlling for Age 14 Personality 

 Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness 

 β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p 

Intercept (Age 12)                

All .70* .11 <.001 .33 .24 .18 .32 .25 .21 -.59* .15 <.001 .13 .28 .64 

Structured   .52* .11 <.001 .16 .16 .31 .13 .16 .44 -.36* .13 <.01 -.01 .16 .97 

Unstructured .55* .16 <.001 .28 .24 .25 .32 .25 .20 -.46 .19 .01 .26 .25 .30 

Slope                

All .11 .05 .02 .11 .07 .11 -.03 .07 .71 -.06 .05 .25 .08 .07 .25 

Structured   .22* .08 <.01 .13 .09 .13 .00 .09 .97 -.06 .08 .44 .11 .09 .22 

Unstructured .05 .06 .40 .08 .07 .29 -.05 .08 .51 -.06 .06 .34 .04 .07 .56 

* p < .01.  

 

Table 4. Effects of Total Number of Activities (Breadth) from Age 12 to 17 on Personality at Age 19 Controlling for Age 14 Personality 

 Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness 

 β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p 

Intercept (Age 12)                

All .61* .14 <.001 .29 .26 .26 .34 .25 .16 -.60* .15 <.001 .13 .28 .64 

Structured  .47* .12 <.001 .15 .16 .35 .20 .16 .20 -.41* .13 .001 -.13 .16 .42 

Unstructured .40 .21 .06 .25 .26 .34 .25 .26 .34 -.41 .21 <.05 .42 .21 <.05 

Slope                

All .12 .05 .02 .08 .07 .24 .02 .07 .82 -.05 .05 .33 .09 .07 .22 

Structured   .25* .08 <.005 .12 .09 .19 .05 .09 .56 -.05 .08 .53 .07 .09 .45 

Unstructured .05 .07 .50 .04 .08 .60 -.02 .08 .81 -.05 .07 .49 .08 .07 .25 

Note. This table reflects effect sizes from models run using the 32 BFI items that are on both the original BFI and the BFI-2.  

* p < .01. 

2
4
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Table 5 shows the effects of the total number of hours (intensity) on age 19 personality, 

controlling for personality at age 14. 4 Adolescents who spent more time on structured activities 

at age 12 exhibited relative increases in their extraversion levels. However, spending more time 

on extracurricular activities was not significantly associated with agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, neuroticism, or openness at age 19. 

Overall, effects were consistent across analyses using original BFI and overlapping BFI 

items.  For both the number of activities (breadth) and the amount of time spent on activities 

(intensity), structured activities were more strongly associated with young adult personality traits 

than unstructured activities. There were no significant gender differences in effects of 

extracurricular activities on young adult personality. 

  

 

 
4 See Table 6 for model run with overlapping BFI questions. 
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Table 5. Effects of Total Number of Hours (Intensity) from Age 12 to 17 on Personality at Age 19 Controlling for Age 14 Personality 

 Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness 

 β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p 

Intercept (Age 12)                

All .31 .16 <.05 -.06 .18 .74 .10 .18 .56 -.21 .16 .21 .37 .18 <.05 

Structured   .26* .09 <.005 -.01 .11 .96 .11 .11 .31 -.22 .10 <.05 .18 .10 .09 

Unstructured .26 .19 .16 -.05 .20 .80 .09 .20 .66 -.14 .19 .47 .37 .24 .12 

Slope                

All .06 .16 .70 .07 .18 .71 .03 .18 .88 -.01 .17 .96 -.08 .19 .69 

Structured   .15 .09 .09 .08 .10 .44 .06 .10 .55 -.01 .09 .96 .02 .10 .80 

Unstructured -.01 .20 .97 .03 .21 .87 .00 .21 .99 -.03 .20 .90 -.13 .25 .60 

* p < .01. 

 

Table 6. Effects of Total Number of Hours (Intensity) from Age 12 to 17 on Personality at Age 19 Controlling for Age 14 Personality 

 Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness 

 β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p 

Intercept (Age 12)                

All .20 .16 .21 -.15 .18 .40 .13 .18 .47 -.20 .18 .28 .47 .19 <.05 

Structured   .20 .09 <.05 -.06 .11 .57 .19 .11 .07 -.26 .10 <.05 .17 .10 .11 

Unstructured .14 .19 .47 -.14 .20 .50 .09 .20 .67 -.12 .20 .55 .49 .27 .07 

Slope                

All .15 .16 .34 .04 .18 .83 .00 .18 .99 .13 .18 .49 -.14 .20 .47 

Structured   .19 .09 <.05 .05 .10 .63 -.02 .10 .83 .09 .10 .37 .03 .10 .77 

Unstructured .11 .19 .59 .03 .21 .90 .01 .21 .97 .09 .21 .66 -.22 .29 .44 

Note. This table shows effect sizes from models run using the 32 BFI items that are on both the original BFI and the BFI-2.  

* p < .01. 

 

 

2
6
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With regard to individual activities, higher extraversion was most associated with earlier 

participation in organized sports and less time spent watching television; higher 

conscientiousness with more texting on a cell phone; lower neuroticism with participation in 

organized sports; and higher openness with spending time alone. Agreeableness was mostly 

unrelated to the time spent on individual activities. The effects of individual activity hours 

(intensity) on age 19 personality are listed in Table 7.5 

Based on multi-group analyses, I did not find any significant gender differences in effects 

of extracurricular activities on young adult personality. In short, extracurricular activities 

predicted age 19 personality similarly for girls and boys. 

 
5 See Table 8 for model run with overlapping BFI questions. 
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Table 7. Effects of Individual Activity Hours (Intensity) on Age 19 Personality Controlling for Age 14 Personality 

 Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness 

 β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p 

Intercept (Age 12)                

Cell phone (talking) .13 .06 <.05 .06 .07 .42 .07 .07 .31 -.14 .06 <.05 .05 .07 .49 

Cell phone (texting) .10 .10 .30 .05 .11 .63 .33* .10 <.001 -.16 .10 .10 .24 .12 <.05 

Organized sports   .32* .07 <.001 .07 .07 .31 .06 .07 .40 -.24* .07 <.001 .12 .07 .10 

Chores - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Working outside home .09 .08 .28 -.09 .09 .33 -.01 .10 .88 -.03 .08 .68 -.09 .10 .36 

Babysitting .00 .06 1 .01 .07 .87 -.01 .07 .94 -.03 .06 .67 .07 .07 .29 

Church/Sunday school -.07 .06 .28 .03 .07 .63 -.06 .07 .33 .00 .06 .97 .01 .07 .93 

Watching TV -.24* .08 <.005 -.10 .09 .27 -.22 .09 <.05 .16 .09 .05 -.10 .09 .26 

Listening to music .06 .08 .41 -.07 .08 .40 .00 .08 .98 -.12 .08 .11 .14 .08 .10 

On computer (not 

homework) 

.00 .07 1 -.12 .07 .09 -.04 .07 .57 .04 .07 .53 .05 .07 .54 

Shopping/mall .10 .08 .19 .04 .08 .65 .03 .08 .75 -.02 .08 .84 -.05 .08 .56 

Homework -.03 .09 .77 -.16 .10 .11 -.09 .10 .34 -.02 .09 .80 .09 .10 .36 

Volunteer .09 .13 .48 -.11 .16 .48 .01 .13 .95 -.11 .11 .32 .07 .13 .60 

Alone .02 .07 .75 .00 .07 .98 .14 .07 .06 .01 .07 .89 .29* .07 <.001 

With family members .15 .11 .16 -.02 .12 .85 -.07 .13 .61 -.02 .12 .87 .20 .11 .09 

With friends .19 .08 <.05 -.09 .08 .28 .05 .09 .58 -.12 .08 .13 .08 .08 .34 

 Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness 

 β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p 

Slope                

Cell phone (talking) .09 .07 .21 -.11 .08 .16 -.04 .08 .58 -.03 .08 .69 -.08 .09 .29 

Cell phone (texting) .13 .10 .17 .03 .11 .79 -.08 .11 .46 -.02 .10 .85 -.21 .12 .07 

Organized sports   .14 .07 <.05 .08 .07 .31 -.09 .08 .24 .00 .07 .95 .07 .07 .35 

Chores - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Working outside home .10 .07 .15 .03 .07 .67 .14 .07 <.05 -.06 .07 .35 .10 .07 .18 

Babysitting .07 .06 .29 -.01 .07 .84 .05 .07 .49 .03 .06 .62 .03 .07 .68 

Church/Sunday school .09 .06 .12 .10 .06 .09 .07 .06 .23 -.11 .06 .06 .04 .06 .53 

2
8
 



29 
 

 Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness 

 β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p 

Watching TV -.15 .11 .18 -.05 .12 .68 .15 .13 .25 -.04 .12 .73 -.09 .12 .46 

Listening to music .08 .07 .28 -.04 .08 .64 .01 .08 .87 .04 .08 .62 .08 .08 .34 

On computer (not 

homework) 

-.08 .08 .30 -.06 .08 .43 -.15 .08 .06 .07 .08 .35 .17 .08 <.05 

Shopping/mall -.01 .07 .84 .06 .08 .46 .08 .08 .27 .04 .07 .57 -.02 .08 .80 

Homework .09 .08 .22 .14 .08 .09 .04 .08 .64 .02 .08 .79 .04 .08 .60 

Volunteer .17 .13 .19 .23 .16 .16 .03 .14 .82 -.07 .13 .60 -.01 .14 .95 

Alone .04 .07 .56 .02 .07 .77 -.04 .07 .58 .12 .07 .08 .10 .07 .16 

With family members -.04 .13 .75 .12 .14 .37 .16 .15 .30 -.17 .14 .21 -.05 .14 .70 

With friends .06 .11 .59 .05 .12 .70 -.11 .12 .35 -.05 .11 .67 .06 .11 .60 

Note. Chores” linear growth curve model retained errors and effect of activity on personality could not be determined in the bivariate model. 

* p < .01. 

 

Table 8. Effects of Individual Activity Hours (Intensity) on Age 19 Personality Controlling for Age 14 Personality 

 Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness 

 β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p 

Intercept (Age 12)                

Cell phone (talking) .11 .06 .09 .01 .07 .89 .08 .07 .25 -.15 .06 <.05 .04 .07 .53 

Cell phone (texting) .05 .10 .63 .07 .11 .53 .28* .10 <.01 -.12 .10 .23 .36* .13 <.01 

Organized sports   .25* .07 <.001 .01 .07 .94 .16 .07 <.05 -.23* .07 <.001 .07 .07 .33 

Chores - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Working outside home .10 .08 .24 -.08 .09 .41 -.06 .10 .55 .01 .09 .93 -.05 .09 .62 

Babysitting -.02 .06 .71 -.03 .07 .68 .00 .07 .98 -.03 .07 .65 .10 .07 .16 

Church/Sunday school -.07 .06 .28 .05 .07 .47 -.05 .07 .48 -.03 .06 .60 -.05 .07 .45 

Watching TV -.16 .09 .06 -.06 .09 .48 -.19 .09 <.05 .16 .09 .06 -.04 .09 .69 

Listening to music .03 .08 .66 -.11 .08 .17 .05 .08 .52 -.10 .08 .22 .19 .08 <.05 

On computer (not 

homework) 

.05 .07 .45 -.11 .07 .12 -.07 .07 .34 .05 .07 .44 .10 .07 .17 
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 Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness 

 β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p 

Shopping/mall .09 .08 .24 -.06 .08 .45 .07 .08 .41 -.03 .08 .72 -.02 .08 .79 

Homework -.01 .09 .94 -.16 .10 .10 -.10 .10 .29 -.05 .09 .56 .13 .10 .16 

Volunteer .14 .12 .22 -.05 .14 .72 .06 .13 .63 -.17 .12 .15 .16 .16 .31 

Alone -.02 .07 .80 -.02 .07 .83 .10 .07 .17 .01 .07 .86 .31* .07 <.001 

With family members .08 .11 .48 -.08 .12 .52 -.04 .12 .75 .05 .11 .66 .18 .11 .11 

With friends .14 .08 .09 -.13 .09 .13 .05 .09 .61 -.08 .08 .34 .13 .08 .11 

Slope                

Cell phone (talking) .10 .07 .16 -.12 .08 .14 -.03 .08 .71 -.02 .08 .76 -.05 .08 .50 

Cell phone (texting) .16 .10 .11 -.05 .11 .63 -.04 .11 .70 -.02 .10 .87 -.34* .13 .01 

Organized sports   .14 .07 <.05 .01 .08 .89 -.10 .08 .21 .06 .07 .45 -.01 .08 .92 

Chores - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Working outside home .08 .07 .25 -.04 .07 .59 .15 .07 <.05 -.05 .07 .47 .07 .07 .30 

Babysitting .09 .06 .17 .03 .07 .67 -.01 .07 .85 .09 .06 .16 .07 .07 .29 

Church/Sunday school .13 .06 <.05 .13 .06 <.05 .02 .06 .69 -.11 .06 .05 .05 .06 .39 

Watching TV -.15 .11 .17 .02 .12 .86 .12 .13 .35 .02 .11 .87 -.14 .12 .26 

Listening to music .07 .07 .38 -.04 .08 .61 .01 .08 .95 .04 .08 .57 .05 .08 .57 

On computer (not 

homework) 

-.07 .08 .38 -.03 .08 .69 -.20* .08 <.01 .13 .08 .08 .17 .08 <.05 

Shopping/mall .00 .07 .96 .01 .08 .91 .11 .08 .15 .03 .07 .65 .01 .08 .92 

Homework .07 .07 .34 .11 .08 .21 .02 .08 .80 .03 .08 .65 -.04 .08 .62 

Volunteer .08 .13 .51 .17 .15 .27 .01 .14 .95 -.03 .13 .85 -.17 .17 .32 

Alone .00 .07 .96 .00 .07 .99 -.06 .07 .44 .19* .07 <.01 .11 .07 .12 

With family members .10 .12 .43 .12 .14 .39 .12 .14 .40 -.09 .13 .51 .03 .13 .79 

With friends .02 .11 .86 .05 .12 .71 -.12 .12 .31 .03 .11 .76 .00 .11 .97 

Note. This table shows effect sizes from models run using the 32 BFI items that are on both the original BFI and the BFI-2.  

* p < .01. 
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Self-Report versus Other-report 

To investigate the correspondence between child and mother-reports of extracurricular 

activities, I correlated average child-report of activities at ages 14 and 16 with average mother 

report of activities across ages 14 and 16. The convergence correlations for breadth were .32 for 

total activities, .33 for structured activities, and .35 for unstructured activities (Table 9). The 

convergence correlations for intensity were slightly lower: .23 for total activities, .29 for 

structured activities, and .26 for unstructured activities (Table 10).   

With regard to the individual activities, child- and mother- report were most correlated 

for time spent attending church/Sunday school (r = .81, p < .05), working outside the home (r = 

.59, p < .05), and organized sports (r = .45, p < .05). Activities that showed the lowest child-

mom correlations were time spent shopping/at the mall (r = .05, p < .22), with family members (r 

= .10, p < .05), and alone (r = .11, p < .05). 
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Table 9. Summary of Intercorrelations, Means, and Standard Deviations for Child- and Mother-reported Activities Averaged Across 

Ages 14 and 16 (Breadth) 

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. All (Child) - - - - - - 

2. Structured (Child) .80* - - - - - 

3. Unstructured (Child) .82* .33* - - - - 

4. All (Mother)  .32* .20* .30* - - - 

5. Structured (Mother) .27* .33* .11* .72* - - 

6. Unstructured (Mother) .25* .04 .35* .88* .34* - 

M (SD) 11.74 (1.97) 3.32 (1.15) 7.47 (1.22) 9.49 (2.10) 2.47 (.99) 6.07 (1.50) 

Note. Correlations, means, and standard deviations are based on average scores across ages 14 and 16. 

* p < .01. 

 

Table 10. Summary of Intercorrelations, Means, and Standard Deviations for Child- and Mother-reported Activities Averaged Across 

Ages 14 and 16 (Intensity) 

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. All (Child) - - - - - - 

2. Structured (Child) .49* - - - - - 

3. Unstructured (Child) .97* .28* - - - - 

4. All (Mother)  .23* .04 .25* - - - 

5. Structured (Mother) .12* .29* .06 .39* - - 

6. Unstructured (Mother) .21* -.03 .26* .96* .16* - 

M (SD) 125.57 (54.19) 19.15 (11.94) 98.36 (48.36) 84.68 (32.89) 12.01 (7.17) 64.48 (30.30) 

Note. Correlations, means, and standard deviations are based on average scores across ages 14 and 16. 

* p < .01. 
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Next, to examine whether the prospective effects of extracurricular activities on young 

adult personality traits replicate for child and mom reports, I regressed age 19 personality on 

separately averaged child- and mother-reported intensity and breadth of extracurricular activities, 

while controlling for gender, SES, and personality at age 14.  

As shown in Tables 11 and 12, the mother reports of extracurricular activity generally 

replicated the associations with personality observed for child reports. In particular, both child- 

and mother-reports of activities predicted extraversion for total and structured activities. For the 

individual activities, the findings were less consistent across child and mother reports (Table 13). 

However, for both assessment methods, working outside the home predicted higher levels of 

conscientiousness.  
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Table 11. Effects of Child- and Mother-reported Activities (Breadth) Averaged across Ages 14 and 16 on Personality at Age 19  

 Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness 

 β SE p β SE p β SE P β SE p β SE p 

All activities                 

(Child) .14* .04 <.001 .07 .04 .07 .07 .04 .11 -.10* .04 <.01 .01 .04 .73 

(Mother) .12* .04 <.005 .00 .04 .98 .03 .04 .50 -.08 .04 .07 .02 .04 .71 

Structured activities                

(Child) .14* .04 <.001 .06 .04 .16 .04 .04 .31 -.11* .04 <.01 -.03 .04 .55 

(Mother) .12* .04 <.005 .01 .04 .90 .00 .04 .94 -.05 .04 .24 -.01 .04 .76 

Unstructured activities                

(Child) .09 .04 <.05 .06 .04 .17 .06 .04 .14 -.06 .04 .17 .04 .04 .28 

(Mother) .11* .04 .01 .00 .04 .92 .04 .04 .40 -.08 .04 .06 .04 .04 .33 

Note. Analyses control for Age 14 Personality. 

* p < .01. 

 

Table 12. Effects of Child- and Mother-reported Activities (Intensity) Averaged across Ages 14 and 16 on Personality at Age 19 

 Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness 

 β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p 

All activities                 

(Child) .08 .04 <.05 .04 .04 .28 .07 .04 .07 -.07 .04 .08 .09 .04 <.05 

(Mother) .10* .04 <.01 .05 .04 .22 .08 .04 <.05 -.06 .04 .13 .11* .04 <.01 

Structured activities                

(Child) .15* .04 <.001 .08 .04 <.05 .07 .04 .08 -.10* .04 .01 .07 .04 .08 

(Mother) .10* .04 <.01 .01 .04 .80 .03 .04 .42 -.05 .04 .21 .02 .04 .65 

Unstructured activities                

(Child) .05 .04 .20 .02 .04 .56 .06 .04 .15 -.05 .04 .21 .08 .04 .05 

(Mother) .10* .04 .01 .06 .04 .15 .09 .04 <.05 -.06 .04 .12 .12* .04 <.005 

Note. Analyses control for Age 14 Personality. 

* p < .01. 
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Table 13. Effects of Child- and Mother-reported Individual Activities Averaged across Ages 14 and 16 on Personality at Age 19  

 Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness 

 β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p 

Cell phone (talking)                

(Child) .05 .04 .17 .03 .04 .40 .08 .04 <.05 -.10 .04 <.05 .02 .04 .59 

(Mother)  .11* .04 <.01 .01 .04 .83 .04 .04 .31 -.04 .04 .41 .05 .04 .27 

Cell phone (texting)                

  (Child) .09 .04 <.05 .07 .04 .11 .14* .04 <.001 -.09 .04 <.05 .01 .04 .86 

  (Mother)  .09 .04 <.05 .00 .04 .91 .09 .04 <.05 -.03 .04 .42 .02 .04 .57 

Organized sports                

  (Child)   .14* .04 <.001 .07 .04 .09 -.01 .04 .76 -.08 .04 <.05 .02 .04 .57 

(Mother)  .08 .04 <.05 .01 .04 .79 -.05 .04 .21 -.04 .04 .33 -.01 .04 .90 

Chores                

  (Child) .03 .04 .41 -.01 .04 .85 .07 .04 .11 -.05 .04 .24 .04 .04 .32 

  (Mother)  -.01 .04 .89 .00 .04 .92 .06 .04 .17 -.03 .04 .45 .03 .04 .42 

Working outside home                

  (Child)   .10* .04 <.01 .05 .04 .25 .15* .04 <.001 -.05 .04 .17 .08 .04 .05 

(Mother)  .06 .04 .09 .01 .04 .74 .10* .04 .01 .00 .04 .94 .02 .04 .56 

Babysitting                

  (Child)   .03 .04 .46 .03 .04 .50 .00 .04 .96 .00 .04 .94 .03 .04 .43 

(Mother)  .02 .04 .54 -.01 .04 .89 .03 .04 .50 -.02 .04 .54 .02 .04 .59 

Church/Sunday school                

  (Child) -.02 .04 .60 .02 .04 .57 -.05 .04 .17 -.02 .04 .53 -.01 .04 .75 

  (Mother)   -.01 .04 .71 .00 .04 .93 -.05 .04 .22 -.04 .04 .32 -.03 .04 .43 

Watching TV                

  (Child)   -.10* .04 <.01 .00 .04 .92 -.07 .04 .07 .06 .04 .16 .02 .04 .59 

(Mother) .02 .04 .69 .10* .04 <.05 .02 .04 .69 -.01 .04 .78 .09 .04 <.05 

Listening to music                

  (Child) .07 .04 .07 -.04 .04 .32 .04 .04 .35 -.03 .04 .42 .08 .04 <.05 

  (Mother)  .05 .04 .18 .06 .04 .13 .07 .04 .11 -.06 .04 .11 .11* .04 <.005 

On computer (not 

homework) 

               

  (Child) .00 .04 .98 -.04 .04 .31 -.05 .04 .26 .05 .04 .23 .07 .04 .08 

  (Mother)  -.01 .04 .80 -.02 .04 .66 .00 .04 .95 .04 .04 .34 .07 .04 .10 

Shopping/mall                

  (Child)   .01 .04 .75 .07 .04 .09 .02 .04 .39 -.09 .04 <.05 -.04 .04 .33 
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 Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness 

 β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p β SE p 

(Mother)  .01 .04 .82 .03 .04 .48 -.04 .04 .27 -.03 .04 .45 .06 .04 .10 

Homework                

  (Child) .00 .04 .97 .04 .04 .35 .05 .04 .21 -.03 .04 .48 .06 .04 .17 

  (Mother)  -.07 .04 .09 -.08 .05 .07 -.05 .05 .27 .08 .04 .08 -.04 .05 .35 

Volunteer                

  (Child)   .08 .04 <.05 .05 .04 .22 .00 .04 .97 -.11* .04 <.005 -.02 .04 .67 

(Mother)  .03 .04 .47 -.02 .04 .60 -.04 .04 .34 -.02 .04 .60 -.01 .04 .91 

Alone                

  (Child) .03 .04 .57 .04 .04 .36 .06 .04 .16 .00 .04 .98 .13* .04 <.001 

  (Mother)  -.05 .04 .24 -.04 .04 .40 -.06 .04 .13 -.01 .04 .86 -.03 .04 .48 

With family members                

  (Child) .01 .04 .74 -.01 .04 .84 .00 .04 .97 .02 .04 .71 .06 .04 .14 

  (Mother)  .05 .04 .24 .03 .04 .45 .06 .04 .15 -.03 .04 .50 .08 .04 .06 

With friends                

  (Child) .02 .04 .59 -.03 .04 .38 -.03 .04 .42 -.04 .04 .28 .00 .04 .99 

  (Mother)  .12* .04 <.005 -.01 .04 .81 .04 .04 .37 .05 .04 .19 .04 .04 .38 

Note. Analyses control for Age 14 Personality. 
* p < .01. 
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Effect of Personality at Age 14 on Extracurricular Activity from Age 14 to 17 

To investigate selection effects, I examined the association between personality at age 14 

and the level and slope of extracurricular activities from age 14 to 17. As shown in Table 14 and 

15, adolescents who were higher in extraversion and neuroticism tended to participate in more 

total and unstructured activities (breadth) and for more time (intensity). Those with higher levels 

of conscientiousness also participated in more structured and unstructured activities. With regard 

to individual activities (Table 16), neuroticism appeared to be the main predictor of time spent on 

activities, with this trait predicting participation in eight individual activities.    

Moderation analyses indicate that there were significant gender differences in how age 14 

personality predicted breadth and intensity of unstructured and total activities at age 14. Boys' 

extraversion, conscientiousness, and neuroticism predicted participation in more unstructured 

(and as a result, total) activities, while for girls, only extraversion predicted participation in more 

unstructured and total activities. There were no significant gender differences in how age 14 

personality predicted intensity and breadth of structured activities (conscientiousness was the 

main predictor of number of and hours spent on these structured activities). Slopes of activities 

were unaffected by personality at age 14 (regardless of gender).  
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Table 13. Effects of Age 14 Personality on Total Number of Activities (Breadth) from Age 14 to 17  

 Intercept (Age 14) Slope 

 βR βV SER SEV pR pV βR βV SER SEV pR pV 

Extraversion predicting              

All .17* 

(.17*/.15) 

.20* 

(.22*/.15) 

.05 .05 .001 <.001 -.08 -.10 .08 .08 .37 .24 

Structured .10 .11 .06 .06 .09 <.05 -.08 -.09 .10 .10 .40 .38 

Unstructured  .21* 

(.21*/.21*) 

.24* 

(.25*/.23*) 

.06 .06 <.001 <.001 -.09 -.12 .10 .10 .37 .23 

Agreeableness predicting              

All .08 

- 

.11 

(.04/.11) 

.06 .05 .20 <.05 .09 .11 .10 .09 .37 .21 

Structured -.02 .03 .06 .06 .82 .60 .15 .09 .11 .10 .20 .39 

Unstructured  .12 

- 

.14 

(.04/.14) 

.07 .06 .07 <.05 .02 .09 .11 .10 .87 .37 

Conscientiousness predicting              

All .26*  

(.32*/-.02) 

.22* 

(.22*/.00) 

.06 .06 <.001 <.001 .04 .02 .09 .09 .68 .85 

Structured .23* .18* .06 .06 <.001 <.005 -.05 .01 .11 .11 .62 .90 

Unstructured  .22* 

(.26*/-.13) 

.19* 

(.19*/-.11) 

.06 .06 <.001 <.005 .10 .02 .11 .11 .36 .86 

Neuroticism predicting              

All .28* 

(.28*/.03) 

.30* 

(.31*/.02) 

.04 .04 <.001 <.001 -.10 -.11 .07 .06 .14 .10 

Structured .07 .08 .04 .04 .11 .07 .04 .04 .08 .08 .57 .62 

Unstructured  .37* 

(.36*/.03) 

.38* 

(.38*/.03) 

.05 .05 <.001 <.001 -.14 -.15 .08 .08 .07 .05 

Openness predicting              

All .11 

(.13/.02) 

.13* 

(.13/.07) 

.05 .05 <.05 .01 -.03 .00 .09 .09 .78 .99 

Structured .10 .12 .06 .06 .08 <.05 -.11 -.11 .10 .10 .28 .28 

Unstructured  .07 .09 .06 .06 .24 .13 .08 .12 .10 .10 .45 .24 

Note. Numbers (plain) reflect effect sizes from model run with original BFI questions (superscript R) and overlapping BFI questions (superscript 

V). Gender moderation results, if significant, are included in parentheses under whole sample results. Effect sizes from boys’ model are to the left 

of the slash; effect sizes from girls’ model are to the right of the slash.  

* p < .01.  
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Table 14. Effects of Age 14 Personality on Total Number of Hours (Intensity) from Age 14 to 17 

 Intercept (Age 14) Slope 

 βR βV SER SEV pR pV βR βV SER SEV pR pV 

Extraversion predicting              

All .22* .23* .07 .07 <.001 <.001 -.07 -.06 .11 .11 .54 .60 

Structured .09 .12 .08 .07 .16 .07 .08 .05 .08 .08 .37 .54 

Unstructured  .22* .23* .07 .07 <.001 <.001 -.10 -.08 .11 .11 .37 .47 

Agreeableness predicting              

All .00 -.01 .08 .07 .97 .85 .03 .11 .12 .12 .80 .35 

Structured -.03 -.02 .08 .07 .66 .83 .02 -.02 .10 .09 .83 .82 

Unstructured  -.01 -.03 .08 .07 .91 .68 .04 .14 .13 .12 .73 .24 

Conscientiousness predicting              

All -.05 .00 .07 .07 .52 .96 .04 -.07 .12 .12 .77 .58 

Structured .15 .13 .07 .07 <.05 .07 -.06 -.01 .09 .09 .53 .93 

Unstructured  -.09 -.04 .07 .07 .23 .60 .04 -.09 .12 .12 .77 .46 

Neuroticism predicting              

All .19* 

(.14*/.30*) 

.21* 

- 

.05 .05 <.001 <.001 -.09 -.11 .08 .09 .31 .19 

Structured .07 .08 .05 .05 .17 .11 .12 .10 .07 .06 .06 .11 

Unstructured  .18* 

(.14*/.27*) 

.20* 

- 

.05 .05 <.001 <.001 -.12 -.15 .09 .09 .17 .10 

Openness predicting              

All .08 .05 .07 .07 .25 .45 .10 .13 .12 .12 .40 .25 

Structured .02 -.01 .07 .07 .80 .93 -.07 -.05 .09 .09 .40 .57 

Unstructured  .09 .06 .07 .07 .22 .42 .13 .16 .12 .12 .28 .17 

Note. Numbers (plain) reflect effect sizes from model run with original BFI questions (superscript R) and overlapping BFI questions (superscript 

V). Gender moderation results, if significant, are included in parentheses under whole sample results. Effect sizes from boys’ model are to the left 

of the slash; effect sizes from girls’ model are to the right of the slash.  

* p < .01. 
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Table 15. Effects of Age 14 Personality on Participation in Individual Activities from Age 14 to 17 

 Intercept (Age 14) Slope 

 βR βV SER SEV pR pV βR βV SER SEV pR pV 

Cell phone (talking) pred. by              

Extraversion .06 .11 .08 .08 .45 .18 .15 .07 .15 .14 .31 .60 

Agreeableness .01 -.05 .09 .08 .88 .58 -.09 .07 .16 .15 .58 .66 

Conscientiousness  .11 .13 .09 .09 .20 .16 -.14 -.21 .16 .17 .38 .22 

Neuroticism .17* .16* .06 .06 <.01 .01 -.02 -.02 .11 .11 .82 .82 

Openness -.16 -.14 .08 .08 .06 .10 .17 .15 .16 .15 .26 .33 

Cell phone (texting) pred. by              

Extraversion .23* .24* .06 .06 <.001 <.001 -.13 -.14 .09 .09 .15 .15 

Agreeableness -.09 -.13 .07 .06 .19 <.05 .07 .12 .11 .10 .54 .24 

Conscientiousness  -.05 .00 .07 .07 .49 .99 .08 .01 .10 .10 .45 .96 

Neuroticism .10 .13* .05 .05 <.05 <.005 -.10 -.14 .07 .07 .18 .06 

Openness .00 -.03 .06 .06 .99 .67 .06 .11 .10 .10 .57 .24 

Organized sports pred. by              

Extraversion .18* .20* .06 .06 <.005 <.001 -.06 -.08 .08 .08 .47 .31 

Agreeableness .02 .05 .07 .06 .83 .46 -.01 -.03 .09 .08 .88 .71 

Conscientiousness  .10 .04 .07 .07 .14 .59 -.05 -.01 .09 .09 .61 .88 

Neuroticism -.05 -.07 .05 .04 .28 .13 .06 .06 .06 .06 .33 .35 

Openness -.06 -.04 .06 .06 .31 .54 .04 .05 .08 .08 .63 .52 

Chores pred. by              

Extraversion .12 .13 .08 .08 .11 .08 - - - - - - 

Agreeableness .01 -.05 .09 .08 .92 .55 - - - - - - 

Conscientiousness  .05 .11 .08 .08 .58 .21 - - - - - - 

Neuroticism .13 .16* .06 .06 <.05 <.01 - - - - - - 

Openness -.04 -.05 .08 .08 .66 .53 - - - - - - 

Working outside home pred. by              

Extraversion .13 .12 .06 .06 <.05 .07 .09 .09 .07 .07 .23 .22 

Agreeableness -.20* -.12 .08 .07 <.01 .08 .05 .04 .08 .08 .54 .62 

Conscientiousness  .16 .14 .07 .07 <.05 <.05 -.06 -.05 .08 .08 .43 .51 

Neuroticism .04 .05 .05 .05 .42 .33 .16* .15* .06 .06 <.005 <.01 

Openness .03 -.04 .07 .07 .71 .55 -.10 -.09 .08 .08 .19 .22 

Babysitting pred. by              

Extraversion -.05 -.02 .07 .06 .49 .76 .01 .02 .09 .09 .90 .82 

Agreeableness -.02 -.03 .08 .07 .75 .66 -.01 -.05 .10 .09 .94 .63 
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 Intercept (Age 14) Slope 

 βR βV SER SEV pR pV βR βV SER SEV pR pV 

Conscientiousness  .00 . 04 .07 .07 .98 .62 .02 .04 .10 .10 .82 .67 

Neuroticism .18* .20* .05 .05 <.001 <.001 -.07 -.07 .07 .07 .32 .28 

Openness .04 -.02 .07 .07 .60 .77 .02 .04 .09 .09 .80 .66 

Church/Sunday school pred. by              

Extraversion -.11 -.11 .06 .06 .06 <.05 -.02 -.03 .09 .09 .86 .72 

Agreeableness .07 .09 .07 .06 .33 .13 -.01 -.02 .10 .09 .90 .81 

Conscientiousness  .05 .05 .06 .06 .43 .44 -.03 -.03 .09 .09 .78 .75 

Neuroticism -.02 -.03 .04 .04 .62 .52 .09 .09 .07 .07 .17 .16 

Openness .10 .10 .06 .06 .09 .09 -.04 -.02 .09 .09 .66 .86 

Watching TV pred. by              

Extraversion .09 .07 .06 .06 .11 .27 -.09 -.05 .07 .07 .21 .52 

Agreeableness .13 .14 .07 .06 <.05 <.05 -.11 -.06 .09 .08 .19 .43 

Conscientiousness  -.09 -.07 .06 .07 .15 .32 .07 .01 .08 .08 .36 .91 

Neuroticism .13* .13* .05 .05 <.005 <.005 .00 .01 .06 .06 .99 .89 

Openness -.04 -.03 .06 .06 .51 .62 .10 .06 .08 .08 .22 .42 

Listening to music pred. by              

Extraversion .08 .10 .06 .06 .21 .11 .03 .02 .08 .08 .68 .78 

Agreeableness .02 -.01 .07 .06 .76 .88 -.09 .01 .09 .08 .32 .94 

Conscientiousness  -.23* -.18* .07 .07 <.001 <.01 .16 .07 .08 .09 .06 .41 

Neuroticism .15* .16* .05 .05 <.005 <.001 -.16* -.16* .06 .06 <.01 <.01 

Openness .18* .14 .07 .06 <.01 <.05 .06 .06 .08 .08 .49 .47 

On computer (not homework) 

pred. by  

            

Extraversion .08 .11 .07 .07 .23 .13 -.04 -.06 .09 .09 .66 .49 

Agreeableness -.07 -.08 .08 .07 .41 .28 .16 .22 .11 .10 .13 <.05 

Conscientiousness  -.06 -.04 .08 .08 .40 .64 -.16 -.20 .10 .10 .11 <.05 

Neuroticism .14* .14* .05 .05 <.01 <.01 -.15* -.13 .07 .07 <.05 .08 

Openness .12 .10 .07 .07 .10 .18 .15 .14 .10 .10 .13 .13 

Shopping/mall pred. by              

Extraversion .18* .21* .07 .07 <.01 <.005 -.16 -.18 .10 .10 .10 .07 

Agreeableness -.07 .00 .08 .07 .36 .99 .07 .01 .11 .10 .52 .93 

Conscientiousness  .11 .04 .08 .08 .16 .59 -.02 .04 .10 .11 .84 .69 

Neuroticism .00 .00 .05 .05 .94 .94 -.04 -.03 .07 .07 .59 .64 

Openness -.02 -.06 .07 .07 .79 .45 .04 .07 .10 .10 .69 .51 
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 Intercept (Age 14) Slope 

 βR βV SER SEV pR pV βR βV SER SEV pR pV 

Homework pred. by              

Extraversion -.05 -.06 .07 .07 .45 .39 -.01 .00 .08 .08 .94 .97 

Agreeableness .21* .19* .08 .08 .01 .01 -.06 -.02 .09 .08 .53 .80 

Conscientiousness  .03 .04 .08 .08 .69 .65 .10 .06 .09 .09 .26 .51 

Neuroticism .12 .11 .05 .05 <.05 <.05 -.15* -.12 .06 .06 .01 <.05 

Openness -.02 .05 .07 .07 .81 .54 .09 .08 .08 .08 .27 .33 

Volunteer pred. by              

Extraversion .00 -.01 .07 .07 .97 .92 .05 .02 .15 .14 .75 .87 

Agreeableness .05 -.04 .08 .08 .59 .61 .14 .13 .19 .16 .22 .41 

Conscientiousness  .18 .16 .08 .08 <.05 <.05 -.18 -.08 .18 .16 .30 .63 

Neuroticism -.13 -.13 .05 .05 <.05 <.05 .05 .04 .11 .11 .64 .72 

Openness .07 .09 .08 .07 .37 .24 -.11 -.07 .16 .15 .48 .65 

Alone pred. by              

Extraversion .11 .13 .10 .10 .25 .20 -.14 -.15 .08 .08 .08 .06 

Agreeableness -.18 -.14 .12 .11 .13 .18 .15 .13 .09 .09 .11 .13 

Conscientiousness  -.09 -.07 .11 .11 .41 .52 -.08 -.07 .09 .09 .36 .45 

Neuroticism .44* .46* .11 .11 <.001 <.001 -.09 -.08 .06 .06 .16 .22 

Openness .09 .01 .10 .10 .40 .93 .14 .16 .08 .08 .11 <.05 

With family members pred. by              

Extraversion .04 .04 .10 .10 .69 .71 .04 .21 .11 .10 .92 .59 

Agreeableness .00 .04 .12 .11 .98 .70 .38 .36 .14 .12 .38 .39 

Conscientiousness  .09 .12 .11 .11 .44 .30 -.30 -.55 .13 .11 .46 .21 

Neuroticism -.01 .03 .08 .08 .91 .73 .29 .14 .08 .07 .31 .64 

Openness .24 .18 .12 .11 <.05 .10 -.37 -.19 .13 .11 .35 .64 

With friends pred. by              

Extraversion .27* .26* .07 .07 <.001 <.001 -.09 -.05 .11 .11 .41 .65 

Agreeableness .08 .06 .08 .08 .31 .42 -.10 -.08 .13 .12 .43 .50 

Conscientiousness  -.03 -.03 .08 .08 .72 .70 .09 .07 .12 .12 .47 .56 

Neuroticism .06 .04 .06 .06 .31 .44 .02 .03 .08 .08 .08 .75 

Openness -.13 -.08 .08 .07 .10 .29 .14 .11 .12 .11 .22 .36 

Note. Numbers (plain) reflect effect sizes from model run with original BFI questions (superscript R) and overlapping BFI questions (superscript 

V). Gender moderation results, if significant, are included in parentheses under whole sample results. Effect sizes from boys’ model are to the left 

of the slash; effect sizes from girls’ model are to the right of the slash.  

* p < .01. 
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Discussion 

The present study examined how extracurricular activity participation from age 12 to 17 

impacts youths’ Big Five personality traits at age 19 (controlling for personality traits assessed at 

age 16), using data from a longitudinal study of 674 Mexican-origin youth. In general, results 

showed that extracurricular participation affects personality, primarily extraversion and 

neuroticism. Both the number of activities (breadth) and time spent on activities (intensity) were 

associated with personality, and structured activities were more likely to be associated with 

young adult personality traits than unstructured activities. The findings were similar for child- 

and parent-reported time spent on activities, and, in most cases, did not differ significantly for 

boys and girls. Below I discuss the theoretical and practical implications of these findings. 

Effect of Extracurricular Activities from Age 12 to 17 on Personality in Young Adulthood  

These findings are consistent with research indicating that extracurricular activity 

participation is associated with increased levels of extraversion and decreased levels of 

neuroticism (Shiah et al., 2013). Adolescents who participate in extracurricular activities take on 

tasks and receive feedback on their behavior and expressions during these short-term role 

changes (Boyle et al., 2011; Halpern, 2009; Roberts et al., 2008; Wrzus & Roberts, 2017). Over 

time, they adapt to these new situations, ultimately changing their personality in the long term 

(Bleidorn, 2012; Wrzus & Roberts, 2017). As extraversion is one of the more obvious traits to be 

expressed in social situations (i.e., activities with others), interactions with adults and others 

during extracurricular activities may push the adolescent to display more positive emotions, such 

as enthusiasm, or social behaviors, such as assertiveness and initiative. In a similar manner, 

adolescents who participate in extracurricular activities may build resilience to negative 

emotions as they become exposed to potentially stressful situations (e.g., sports, interactions with 
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family). In these situations, adolescents may be rewarded for effectively managing their 

emotional instability and mood swings, allowing them to stay calmer in future situations, 

contributing to lower levels of neuroticism.  

On the other hand, I did not find that extracurricular activity participation during 

adolescence consistently predicted conscientiousness, openness, or agreeableness in young 

adulthood. Unlike extraversion and neuroticism, there may not be consistent positive or negative 

feedback (Boyle et al., 2011; Halpern, 2009) on being polite, hardworking, and creative in the 

context of many extracurricular activities. Although agreeableness may be reinforced in some 

contexts (e.g., volunteering) it may at times be detrimental to be too warm and caring, as others 

may take advantage of the adolescent (e.g., friends, babysitting). Conscientiousness and 

openness may also not be consistently rewarded as extracurricular activities do not always 

require adolescents to work hard or be orderly (e.g., club participation, church/Sunday school), 

and activities may not always value creativity, thinking, or learning (e.g., groups or clubs that 

have narrow range of interests, shopping).  

Breadth versus Intensity of Participation in Extracurricular Activities  

Our findings are also consistent with research indicating that breadth (the number of 

activities) rather than intensity (time spent on activities) is more predictive of young adult 

personality (Shiah et al., 2013). Breadth, which can be described as clusters of activities and 

experiences, may be more predictive due to its holistic measure of teens’ development (Bartko & 

Eccles, 2003; Davids, 2000; Hambrick et al., 2014). Participating in more types of activities may 

provide an increased range of contexts in which to develop and practice mature behaviors and 

attitudes, leading to more opportunities for feedback on behaviors and expressions (Boyle et al., 

2011; Halpern, 2009; Roberts et al., 2008; Wrzus & Roberts, 2017).  
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Structured versus Unstructured Activities 

In this study, structured activities were more strongly associated with young adult 

personality traits than unstructured activities. The presence of more constraints and guidelines 

during structured activities (e.g. how to behave during meetings or how to greet customers) 

results in consistent feedback for doing something “the right way,” making learning behaviors 

and expressions easier (Dishion & Tipsord, 2011; Reitz et al., 2014). On the other hand, 

unstructured activities, which are considered “nonproductive” and have fewer rules, may not 

have a “right way” of behaving or adults and peers to offer explicit feedback (e.g., listening to 

music, on the computer).  

Effect of Personality on Adolescent Extracurricular Participation  

Although changes in personality, specifically extraversion and neuroticism, can occur due 

to extracurricular activities, participating in extracurricular activities is often a choice that may 

be affected by personality (Bartko & Eccles, 2003; Spillane et al., 2020). Our findings suggest 

that the association between unstructured extracurricular activities and personality is reciprocal. 

For example, extraversion has a positive feedback loop with extracurricular activities, such that 

extraverted adolescents pursue more extracurricular activities which then lead to higher levels of 

extraversion. Neuroticism, on the other hand, has a negative feedback loop with extracurricular 

activities, such that highly neurotic adolescents pursue more activities, leading to lower levels of 

neuroticism. It could be that adolescents with higher levels of neuroticism seek out more support 

and guidance from others, resulting in more feedback that helps transform their emotional 

responses to become calmer and more resilient. Thus, participating in unstructured 

extracurricular activities may be particularly helpful for neurotic individuals. 

Implications 
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Relationships, work, retirement, and income have been found to contribute to personality 

changes (Löckenhoff et al., 2009; Neyer & Lehnart, 2007; Roberts et al., 2003; Sutin et al., 

2009). Our study finds that in addition to these social contexts, participating in extracurricular 

activities may also contribute to personality development. Thus, in addition to being places 

where adolescents can build their sense of wellbeing (Busseri et al., 2011), friendships 

(Thompson et al., 2013), and future prospects (e.g. employability; Clark et al., 2015), 

extracurricular activities may also serve as effective buffers against negative outcomes that 

emerge during adolescence as a result of social isolation and emotional instability, including 

mental illness, school dropout, and delinquency (Kessler et al., 2007; Maynard et al., 2015; 

Schulenberg, 2006).  

Contingent on future work supporting a causal effect of extracurricular activity on 

personality, these results imply that developmental research and education policy should 

consider student’s extracurricular activity participation and availability of these activities at 

schools and other institutions. Results also suggest that a variety of both structured and 

unstructured programs may be useful in supporting the social and health development of 

adolescents, further illustrating the importance of our social contexts to adolescent development, 

and mental health. 

Limitations 

The current investigation has several limitations that merit attention. First, although the 

present study examined the association between extracurricular activity participation and 

personality in Mexican-origin youth, it is important to replicate the findings in other ethnic 

groups to establish generalizability of the findings beyond Mexican-origin youth. Second, I used 

two versions of the Big Five Inventory. To account for this difference, I repeated analyses with 
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both original and overlapping questions and found that participation in extracurricular activities 

had similar effects in both cases. Third, most of these findings are based on self-reported 

extracurricular activity participation, which reflect the adolescents’ own perceptions of time 

spent; such perceptions may themselves be influenced by personality differences. Thus, I cannot 

reach any conclusions about how personality is related to actual time spent on activities, 

although the converging findings for mother reports provide some reassurance that the results 

were not driven entirely by self-report biases. Fourth, to better understand selection effects of 

personality on extracurricular activities, it would have been preferable to assess personality prior 

to when I first assessed extracurricular activities.  Finally, there are many conceptualizations of 

structured and unstructured activities and other researchers may have classified these activities 

differently, which might have led to different conclusions about the effects of structured versus 

unstructured activities on young adult personality.  

Despite these limitations, the present study contributes much-needed information to the 

existing literature on the association between what we do and who we become. Future work 

building on this research can have important implications for education and school policy, as 

well as developmental research. 
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