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Abstract 

 
This study aims to investigate the influence of curiosity on subjective well-being (SWB). More specifically, we examine the 
mediating role that the Big Five personality traits play in the relationships between these two variables. To this purpose, we 
used questionnaires in order to measure curiosity (Curiosity and Exploration Inventory-II), SWB (Satisfaction with Life Scale 
and Scale of Positive and Negative Experiences) and the Big Five personality factors (Big Five Inventory-10) in a case of a 
sample of 330 undergraduates (Mean age = 18.93). The analysis carried out is based on correlations, regressions and 
structural equation modelling. The model obtained using structural equation modelling revealed a significant relationship 
between curiosity and SWB via personality characteristics (χ²/df =1.74; comparative fit index = 0.95; root mean square error 
of approximation = 0.051; standardised root mean square residual = 0.032). Therefore, curiosity correlates significantly with 
SWB, but individuals characterised by a high degree of curiosity tend to have well-developed well-being since they tend to be 
extroverted, perseverant and emotionally stable. Future studies should also focus on other types of personality traits. 
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1. Introduction 

Curiosity first raised researchers’ interest in the 1960s and 1970s, when the first substantial studies 
were carried out (Berlyne, 1960; 1971; Beswick, 1971; Day, 1971; Deci, 1975). However, there are still 
few empirical studies related to curiosity (Karwowski, 2012). 

In their attempt to define curiosity, researchers associated it with the affective state. Thus, curiosity 
was considered as the desire to eliminate an informational lack when rewards were absent (Golman & 
Loewenstein, 2015), the desire resulting from the discrepancy between what we know and what we 
want to know (Loewenstein, 1994) or as the desire and will to explore the new events, especially 
when there are situations that have learning potential (Kashdan et al., 2018). Studies show that when 
we are curious, when we gladly receive the idea that novelty matters more than what we already 
know, we extract more pleasure and meaning from the world we live in (Jovanovic & Brdaric, 2012; 
Kashdan, 2013). More specifically, Kashdan (2013) emphasises that when we question the existing 
state, when we anticipate the emotion of discovering something or when we live the desired 
experience, we have positive feelings from the intrinsic reward and we feel excited, enchanted and 
pleased. To this purpose, in order to cover information, curiosity was conceptualised as either a 
feeling of interest which appears when the individual experiences the pleasure of discovering 
something new or a feeling of deprivation due to the pressure stemming from the absence of 
important and significant information (Litman & Silvia, 2006).  

In their study on the validation of an instrument measuring curiosity (Curiosity and Exploration 
Inventory-II, CEI-II), Kashdan et al. (2009) defined curiosity as the pursuit of and intense wish to 
explore new and uncertain events. The essence of curiosity entails a high degree of receptivity and the 
will to engage in new stimuli. This includes the interest in new things, a receptive attitude and 
openness to whatever represents the target of one’s attention. The authors refined this definition of 
curiosity by establishing two of its components: stretching – the active exploration of new information 
and experiences; and embracing – the will to embrace new and unpredictable situations in day-to-day 
life (Kashdan et al., 2009; 2018). 

One of the most analysed correlates of curiosity is well-being (Jovanovic & Brdaric, 2012; Kashdan & 
Steger, 2007; Kashdan et al., 2009; 2018; Wang & Li, 2015). For example, Kashdan et al. (2009) 
demonstrated the relationship between curiosity and its subcomponents (stretching and embracing) 
and all three forms of well-being: subjective (positive affectivity and happiness), psychological 
(measured after the model of Ryff & Singer, 1998) and, primarily, social (measured by the Mental 
health continuum (MHC) scale developed by Keyes in 1998). 

Most studies on curiosity agree with one another in this respect. Gallagher and Lopez (2007) 
describe people with high degrees of curiosity as being generally characterised by a higher degree of 
happiness and positive affectivity. Kashdan et al. (2009) found a close relationship between curiosity 
and the dimensions of psychological well-being, such as autonomy, personal development, self-
acceptance and purpose in life. When they discussed the criteria for a strong character, Park, Peterson 
and Seligman (2004) showed that curiosity is substantially related to life satisfaction. Fredrickson 
(2019) emphasises that positive emotions awaken the impulse to explore and learn, making us more 
receptive and creative. 

Kashdan and Steger (2007) tested whether trait curiosity and daily curiosity led to greater 
sustainable well-being using two models of well-being (eudaimonic and hedonic). The authors found 
that on days when people are more curious, those high in curiosity reported more frequent growth-
oriented behaviours and a greater presence of meaning, search for meaning and life satisfaction. 
Greater trait curiosity and greater curiosity on a given day also predict greater persistence of meaning 
in life from one day to the next. People with greater trait curiosity have more frequent hedonistic 
events but these are associated with less pleasure compared with the experiences of people with less 
trait curiosity. The studies carried out in the organisational environment empirically show the 
influence of curiosity on the increase of psychological well-being and on the decrease of professional 
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burnout (Wang & Li, 2015). It is considered that employees with great curiosity are more likely to 
experience positive emotions or subjective feelings (Leonard & Harvey, 2007). However, other studies 
consider that only stretching predicts the positive affect, while embracin & Gavrilov-Jerkovic, 2014). 
Similarly, research on students demonstrates that both stretching and embracing correlate with well-
being, but only stretching is a predictor of positive affect and of flourishing (Miljkovic & Jurcec, 2016). 
As for the relationship between curiosity and the Big Five personality characteristics (extraversion, 
agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism and openness to experience), the research highlighted 
the association between curiosity and most of the Big Five factors. In a study on 294 Chinese students, 
Ye, Ng, Yim and Wang (2015) found positive correlations between curiosity and extraversion, 
agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness to experience and openness to change in values, and 
negative correlations with neuroticism. Kashdan et al. (2009) found positive correlations between the 
total score of curiosity and extraversion (r = 0.42), openness to experience (r = 0.51) and 
conscientiousness (r = 0.20), and negative correlations with neuroticism (r = −0.27). The analysis of the 
theoretical framework of the Big Five reveals that curiosity is a central facet of openness to experience 
(Caprara, Barbaranelli & Borgogni, 1993; Minulescu, 2008), or it is seen as a sub-trait of the latter 
(McCrae, 1987).  

On the other hand, positive correlations with extraversion and negative correlations with 
neuroticism obtained in research (Kashdan et al., 2009; 2018; Kashdan, Afram, Brown, Birnbeck & 
Drvoshanov, 2011) suggest that curiosity can also be positively associated with the meta-trait 
plasticity, a factor combining openness to experience and extraversion (DeYoung & Peterson, 2008). 

This study aims to investigate the role of personality traits within the mechanism by which curiosity 
influences students’ well-being. Taking into consideration the previous literature, we hypothesise that:  

1. Curiosity is positively related to personality traits; 
2. Curiosity predicts SWB; 
3. Personality traits are related to SWB;  
4. Personality traits mediate the relationship between curiosity and SWB. 

2. Method 

2.1. Participants and procedure 

The data for this study come from undergraduate students from a large technical public university 
(N = 330; Mage = 18.93; SD. = 0.66; 148 male and 182 female with no significant age differences). The 
students were randomly selected from the years I and II of study, in academic years 2016–2017 and 
2017–2018,and the administration of the instruments was conducted during didactic activities. The 
instruments were administered in groups and each administration was completed in about 15 
minutes. The students were informed of the confidentiality of the results and did not receive the 
reward for completing the set of measures. 

The data of this study were collected through the following measures: 

1. Curiosity and Exploration Inventory-II (CEI-II)contains 10 items assessed on a scale from 1 – very 
little or not at all to 5 – to the highest extent, and it is structured around two subscales: stretching or 
exploration – the motivation to look for knowledge and new experiences (e.g. ‘I am at my best when 
doing something that is complex or challenging’) and embracing – the willingness to embrace 
newness, uncertainty and the unpredictable nature of day-to-day life (e.g. I like to do things that are a 
little frightening) (Kashdan et al., 2009). The sum of the scores for the two scales is the score for 
curiosity. The Cronbach’s alpha indexes reported by the authors in the three studies on the inventory 
validation vary from 0.78 to 0.80 for stretching, from 0.83 to 0.85 for embracing and from 0.83 to 
0.85for the total score of the two subscales of the total CEI (Kashdan et al., 2009). In the present 
research, we found α = 0.70 for the stretching subscale and α = 0.79 for the embracing subscale and 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Ng%20TK%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=25774779
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Yim%20KH%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=25774779
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Wang%20J%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=25774779
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Kashdan%20TB%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=20160913
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well goodness-of-fit: χ²/df =2.26; comparative fit index (CFI) =0.93; root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA) = 0.060; standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) = 0.049. 

2. Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) takes into account cognitive assessment of life satisfaction 
(Diener, Emmons, Larsen &Griffin, 1985). The SWLS is a short 5-item instrument designed to measure 
global cognitive judgements of satisfaction with one’s life (for example, ‘In most ways, my life is close 
to my ideal’).Scores on the SWLS have been shown to correlate with measures of mental health and 
be predictive of future behaviours, such as suicide attempts. The SWLS is a 7-point Likert style 
response scale (α =0.79–0.89; Pavot & Diener, 1993). The scale, also, showed high internal consistency 
in the present study (α = 0.80) and excellent fit: χ²/df = 2.20; CFI = 0.95; RMSEA = 0.049; SRMR = 0.015. 

3. Scale of Positive and Negative Experience (SPANE) assesses a broad range of pleasant and unpleasant 
feelings by asking people to report their feelings in terms of their duration after recalling their activities and 
experiences during the previous four weeks (Diener et al., 2010).SPANE consists of 12 items: six items 
assess positive feelings (SPANE-P) and the other six assess negative feelings (SPANE-N) on a scale of  
1 – very rarely or never to 5 – very often or always. Finally, the affect balance is also calculated (SPANE-B): 
the negative feelings score is subtracted from the positive feelings score. Cronbach’s alpha varies between 
0.81 and 0.89 (Diener et al. 2010). In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha indices were 0.85 (SPANE-P),  
0.83 (SPANE-N) and χ²/df = 2.80; CFI = 0.95; RMSEA = 0.060; SRMR = 0.047.  

4. Big Five Inventory-10(BFI-10)measures the personality factors (extraversion, agreeableness, 
conscientiousness, neuroticism and openness to experience) within the Model Big Five on a scale of 
1 – strongly disagree to 5 – strongly agree(Rammstedt & John, 2007). The questionnaire contains 
10 items, of which five are quantified in reverse. The authors standardised the questionnaire by using 
four US and German cross-cultural samples, and the scales of BFI retain significant levels of validity 
and fidelity. Results of the test-retest are α = 0.72 (US sample) and 0.78 (German sample) (Rammstedt 
& John, 2007). In the present piece of research, the consistency indexes varied from α = 0.30 for 
agreeableness and openness, to α = 0.38 for extraversion, α = 0.40 for neuroticism and α = 0.60 for 
conscientiousness. Given that the minimum permitted for extra-short scales with two items per factor 
is 0.45, one can consider that the indexes are acceptable, except for agreeableness and openness, 
which have the lowest index (Thalmayer, Saucier & Eigenhuis, 2011). The 5-factor solution presents 
the next goodness-of-fit: χ²/df = 2.80; CFI = 0.92; RMSEA = 0.060; SRMR = 0.050. 

2.2. Statistical strategies 

First, correlational and regression analysis was examined. Next, structural equation modelling (SEM) 
was used to explore the relationships between curiosity, personality traits and well-being and the 
estimation of the model based on gender differences. In this framework, the following indicators were 
used: χ² value, degree of freedom (df), CMIN (minimum discrepancy divided by its degree of freedom), 
goodness-of-fit (GFIindex), adjusted goodness-of-fit (AGFIindex), incremental fit index (IFI), CFI, 
RMSEA and SRMR. According to Finney and DiStefano (1999), the fit indexes are well if CFI,GFI, AGFI 
and IFI are ≥0.95, RMSEA is above0.06 and SRMR is above0.080.The collected data were analysed with 
SPSS v22 and AMOS 20 (IBM, New York, NY). 

3. Results  

In order to analyse the relationship between curiosity and well-being, we built a composite 
measure named SWB index by standardising SWLS and SPANE and their combination. Thus, SWB index 
= life satisfaction + (positive affect – negative affect); in these conditions, the two dimensions of well-
being, the affective and the cognitive, are incorporated into a new measure. We also put forth the 
Pearson’s correlations between the mentioned variables: positive affect and negative affect (r = −0.34; 
p<0.01); life satisfaction and positive affect (r = 0.36; p<0.01); and life satisfaction and negative affect 
(r = −0.23; p<0.01). Since a prerequisite of mediation is that the predictor, the dependent variable and 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Emmons%20RA%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=16367493
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Larsen%20RJ%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=16367493
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Griffin%20S%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=16367493
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the potential mediators should have significant bi-varied correlations, we initially resorted to 
correlation analysis.  

The correlations between SWB, its components and curiosity are shown in Table 1. Thus, curiosity 
makes moderate positive correlations with positive affect (r = 0.26; p<0.01), with life satisfaction  
(r = 0.23; p<0.01) and with the total SWB score (r = 0.23; p<0.01).  

Table 1.Correlations between curiosity and subjective well-being 

Variables PA NA LS SWB index 

Stretching 0.25** −0.01 0.22** 0.21** 
Embracing 0.21** −0.03 0.19** 0.20** 
Curiosity 0.26** −0.02 0.23** 0.23** 

**p<0.01. 
PA =positive affect; NA =negative affect; LS =life satisfaction;  
SWB =subjective well-being. 
 

Table 2 highlights the correlations between curiosity and personality traits. Thus, curiosity is 
associated with all five personality factors (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, 
neuroticism and openness to experience). The strongest correlations are made with extraversion and 
openness to experience (r = 0.29 and 0.24, respectively; p<0.01) and the weakest with agreeableness 
(r = 0.12; p<0.05).  

Table 2.Correlations between curiosity and Big Five personality traits 

Variables Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness 

Stretching 0.16** 0.14* 0.24** –0.20** 0.23** 
Embracing 0.32** 0.07 0.12 –0.17** 0.22** 
Curiosity 0.29** 0.12* 0.20** –0.19** 0.24** 

**p< 0.01; *p< 0.05. 
 

Table 3 shows the correlations between the Big Five characteristics and positive affect (PA) and 
negative affect (NA), as well as life satisfaction (LS) and the SWB index. One can note that SWB makes 
moderate positive associations with extraversion and conscientiousness (r = 0.29 and 0.27; p<0.01), 
weak associations with agreeableness (r = 0.18; p<0.01) and negative associations with neuroticism  
(r = 0.34; p<0.01).  

Table 3. Correlations between Big Five personality traits and subjective well-being 

Variables Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness 

PA 0.23** 0.12* 0.18** −0.13* 0.10 
NA −0.18** −0.17** −0.14* 0.33** 0.01 
LS 0.25** 0.11* 0.26** −0.27** 0.03 
SWB 0.29** 0.18** 0.27** −0.34** 0.03 

**p< 0.01; *p< 0.05. 
PA =positive affect; NA =negative affect; LS =Life satisfaction; SWB =Subjective well-being 

 
Also, as a preliminary analysis, the regression between curiosity and the SWB index (the c path) is 

calculated by observing first that the conditions for applying the regression are met: the dependent 
variable and the errors are normally distributed and the Cook’s distance shows that there are no 
influential cases in the sample (0.000–0.163).  

Table 4. Results of stepwise linear regressions between curiosity and subjective well-being 

Model R Adjusted R2 Standard error β t Sig. F Sig. 

Curiosity 0.23 0.05 9.88 0.230 4.02 0.000 16.174 0.000 

a. Dependent variable: curiosity; b. Predictor: SWB index 



Balgiu B. A., (2020). Curiosity and subjective well-being: The mediation of the big five personality traits. Global Journal of 
Psychology Research: New Trends and Issues. 10(1), 59-67. DOI: 10.18844/gjpr.v%vi%i.4458 

 

64 

Testing is conducted by also observing the skewness and kurtosis values. The result of the 
regression analysis shows that curiosity explains 23% of the SWB variance, thus confirming the 
hypothesis that curiosity predicts SWB (Table 4). 

We continued with the method which is certain to determine the effects of the mediation, namely 
the bootstrap method (Hadi, Abdullah & Sentosa, 2016), a consistent method for obtaining robust 
statistics in SEM (Finney & DiStefano, 2013). In order to verify the obtained result, we proposed a 
mediation model using the bootstrapping method on 2000 bootstrap samples by using AMOS.  

The relationships predicted by the model were tested by using path analysis with normal theory of 
generalised least squares. The adequacy of the model was verified by means of the absolute indexes: 
χ², df, CMIN, GFI, AGFI, IFI, CFI, RMSEA and SRMR. 

 In order to determine the statistical significance of the proposed theoretical model, the following 
criteria were proposed: a) χ² test should be insignificant from a statistical point of view; and b) the 
statistical significance of every parameter should be estimated for paths in the model. As shown in 
Table 5, the non-significant chi-square suggests that the model fits the sample data (p= 0.122). The 
analysis of the indexes in Table 5 tests the adequacy of the model.  

Table 5.Summary of the fit indices for model 

Model χ² df CMIN/df GFI AGFI IFI CFI RMSEA SRMR 

Default model 8.70 5 1,74 0.991 0.959 0.958 0.952 0.051 0.032 

 
Thus, χ² = 8.70 and df = 5; χ²/df = 1.74; consequently <2.Indicators GFI, AGFI, IFI and CFI reached 

values over 0.95, RMSEA has a value of 0.051 [Confidence Interval (CI)90% =0.000–0.104] and SRMR = 
0.032. The standardised coefficients shown in Figure 1 emphasise that the SWB index is predicted by 
extraversion (β = 0.23), conscientiousness (β = 0.21) and neuroticism (β = −0.25). 

The effect of openness to experience on SWB is not significant (β = −0.01). The standardised 
indirect (mediated) effect of curiosity on SWB was statistically significant (β = 0.15; p = 0.001).The 
standardised indirect (mediated) effect is significantly different from zero (p = 0.001, two-tailed 
significance).  

Using the bootstrap approximation, the two-sided, bias-corrected CI obtained was 0.162–0.353. 
Because this interval did not include the value 0, it could be asserted that the indirect effect of 
curiosity on SWB is statistically significant. The direct effect of curiosity on SWB (the c’ path) is 0.08  
(p = 0.170) and is insignificant. As shown in the classic article by Baron and Kenny (1986), if c’ is closer 
to zero than c, and non-significant, it is legitimate to conclude that the mediators completely mediate 
the association between curiosity and SWB. 

4. Discussion, conclusion and recommendations 

Studies have shown that both curiosity and personality are significantly related to SWB (Jovanovic & 
Brdaric, 2012; Kashdan & Steger, 2007; Kashdan et al., 2018). The results of this research show that 
curiosity predicts SWB if it is accompanied by particular traits.  

According to the model obtained, extraversion, conscientiousness and (negatively) neuroticism 
have a mediating role in the relationships between curiosity and SWB. Therefore, the results of the 
study lead to the suggestion that curiosity predicts SWB only to the extent to which it is accompanied 
by other particular traits. Individuals characterised by a high degree of curiosity tend to have a well-
developed well-being since they tend to be extraverted, perseverant, responsible and emotionally 
stable. Consistent with prior studies, curiosity and the Big Five personality factors are associated with 
well-being (Kashdan et al., 2009; Ye et al., 2015). However, the association between curiosity and SWB 
seems to be the result of the variance that both shares with the personality traits. 
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Figure 1. Structural equation model of how curiosity influences subjective well-being 

 
For example, people of high curiosity tend to have high SWB because they tend to be extroverted. 

Therefore, the students analysed experience a state of well-being due to their curiosity in the 
conditions in which they are extroverted, conscientious and emotionally balanced. It is well-known 
that extroverted people manage to cope with uncertainty better due to traits such as flexibility, self-
confidence and creativity (Minulescu, 2008). Similarly, people with a high degree of conscientiousness 
and emotional stability have more developed will, carefully control their energy in order to cope with 
difficulties and make the effort to keep finding out and acting (Caprara et al., 1993; McCrae & Costa, 
2003; Minulescu, 2008). Therefore, curiosity influences SWB but it has an indirect association with 
SWB through interactions with other psychological variables, in this case, the specific Big Five traits of 
extraversion, conscientiousness and emotional stability. Also, in other cases, the influence of curiosity 
can be seen on well-being (psychological well-being) through other psychosocial variables, such as 
personal initiative (Wang & Li, 2015).As most Big Five personality models reveal, the openness factor 
includes curiosity in its content. However, in the case of the studied group, it seems that openness 
does not mediate the relationship between curiosity and SWB. This may be because openness does 
not have a very high level in the case of the analysed group. Its role should be analysed in further 
studies. 

Among the study limits, we note that beside the sample size, the character of the instruments used, 
the fact that short scales with five items, the shortest scale (SWLS) up to 12 items (SPANE), were used. 
Moreover, BFI-10 is a scale with many problems, the most important one being low fidelity in the case 
of agreeableness and conscientiousness (Carciofo, Yang, Song, Du& Zhang, 2016; Pejic, Tenjovic & 
Knezevic, 2014). This is the reason we claim the investigation of the relationship between personality, 
well-being and curiosity and with more complex measures, but also with the introduction of variables 
constituted in possible mediators or moderators of the relationship under consideration. 

The relationship between curiosity and SWB appears in many studies, but we consider that the 
present study is the first to demonstrate the mediating role of personality traits in association with 
two variables. It is not the only characteristics of the Big Five model that can mediate the relationship 
between curiosity and well-being. It is important to evaluate other personality traits in relation to 
curiosity and psychosocial well-being. People with epistemic curiosity (as opposed to dark curiosity) 
are also visionary, perfectionist, creative, flexible, proactive, meaningful and tolerant of uncertainty. It 
is expected that further research will consider investigating these associations between curiosity, 
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personal characteristics and well-being. In future studies, it is necessary to examine curiosity in 
relation to other personality traits to see what other characteristics are associated with curiosity and 
SWB. This may also show if personality traits are associated with high levels of curiosity. The study’s 
findings may have practical implications for personnel selection. The professional selection of people 
in different jobs is made in most cases based on personality traits. We could know that if we select 
individuals with certain personality traits, high degrees of curiosity also occur in their characterisation. 
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