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Curiosity seen as motivation for information gain in open and 

neurotic individuals 
 
 
 

Aikaterini Pistola 
 
 
 
Curiosity has been defined as a constant inner force for exploration behavior that 

leads to  a  gain  of  knowledge  (Loewenstein,  1994).  The  aim  of  the  current  

study  was  to investigate  if  Openness  –  to  –  Experience  and  Neuroticism  

personality  traits  are associated with curiosity. This will help us to estimate whether 

knowledge expansion is dependent on a person’s personality and which trait is more 

willing to invest time on learning.  The  experiment  consisted  of  two  different  

sessions.  To estimate  curiosity, 40 subjects first performed a word-synonymy task, 

where Shannon’s (1948) entropy was estimated  and the result of which lead to the 

measurement  of uncertainty.  Then in a second session, participants had the option 

to request for feedback between a few alternative  options  at  a  cost  (time),  and  

they  were  also  required  to  estimate  their satisfaction  about  the  answer  on  a  

valence  rating  scale.  Finally, participants  were screened  for  personality  traits.  

Neurotic  individuals  appeared  to  be  more  willing  in investing time on feedback 

request, in contrast to open individuals. 

 
 
 

 
Nyfikenhet  har definierats  som en konstant  inre kraft av upptäckande  beteende  

som leder till kunskap (Loewenstein, 1994).Syftet med den aktuella studien var att 

undersöka om det är skillnad mellan individer med Öppenhet - till - Erfarenhet och 

hur neurotiska personlighetsdrag   är  associerat  med  nyfikenhet.  Experimentet  

bestod  av  två  olika sessioner.  För  att  bedöma  nyfikenhet  genomförde  de  

4 0 deltagarna  först  en  ord-synonym uppgift, där Shannon’s (1948) entropi och 

resultaten som ledde till skattningen av osäkerhet estimerades. Den andra sessionen 

bestod av två uppgifter; i den första hade deltagarna möjlighet att begära feedback  

mellan några alternativ  till en kostnad (Tid), och i den andra var de tvungna att 

uppskatta deras belåtenheten med svaret på en valensskattningsskala.Till sist blev 

deltagarnas personligtsdrag utvärderade. Neurotiska personer verkade vara mer 

villiga att investera tid på att begära feedback, jämfört med                                                         

öppna  personer. 
 
 
 

This study tests how openness and neuroticism personality traits mediate curiosity. 

Curiosity is recognized as the main source of our development since our 

childhood as well as one of the most significant impetuses for our 

accomplishments in education (Loewenstein, 1994). Additionally, curiosity has 
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been defined as an instinctive desire, such as seeking for food or drink (Berlyne, 

1960, 1966; Loewenstein, 1994), and it has also been expressed as a vital 

background  for  achievements  in  the  field  of  science,  even  overshadowing 

external rewards such as money (Loewenstein, 1994). Apart from all the above 

arguments of curiosity as an intrinsic motivation for information gain, it could also 

be uttered as emotion forced by inner desire for knowledge (Keller et al, 1994). 

Putting these aspects together, curiosity is donated for an abundance of 

circumstances in one’s life; from learning to personal satisfaction. 

 
During the 1950s Berlyne started investigating the concept of curiosity, where he 

identified that the notion of it was “fragmented” and thus he suggested a 

distribution of it into two dimensions: one spanning perceptual and epistemic 

curiosity and the other approaching specific and diversive curiosity (Berlyne, 

1966; Loewenstein, 1994). Perceptual curiosity concerns a drive in humans and 

animals that is triggered by a new stimulus, which is reduced by extended 

exposure to this, while epistemic is predominantly applied in humans and it is 

cited as a motivational focus on knowledge and information that enhances it. 

Specific curiosity refers to finding information, which leads to the desirable 

solution of a problem, whilst diversive curiosity is a drive for stimulation especially 

when one seeks to relieve boredom (Loewenstein, 1994). 

 
Loewenstein  (1994)  initiated  a  theory  of  curiosity  called  the  information-gap 

theory and it is interpreted as a lack of compatibility between what one already 

knows and how much one yearns to expand their knowledge. The information- 

gap theory states that the desire of extending ones knowledge rises sharply with 

a small expansion in knowledge and thus the information-gap decreases with 

priming learning. This gap becomes smaller as knowledge increases and 

consequently curiosity drops. In essence, this theory claims that curiosity is an 

essential hunger for not yet acquired information that is expected to be rewarded 

by knowledge (Kang et al., 2009; Loewenstein, 1994). 

 
Learning might also be rewarding for the reason that it eliminates undesirable 

ignorance  or  uncertainty  (Berlyne,  1995;  Lowenstein,  1994).  Curiosity-drive 

theory assimilates curiosity to relatively undesirable experience of uncertainty, 

which leads to a rewarding outcome. Curiosity-drive theorists consider that the 

state of one being consistent is disarrayed by novel, complex stimuli, or 

ambivalent for the recipient (Berlyne, 1950, 1955). On behalf of this concept, 

several  studies  have  indicated  that  when  a  novel  or  unusual  stimulus  is 

presented, it is attended by humans and animals. Assessments on such stimuli 

demonstrate that uncertainty has been solved once new information is gained 

(Berlyne, 1950, 1955, 1957). In studies on curiosity and memory Berlyne (1954) 
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observed that when the answers of questions of general knowledge were 

estimated as puzzling, they were easily restored in the memory. This implies that 

learning was augmented in the ratio of the curiosity reduction. Yet, the reason for 

drive reduction of curiosity cannot clearly interpret why individuals seek for 

opportunities to stimulate their curiosity (Litman, 2005). 

 
When it comes to aspects that motivate people to expand their knowledge, 

personal   characteristics   are   often   discussed.   Personality   theorists   have 

attempted to estimate how individuals experience and express curiosity and 

uncertainty based on their personality traits (Litman & Jimerson, 1994). It turns 

out that personality features of curiosity are even more crucial than cognitive 

abilities (Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2003). 

 
With respect to uncertainty, Hirsch (2008) tested neuropsychological responses 

for positive, negative and uncertain feedback to individuals with different 

personality features. All participants reported high feedback-related negativity 

(FRN) when receiving negative compared to positive feedback. FRN is a brain 

electrical signal that can be measured via an electroencephalogram. When the 

subject receives a negative visual or auditory feedback, FRN is elicited 

announcing that the subject’s performance is worse than expected in a given 

task. Interestingly, participants high in neuroticism demonstrated a larger FRN 

following uncertain feedback than negative feedback. Every individual 

experiences differently the unknown. Despite the fact that some might feel a bit 

nervous under an uncertain situation, the high neurotics “find it aversive”. 

 
Studies based on curiosity and personality (Furnham & Chamorro-Premuzic, 

2006; Moutafi et al., 2006) argue that Openness is a characteristic of more 

intelligent people, which facilitates the capability of understanding difficult and 

complex information. Individuals who score high in openness trait are opting to 

activities that lead them to new experiences, more intellectually curious and have 

a flexible attitude in novel and challenging situations. This open-minded attitude 

in turn may expand knowledge (Moutafi et al., 2006). Furthermore, according to 

Furnham et al. (2006) article, there is evidence that Openness to Experience is 

associated with intelligence. Researchers have found significant positive 

correlations between Openness to Experience and crystallized intelligence (gc), 

which led to the belief that open individuals may have a higher predisposition to 

invest in intellectual activities that lead to higher knowledge expansion, which 

means increased crystallized ability (Furnham & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2006). 

 
On the other hand, highly neurotic people get anxious when requested to perform 

well on a task. On that point anxiety causes them to combat with significantly 
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irrelevant tasks (worry) from the target task, which may result in poor task 

performance (Moutafi et al, 2006). Moreover, in contrast to Openness to 

Experience, studies have shown that Neuroticism is negatively correlated with 

general knowledge, a significant component of crystallized intelligence 

(Chamorro-Premuzik et al., 2006). Thus, Neuroticism and Openness lead to 

opposite predictions with respect to learning, but both traits may be related to 

information seeking. 

 
One prediction here is that when individuals with high openness personality traits 

receive negative feedback, they express it as a new experience and as an 

opportunity to gain further knowledge, whilst from the neurotics perspective this 

may be a strong reason to increase their anxiety and the feeling of failure, which 

discourage them from the goal achievement (DeYoung, 2010). In that case, the 

former personality is expected to be positively and significantly correlated with 

curiosity, while the latter will be negatively correlated. 

 
Studies have shown that there is a significant difference in how individuals react 

to the same stimuli in an experimental situation (Corr et al., 2013). They claim 

that curiosity is the core of an open personality and that open people are more 

rewarded by gaining information. Based on an fMRI study, the brain’s reward 

system is activated when the individuals receive feedback from the questions 

they are most curious about (Kang et al., 2009). Therefore, a positive correlation 

between ratings of curiosity and feedback is expected for individuals who score 

high in openness trait. 
 

 

Furthermore, positive valence ratings regardless of negative or positive feedback 

is expected for individuals who score high in openness, since these people are 

‘open to new experience’. On the other hand, neuroticism is an intense trait of 

individuals, which show a sensitivity (anxiety) in the presence of an anticipated 

reward (DeYoung, 2010; Corr et al., 2013). In other words, when a neurotic 

person fails to answer correctly, they experience it as “punishment”. That said in 

the current study, when a neurotic individual risks receiving feedback for an  

answer  they  know  is  not  correct  or  when  they  are  uncertain  about  the 

outcome, they experience feedback as a punishment and a negative valence is 

expected to occur. It is also expected that neurotics are more likely to ask for 

feedback in the case they already know they answered correctly, so as to boost 

themselves by expressing it as a reward. 

 
The  outcomes  from  the  studies  mentioned  above,  drive  us  to  the  question 

whether Neuroticism is related to expanding knowledge by seeking new 

information. Renner (2006) argues that there is a link between curiosity and 
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anxiety, which may affect both the desire of gaining knowledge and exploratory 

strategies for satiating curiosity. The author continues by explaining that curiosity 

and anxiety have generally been conceptualized as a combination, which is 

opposite to the motivational systems, with the premise that high levels of anxiety 

contribute to curiosity’s inhibition. In support of this concept, Litman and 

Spielberger (2003) discovered a slight negative correlation between trait anxiety 

and curiosity.  Other studies have also referred to findings similar to these with 

high levels of anxiety correlated to low levels of curiosity (Renner, 2006). 

 
However, an alternative aspect presumes that trait anxiety has a strong effect on 

strategies  individuals  use  to  relieve  their  curiosity  rather  than  the  desire  of 

seeking for novel information or experiences. For instance, children with high 

level of anxiety expressed an exploratory behavior, such as inquiring information 

for new objects around them, but less frequently compared to those with low 

anxiety level (Renner, 2006). In addition, studies have reported that high social 

anxious individuals might be as curious as low socially anxious individuals but 

report less social exploration (Renner, 2006). Considering Corr et al., (2013) 

article, in any experimental condition, it is significant to establish that the 

individual experiences the stimuli as either “rewarding” or “punishing”. 

 

In this study the prior knowledge of the person is needed to be estimated. 

Measuring the participants’ prior knowledge is important because it will give us 

the probabilities of a possible outcome. When an outcome with a high probability 

occurs this means that the outcome is not such informative as the one with a 

rather low probability. For instance, let’s imagine that we have two different coins. 

We are aware of the fact that both sides of the first one are heads, while the 

second coin is a normal one. By tossing them we already know that the former 

will bring heads, which is nothing new to us, so we will gain no information at all 

by the result of this flip. On the other hand, we are uncertain about what the result 

of the normal coin will be, and this will be highly informative. This uncertainty view 

derives from Shannon’s (1948) perspective on uncertainty: entropy upper bounds 

the potential information to be gained, but it is also dependent on what may be 

revealed from information seeking actions when caused by an event’s probability 

distribution. This uncertainty / entropy is high when constant probability 

distributions occur and low when distributions are skewed for an outcome. In 

other words, the information gain for an individual will be less when entropy is 

low, and more when entropy is high. 
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As long as the curiosity measurement is concerned, following Shannon’s (1948) 

information theory, if we can assess the question’s entropy for the person, we 

then are able to estimate whether the individual shows an information gain 

behavior (by obtaining the answer of the question) based on the entropy’s level 

(high or low).  Thus, if individuals are prone to gain information from questions 

that present a high level of entropy, we may say that this is a predisposition for 

curiosity. To estimate how willing an individual is to gain information, it must 

be balanced with the value of the information. This means, the individual is 

demanded to opt for a cost in return for information gain. Participants will be 

required to satisfy their curiosity based on the trade-off of decreasing the cost 

(time). The cost might be time or money, and for the purpose of this study time 

was used, since it was an immediate experience for the cost. 

 

This study is an attempt to measure the effects of curiosity in two personality 

traits: Openness - to - Experience and Neuroticism and sought to investigate the 

curious behavior of each. Two hypotheses were tested: 
 

 

(a)   Feedback   requests   should   increase   with   information   gain.   When   a 

participant’s prior knowledge on a question is low, then the participant should be 

more willing       to       invest       time       in       order       to       gain       

information. Open individuals are expected to be showing a positive correlation 

with feedback requests in contrast to the neurotics. 
 

 

(b) Individuals respond differently to a negative feedback: Neurotics are expected 

to experience a negative feedback as a “punishment” leading to a negative 

correlation with valence ratings. 
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Method 

 

 

Participants 

Forty individuals participated, out of which 28 were women and 12 were men 

aged 19 to 42 with a mean age of 25.6. Participants were recruited via poster 

boards around the campus of Umeå University as well as on social media. All 

participants had normal, or corrected to normal, eyesight and they were required 

to be fluent in Swedish. In order to take part in this study, participants were 

required to attend three sessions, where they had to sign an informed consent on 

the first session and they were orally debriefed about the purpose of the research 

experiment at the end of the last session. The amount of 99 SEK for each 

session was given as compensation. The study was conducted in accordance 

with the Helsinki declaration and the study protocol was accepted by the local 

ethics committee (EPN). 

 
Apparatus 

For this experiment, the material was the same as in Tim Lind (2015) study, 

which was based on word synonymity. Eleven word tests were assembled from 

the “ORD” section of the Swedish Scholastic Aptitude Test between the years 

2006 and 2011. Each test contained 40 word synonymy questions in which a 

target word or phrase was presented with five alternative word or phrase 

options. The task of these tests is to determine which alternative is most 

synonymous with the target. Finally, from the overall number (440) of the 

questions 160 items were selected based on performance in the population of 

original test takers performance. Specifically, the selection aimed at producing a 

set with an even distribution of entropy based on the test takers synonymy 

judgments. The next step was to classify the questions based on the entropy, 

from min to max. 

 
An eye-tracking camera was used to track and record the participants’ eye 

movements while they were working on the tasks that were presented on a 

computer screen, however this data is not used in the present study. The tasks 

were implemented with in-house developed code in MATLAB R2010b, which 

also recorded the answers that participants were giving via the computer mouse. 
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Stimulus 

The experiment was decided to be divided into two parts because the main concept 

was: (a) to accumulate the entropy for each item and participant in part 1 and (b) to 

test whether the curiosity choice could be predicted based on the entropy, by the 

subjects’ selection in part 2.  Part 1 is designed to measure the entropy of the 

questions presented to the subjects. Part 2 assesses the prior knowledge to 

counterbalance both part 1 and part 2, and then calculates curiosity based on the 

trade-off method: to estimate how engaged the participants are to gain information, 

it needs to be trade-off against another desired factor, some cost and in the 

current study the cost is time.  The curiosity options were divided into high and low 

information gain (IG). The option with the low IG is invalidating one wrong answer 

from the alternative ones, while the high IG option is invalidating the other four 

alternatives.  The entropy of the prior knowledge will be used to compute the IG, 

which declares that the information gain (IG) of a question is equivalent to the 

entropy for the question eliminating the other alternative choices that are incorrect. 

 

 
  Procedure 

The subjects were asked to sit in front of a computer screen, follow the instructions 

presented on the screen and perform a practice part of the task, which 

consisted of 10 items. Then eye movement calibration followed and the experiment 

proper began. This procedure was exactly the same for all the tasks in both 

sessions. Additionally, all participants filled in the Big Five Inventory (BFI) 

personality test at the end of the third session, which was the completion of the 

experiment. The third session had to be conducted the day after the second one; 

however, this data was not used for the purpose of the current study except for the 

BFI scores. 
 
 
 

 
Session 1 

On the first session, the prior knowledge measurement was carried out, where all of 

the 160 items were presented five times in word pairs. Each round presented two 

words or phrases, while the participants were requested to estimate how 

synonymous the words were on a scale from 0 to 100. Participants needed to 

click with the mouse on the scale shown below the word pair (see Figure 1). The 

time for the estimation of the synonymy that was given was 5 sec for each pair and  

the  total  time  of  the  session  was  approximately  1.5  hours.  In  case 

participants failed to make their estimation within the given response deadline, 

the round was presented again at the end of the session. Participants had the option 

of taking a short break if needed after every 200 rounds. 

 



 9 

 

 

Figure 1. Prior knowledge measurement.  160 word pairs showed for 5 sec requiring 

participants to estimate on a scale between 0-100 how synonym the words are. In total, 

participants  had to rate 800 items. 

 
 
 

 
Session 2 

On the second day, the curiosity measurement was carried out. The 160 stimulus 

items were split into 80 items per task with similar entropy. This gave 80 items 

with low and high entropy for each session. 

 
Valence task 

Eighty target words were presented followed by five alternative response options 

each.  Participants were requested to select one answer of the alternative 

options, which meaning was closest to the meaning of the target word (Figure 2) 

and then rate how curious they were to get to know the correct answer by 

clicking on a scale of 1-100 (Figure 3). Participants were asked to make their 

choice within 10 sec and then click on the scale within 5 sec. Four seconds after 

clicking on the scale, participants were always presented with the correct answer 

on the left upper corner of the screen for 2s. At the end of each round, the 

subjects were requested to estimate how satisfied they were with the feedback, 

based on the Self-Assessment Manikin (SAM) (Bradley & Lang, 1994) by clicking 

on a valence scale within 1.5 sec (Figure 4). 
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Figure 2. The target word with 5 alternative answers was shown to the participant requiring 

them to make their decision within 10 sec. 

 

 

Figure 3. Participants were requested to report their curiosity about the correct answer on a 

scale of 1-100 within 5 sec. 
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Figure 4. Valence measurement. “How satisfied are you with the answer?”: Participants were 

requested to rate their satisfaction after the correct answer was revealed. The “sad” manikin 

(left) indicates their disappointment, which was expected to be high for neurotics, where the 

“happy” manikin  (right) indicates their satisfaction.  The more close to each manikin the ratio 

was, the more disappointed and satisfied respectively the participants were. 

 
 
 
Feedback task 

The procedure for this task was the same as the Valence task, with the only 

difference that after participants’ answer selection, they were given 3 sec to 

decide whether they wanted to get to know the correct answer or not. Two boxes 

were displayed on the screen in which it was written either “Ja” - indicating they 

wanted feedback, or “Nej” - in case they were not interested in getting feedback 

(Figure 5). In the former option the procedure of getting the correct answer was 

exactly the same as in the Valence task, that is, they had to wait for 4s to receive 

the  correct  answer.  If  participants  did  not  request  feedback  the  session 

proceeded to the next round. Participants had the opportunity to take a short 

break if needed after every 20 items and the duration of the whole session 

including both tasks was approximately 70 minutes. 
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Figure  5. After  participants  made  their  choice,  they  had  the  option  to get  feedback  or 

either proceed to the next round. 
 
 
 

At the end of the last session, the subjects were requested to fill in the 44-item 

Big  Five  Inventory  personality  test  (John  &  Srivastava,  1999)  given  in  the 

Swedish version by Zakrisson (2010:3), from which the scores of the personality 

traits for Openness to Experience and Neuroticism were assessed. 

 

Figure 6. Proportion of feedback for all participants. 
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Calculations 
The way to calculate the expected information gain (IG) from feedback request 
was as follows: First, the correct and incorrect answers needed to be normalized 
and then used as a subject by item probability distribution P(x).  
 
Then, this distribution was used to calculate Shannon’s entropy: 
 

 
 

Where (x) represents a random variable of a possible result and N = 5, which is 
the amount of the alternative options.   
 
 
Finally, information gain IG(x) for a question, is determined by the amount of 
entropy H(x) reduced from an information seeking action H(x|get feedback). So, 
we get: 

 

 

IG(x) = H(x) - H(x|get feedback) 
 
 

In the present case an information seeking action is H(x|get feedback) = 0, since 

the uncertainty (entropy) is eliminated once the individual gets the answer after 

the feedback, and finally, we get: 
 

 

IG(x) = H (x) 
 

 

And so, information gain is equal to the entropy once the answer is presented to 

the subject. 
 
Matlab software, version R2012b 64 bit was used for the calculations and data 

analysis of the current study.  

   

 

 

 

Results 
 

 

With respect to the overall tendency of information value relation with each 

personality trait, a simple correlation coefficient was performed to assess the 

relationship between the proportion of feedback requests and each personality 

trait score. A negative correlation between the Neuroticism score and the 

proportion of feedback requests was found (see Figure 7) (r = -.065), p < .05. 
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Figure 7. The relationship between Neuroticism score and proportion of 
feedback. 

 

 

 

Additionally, there was also a negative correlation (r = -0.15), p < .05 between 

the Open - to - Experience score and the proportion of feedback requests (Figure 

8). 

 
Figure 8. The relationship between Openness score and the proportion of 
feedback. 
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To investigate the main hypothesis, how much the information gain (entropy) 

affect the feedback choice and if it is repelling for the neurotic participants and 

attractive for the open ones, further computations were conducted. The 80 items 

from the Feedback task were split into two bins based on the average value of 

entropy. In other words, the entropy (H) was divided into two groups (high and 

low) based on the average feedback request of every item. The items (80) that 

were split either invoked a request for feedback or not. Therefore, the proportion 

of feedback for items with high entropy (H_high) was calculated 

(meanFeedback_High) and also the same was done for items with low entropy 

(H_low), (meanFeedback_Low). Afterwards, the average proportion of feedback 

for each bin was computed and continued with the calculation of a slope analysis, 

Curiosity-slope (Cslope). This Cslope is the ratio between the differences of the 

entropy and the average of the difference of feedback choices (fb) for each 

participant of every bin: Hdiff = mean(Hfb_high)-mean(Hfb_low).  Finally, 

proceeded with a correlation coefficient of  attraction  between  information  and  

feedback  requests.  This  correlation reported an overall positive Cslope, which 

presents that participants requested feedback for items with high entropy (Figure 

9). 

 
Figure 9. Results of the Curiosity-slope: the ratio between the differences of high and low 

entropy of attraction between information and feedback requests for every participant. 
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Finally, two simple correlations were performed to test how the participants’ 

curiosity investment is related to each personality. As shown in Figure 10, a 

positive correlation (r = .39), p < .05 was found between participants with 

Neuroticism score and the Cslope.  

 

 

  
Figure 10. Scatterplot of the ratio between the differences of high and low entropy (Hdiff) of 

attraction between information and feedback requests for Neuroticism (r = .39 , p < .05). 

 

 

 

 

Additionally, a weak positive correlation (r =.014), p < .05 was also reported 

between the Open - to - Experience score and Cslope (Figure 11). 
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Figure 11. Scatterplot of the ratio between the differences of high and low entropy (Hdiff) of 

attraction between information and feedback requests for Openness (r = .014, p > .05). 

 

Simple correlations were conducted to examine how the two personalities 

experience the feedback. Table 1 shows the relationship between the valence 

ratings after a positive (true) and negative (false) feedback. Negative correlations 

were found for both personalities as well as none of them was significant, p > .05. 

 
 

Table 1 
 
 

Results of simple correlations between mean valence ratings for correct (True) / incorrect 

(False) answers and personality. None of the correlations was significant. 
 
 
 

Personality Trait  Answers  R  P 

 
Openness  True 

False 

Neuroticism  True 

False 

-.10 
-.16 

-.02 

-.12 

.29 

.52 

.86 

.44
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                                            Discussion 
 

 

The purpose of the current thesis was to investigate the curious behavior of open 

and neurotic individuals as a motivation for information seeking actions 

moderated by the actions cost (time). The results show an overall tendency for 

information-seeking behavior across all participants. This supports that 

participants showed to a certain extent curiosity and invested time in the 

experiment. However, individuals with Openness trait showed no significant effect 

in curiosity investment, whereas neurotics reported a significant effect in curiosity 

investment.  

 

Regarding the main hypothesis, how much the information gain (entropy) affect 
the  feedback  choice  and  if  it  is  repelling  for  the  neurotic  participants  and 
attractive for the open ones, both neurotics and open individuals seem to have 
been curious about their performance and requiring knowledge contingent on 
uncertainty, as it is shown by the proportion of feedback requests (Figure 9). This 
indicates that participants devoted time on the task. One participant seems to 
have been indifferent to feedback as they had not requested it at all, while 
another participant showed a significant negative slope between information gain 
and feedback request. The behavior of the latter subject is not easy to interpret 
and it might require a deeper analysis or this subject’s entropy might have been 
calculated wrongly. As long as the former participant’s behavior is concerned, it 
might be the result of their goal achievement. In other words, the participant 
might have been confident and satisfied about their performance. It could 
be worth mentioning  that  both  participants  scored  high  in  Openness  
and  low  in Neuroticism. 

 

 

Regarding the curious behavior of each personality separately; subjects with 

openness personality traits were expected to indicate a behavior for exploration, 

conversely this trait seems to be in the opposite direction. As it is shown in Figure 

8, the more open the person is, the less likely is he or she to request feedback. 

This finding goes against Moutafi’s (2006) and Furnham’s (2006) argument that 

open individuals may have a higher predisposition to invest time in activities that 

lead to knowledge expansion. Surprisingly, it seems that neurotic persons are 

more willing to invest time and seek for information in more uncertain items. This 

correlation might have an interpretation according to Renner (2006), that neurotic 

individuals might have a predisposition for curiosity as long as the outcome 

brings them to a “relief”, or else to avoid being in an ambiguous situation, which 

increases their unease. An alternative explanation would be that people with 

significant high score in neuroticism would probably not have chosen to put 

themselves voluntarily in an uncertain and stressful situation at the first place, 
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which means that probably they would have not participated in the study.  

 

Compared the Neuroticism scores of the current study (M=22.57, SD=6.86) to 

the  ones  from  Zakrisson’s  (2010:3)  (M=20.19,  SD=5.32),  it  seems  that  our 

sample is not totally different from Zakrisson’s, which indicates that our data is as 

good as it could be for the interpretations of the correlation tests. 

Furthermore, there was nothing reported related to the feeling of being 

threatened or high anxious after the end of the sessions in the post-test 

interviews, nor any of the participants quit. 

 

Regarding the second hypothesis that both personalities respond differently 

when they get feedback, with neurotics to be more hesitant; a significant negative 

relationship between neuroticism and proportion of feedback requests was 

reported (Figure 7). Based on the previous studies discussed in the introduction, 

(Moutafi, 2006; DeYoung, 2010; Corr, 2013; Hirsh, 2008), this is an expected 

outcome for individuals with these traits, however, it is not for those with open 

personality, who also reported a negative correlation (Figure 8). This surprising 

outcome may indicate that either participants had no time to invest on feedback 

or the information value was not worth the effort of waiting. 

 

Looking at how these two personalities experience uncertainty and negative 

feedback, there are not strong effects on either openness or neuroticism 

according to their valence ratings (Table1). Results show negative relationship 

between the two personalities in both correct and incorrect answers. Regarding 

these negative correlations, after participants had filled out the personality test 

(BFI), they were asked how they experienced the negative feedback. There were 

few of them, who reported that they had rated a negative valence after an 

incorrect answer, even though they had not experienced any disappointment. 

Their reaction was based on the general way of thinking when a negative event 

occurs. This might be a result of instructions misunderstanding and could 

have also influenced the results of the valence ratings data. 
 

 

Finally, the answer to our question whether neurotics show any information 

seeking behavior; the relationship between neurotics and curiosity indicates that 

the more neurotic the person is, the more they invest in disambiguating 

uncertainty  by  requesting  feedback.  This  is  a  rather  striking  and  interesting 

finding and it is totally opposite to Renner’s (2006) and Litman & Spielberger’s 

(2003) argument that high levels of anxiety lead to low levels of curiosity. 
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