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Abstract: Extensive empirical research conducted up till now has confirmed that personality represents
one of the most significant predictors of life satisfaction. Still, no studies to date have empirically tested the
path of influence from personality traits to religiosity and the effects of both on life satisfaction/positivity
within the same model. In the current study, we aimed to verify whether the relationship between
personality and satisfaction/positivity was mediated by religiousness, as it is considered motivational in
nature. The sample consisted of 213 participants (72% women) aged between 18 and 75. The average age
was approx. 32. We used the following tools: the NEO Five Factor Inventory, the Satisfaction with Life
Scale, the Positivity Scale, the Personal Religiousness Scale, and the Intensity of Religious Attitude Scale.
Our hypotheses (H1 and H2) found their confirmation to a large degree. In fact, life satisfaction positively
correlated with extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness. Moreover, life satisfaction negatively
correlated with neuroticism. A similar pattern of results, even slightly stronger, was found in the case
of positivity and personality traits. Contrary to our assumptions, neither life satisfaction nor positivity
correlated with openness to experience. Extraversion and agreeableness correlated positively with
religious attitude, personal religiousness and its four dimensions. Conscientiousness correlated positively
only with faith, personal religiousness, and religious attitude. We also found negative and significant
correlations between openness and all of the dimensions of personal religiousness. A lack of correlation
was found between: (1) neuroticism and all of the dimensions of religiosity; (2) conscientiousness and
religious practices, and religious self. Our research offers a contribution to the field by providing evidence
that some personality traits predict life satisfaction/positivity because respondents display a personal
religiousness/religious attitude.

Keywords: personality traits; life satisfaction; positivity; personal religiousness; intensity of
religious attitude

1. Introduction

The relationship between personality and life satisfaction has received substantial attention in
recent years (Hounkpatin et al. 2018). A review of related quality-of-life studies shows two approaches
that provide a theoretical explanation of factors which contribute to people’s subjective well-being
(SWB): bottom-up and top-down theories (Brief et al. 1993). The bottom-up perspective postulates that
global satisfaction is influenced by situational and environmental factors, such as: education, marriage,
childbirth, standard of living, starting a new job, income, job loss, adoption, divorce, remarriage,
relocating, health, disease, and death (Brief et al. 1993; Diener et al. 2003; Heidemeier and Göritz 2016;
Luhmann et al. 2013). People evaluate their lives through a summation of enjoyable and unpleasant
moments. Happy individuals are happy because they experience many lucky events (Brief et al. 1993).
In contrast, the top-down model argues that happiness depends on stable personality characteristics
or dispositional factors (e.g., self-esteem, attitudes, beliefs, neuroticism, extraversion, optimism,
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pessimism) (Brief et al. 1993; Diener et al. 2003). Happy individuals are happy because they enjoy life
despite the circumstances (Brief et al. 1993). Although both personality and life satisfaction have been
jointly examined, no studies to date have empirically tested the path of influence from personality
traits to religiosity and the effects of both on life satisfaction/positivity within the same model.

1.1. Personality and Life Satisfaction

Extensive empirical research conducted up till now has confirmed that personality represents one of the
most significant predictors of life satisfaction (DeNeve and Cooper 1998; Schimmack et al. 2004; Heidemeier
and Göritz 2016) and plays a much greater role in controlling an individual’s level of subjective well-being than
was previously believed (Steel et al. 2008). Most of the studies based on the model of the Big Five confirm that
people with different traits show different levels of satisfaction within several domains of human functioning
(Joshanloo and Afshari 2011; Schimmack et al. 2004). For example, Heidemeier and Göritz (2016) reported
bivariate correlations between life satisfaction and neuroticism (−0.33**), extraversion (0.18**), agreeableness
(0.10**), openness to experience (0.05**), and consciousness (0.20**). Such results are understandable in the
context of the Big Five personality theory. In fact, neuroticism alludes to individual differences in negative
responses to threats (Lahey 2009), extraversion refers to positive emotions (Lucas et al. 2008), openness
involves attentiveness to inner feelings (Koenig et al. 2012), agreeableness shapes social attitudes through trust
and modesty (Costa et al. 1991), and conscientiousness expresses the need for achievement and commitment
(Costa et al. 1991). Xu et al. (2017) found a similar pattern of results. However, based on a meta-analysis of
2142 correlation coefficients derived from 347 samples, Steel et al. (2008) concluded that only neuroticism,
extraversion, agreeableness, and consciousness were significantly related to all subjective well-being facets
measured. Some other researchers (Heidemeier and Göritz 2016; Joshanloo and Afshari 2011; Stolarski and
Matthews 2016; Xu et al. 2017) indicated that openness to new experiences appears to be a rather weak and
inconsistent correlate and/or predictor of life satisfaction. Moreover, the literature relevant to the assessment
of the relationship between personality and satisfaction through regression analysis shows that personality
has a strong influence on life satisfaction (Schimmack et al. 2004), hedonic balance and subjective well-being
(Costa and McCrae 1980). The results confirm that the depression facet of neuroticism and the positive
emotions/cheerfulness facet of extraversion are the strongest and most consistent predictors of life satisfaction
(Schimmack et al. 2004).

Previous studies have also shown that the Big Five factors correlate with positive orientation which
comprises three self-belief dimensions: self-esteem, optimism, and satisfaction with life. The outcomes
of research on a large sample of American, Italian, Japanese, Spanish (Caprara et al. 2012b), and Polish
respondents (Błachnio and Przepiórka 2016) revealed that all dimensions of the Big Five model (the
positive pole of extraversion—energy, emotional stability—the reverse of neuroticism, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, and openness) correlated with a positive orientation. An analogous configuration
of results was found by Miciuk et al. (2016) with the difference that a hypothesis about a positive
correlation between positive orientation and openness, and agreeableness was not supported.

1.2. Personality and Religiosity

Determining how personality is related to religious beliefs and practices has been an important
topic for the psychological research of religion (Aghababaei et al. 2014; Henningsgaard and Arnau 2008;
Hills et al. 2004). Before the 1980s, much of the published studies directed their interest towards
the relationship between religiosity and Eysenck’s three-factor model of personality (Eysenck 1998;
Henningsgaard and Arnau 2008; Jorm and Christensen 2004). A series of outcomes confirmed that
religious people tended to be slightly lower in psychoticism than those who considered themselves
less religious (Duriez et al. 2004; Francis 1992). Nevertheless, in recent years more researchers have
started to use the Big Five model to define an association between this trait structure and religiosity.
A meta-analytic review of recent studies (Saroglou 2002) showed that open-mature religiosity and
spirituality correlate positively with agreeableness, conscientiousness, extraversion, and openness,
and negatively with neuroticism. These results are consistent across age, gender, country, cohort,
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religious tradition, and measures assessing personality and religiosity (Saroglou 2010). Likewise,
Ferrari et al. (2017) found that honesty-humility and extraversion were significant predictors of
religious commitment, and extraversion and openness to experience were significant predictors of
spiritual beliefs.

1.3. Personality, Life Satisfaction, and Religiosity

According to Heidemeier and Göritz (2016), the Big Five personality traits may show different
relationships with life satisfaction depending on individual differences. Another explanation of different
associations between both variables is the presence of mediating or moderating mechanisms that link
personality and subjective well-being (Xu et al. 2017). Among factors investigated, more often there have
been: age and gender (Steel et al. 2008), self-esteem (Joshanloo and Afshari 2011; Weidmann et al. 2017),
emotion regulation (Vater and Schröder-Abé 2015), gratitude (Szcześniak et al. 2019) or coping styles
(Xu et al. 2017). However, as Chukwuorji et al. (2018) pointed out, religiosity, which is viewed as
motivational in nature, cannot be omitted from mediators of well-being. Religious beliefs affect subjective
well-being, with religious people mostly being happier than non-religious people, regardless of their
faith (Berthold and Ruch 2014; Dolan et al. 2008; Habib et al. 2018). Moreover, results in a sample of UK
adults demonstrated that intrinsic orientation and positive religious coping were significantly associated
with higher psychological well-being that reflects human growth, positive functioning and existential life
challenges (Lewis et al. 2005). Other researchers (Maltby et al. 1999) found that frequency of personal
prayer was the leading component in the relationship between religiosity and well-being. Krok (2014)
observed that a religious belief system allows individuals to discover or regain meaning in challenging
life events and times of stress. Unterrainer et al. (2010) provided evidence that religiosity and spirituality
have a salutogenic function, and are correlated with psychological well-being and some personality traits
(extraversion, neuroticism, and openness).

1.4. Research Problem and Hypotheses

Drawing from the evidence provided by researchers that personality is not the only predictor of
life satisfaction, and that relations between variables are often more complex than simple bivariate
relations (Fairchild and MacKinnon 2009), we assumed that personal religiosity might modify the
direct association between personality traits and satisfaction. Likewise, Sullivan (2001) emphasised that
religiosity could either have direct, indirect, or compensative effects. Therefore, the purpose of this study
was twofold. First, we assessed psychological correlates and determinants of life satisfaction/positive
orientation. Second, we focused on the mediating role of personal religiousness/religious attitude
between personality traits and satisfaction with life/positive orientation.

Altogether the existing religion-personality literature and the above-mentioned outcomes seem to
justify the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Domains of personality correlate with life satisfaction/positivity in such a way that
neuroticism is negatively related to life satisfaction/positivity, and the remaining domains (extraversion, openness,
agreeableness, and conscientiousness) are positively related to life satisfaction/positivity.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Domains of personality correlate with personal religiousness/religious attitude in such
a way that neuroticism is not related to personal religiousness/religious attitude, openness is negatively
related to personal religiousness/religious attitude, and the remaining domains (extraversion, agreeableness, and
conscientiousness) are positively related to personal religiousness/religious attitude.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Personal religiousness/religious attitude mediates the effect of personality domains on life
satisfaction/positivity.
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Hypothesis H3 can cause some doubts, as the suitability of a cross-sectional design for studying
mediation is still being discussed (Aguinis et al. 2017; Maxwell and Cole 2007). Nevertheless,
MacKinnon and colleagues (MacKinnon et al. 2012) recall that indirect effect is implicit in social science
theories and affirm that cross-sectional data necessitate additional theoretical assumptions or empirical
evidence if they are to be inferred in a causal manner. Hence, taking into account the requirement
of a theory and/or empirical-derived mediation hypothesis (Agler and Boeck 2017), we applied the
simplest mediation model (MacKinnon et al. 2012): an antecedent variable (Big Five personality traits)
affects a hypothesised intermediating variable (religiosity), which in turn affects a dependent variable
(life satisfaction).

In this respect, the literature relevant to the assessment of the relationship between personality
and religiousness (McCrae 1999) shows that people with certain personality traits may be more or less
likely to display positive or negative religious beliefs, attitudes, and practices (Saroglou 2015; Saroglou
and Muñoz-García 2008). For example, neuroticism and self-actualisation are recognised as negative
predictors, and horizontal self-transcendence is established as a positive predictor of self-rated religiosity
(Schnell 2012). It is all because personality can be thought of as a much more solid framework for grasping
religion than vice versa (Maltby et al. 2007). In other words, it is more likely that personality influences
religion than religion influences personality as the first is biologically based and the latter is learned.
This view is supported by some longitudinal findings (Wink et al. 2007) suggesting that personality traits
in a transitional stage of adolescence predict religiousness in late adulthood whereas empirical evidence
for the reverse effect is infrequent. Moreover, religion is an important factor that affects well-being in
different social contexts (Kortt et al. 2015; Sinnewe et al. 2015; ten Kate et al. 2017; Yeniaras and Akarsu
2017). Even after controlling for personality factors, interest in religion, intrinsic and extrinsic-personal
religiosity are still reasonably strong predictors of happiness and life satisfaction (Aghababaei 2014).
Some authors (Emmons 2005; Krok 2014; ten Kate et al. 2017; Zarzycka et al. 2017) pointed out that being
religious provides a sense of meaning and security, offering an important benefit to satisfaction with
life. On the bases of these theoretical and empirical promises, we assumed that religiosity might be
an intermediating variable in the relationship between personality traits and life satisfaction.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Ethics Approval

The study and the protocol were approved by the Bioethics Committee of the Institute of
Psychology at the University of Szczecin and conducted according to the Declaration of Helsinki.

2.2. Participants

The sample consisted of 213 participants (72% women) aged between 18 and 75. The average age
was approx. 32 (M = 31.81; SD = 13.13). The biggest group was formed by working respondents (46%),
followed by students (39%), unemployed (9%), and pensioners (6%). In terms of place of residence,
26% of participants declared living in the country, 8%—in a town with fewer than 5000 inhabitants,
23%—between 5000 and 50,000, 15%—between 50,000 and 200,000, and 28%—in a city with over
200,000 inhabitants.

2.3. Data Collection

The participants were recruited through designated online Internet communities and different
groups. All of the respondents who decided to take part in the study were given general information
about the study aims and were prompted with a web-based informed consent. Only after giving their
agreement, the participants were asked to fill in the questionnaires. Respondents under the age of 18
were excluded from participation.
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2.4. Assessment of the NEO Five-Factor Inventory (NEO FFI)

NEO FFI, designed by Costa and McCrae (1989) and adapted by Zawadzki and colleagues
(Zawadzki et al. 1998), is a questionnaire of 60 items that assesses the five domains of personality:
neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness. Neuroticism refers to
the tendency to experience psychological distress and negative emotions in the context of a stressful
situation. Extraversion denotes the degree of sociability and positive emotions. Openness indicates
openness to experience. Agreeableness signifies the tendency of being friendly, compassionate,
altruistic, and cooperative. Conscientiousness refers to one’s level of self-control in planning and
following through on goals. Participants rate each item on a 5-point Likert-type scale (from 1 = strongly
disagree to 5 = strongly disagree) (Rosellini and Brown 2011). In the current study, each of the five
domains of the NEO FFI had adequate internal consistency. The Cronbach α of neuroticism was 0.88,
of extraversion was 0.78, of openness was 0.70, of agreeableness was 0.75, and of conscientiousness
was 0.85.

2.5. Assessment of the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS)

SWLS, originated by Diener et al. (1985) and (Diener 1998) and adapted by Juczyński (2001),
is a short 5-item scale that measures the relatively global and stable judgmental component of subjective
well-being. The respondents evaluate each of five statements by using multiple-choice answers on
a 7-point Likert scale that ranges from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. Items are added up to
yield a total score of satisfaction. The possible range of scores is between 5 and 35. The higher the final
score, the more intense is the general life satisfaction. The original study (Diener et al. 1985) reports
a good coefficient alpha of 0.82. In the present survey, the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.83 and good internal
consistency was demonstrated.

2.6. Assessment of the Positivity Scale (PS)

PS, designed by Caprara (2009) and Caprara et al. (2012a, 2012b) and adapted by Łaguna et al.
(2011), is a short 8-item instrument that measures a basic disposition to view one’s self, one’s life and
future experience with a positive outlook. Participants answer on a 5-point scale from 1 = strongly disagree
to 5 = strongly agree. A total score is calculated by summing all eight items (one reversed) that load on
a single latent factor (Caprara et al. 2012a, 2012b). Higher scores reflect a higher general predisposition to
view life in a positive manner (Tian et al. 2018). Previous research has revealed that the PS demonstrated
good reliability exceeding 0.80 (Łaguna et al. 2011). In the current study, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
was 0.84.

2.7. Assessment of the Personal Religiousness Scale (PRS)

PRS, developed by Jaworski (1989, 2002), is a self-report scale assessing personal religiousness.
The questionnaire contains 30 statements and measures four aspects of religiosity: (1) faith—belief
in God, perceived as a loving and merciful Father; a sense of a personal and inner tie with God;
(2) morality—a sense of responsibility for own thoughts and deeds; coherence between religious beliefs
and daily moral behaviour; willingness to read and follow God’s will; (3) religious practices—a level
of religious involvement in the relationship with God through prayer of thanksgiving and intercession,
contemplation and meditation; commitment to the life of the Church; (4) religious self—a strong sense
of God’s closeness among daily activities; pride in being a Christian. Respondents are invited to indicate
on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree) the degree of their religiosity in
four domains. The maximum score (210 points) indicates highly personal religiousness. The minimum
score (30 points) suggests impersonal religiousness. The reliability coefficient of Cronbach’s alpha in
the present study was 0.95.
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2.8. Assessment of the Intensity of Religious Attitude Scale (IRAS)

IRAS, designed by Prężyna (1968) and adapted by Śliwak and Bartczuk (2011), measures the
intensity of the individual’s approach towards the religious attitude object (God, the Church understood
as a religious institution, and, speaking more precisely, the whole supernatural world). By the intensity
of religious attitude Prężyna and Kwaśniewska (1974) mean the strength and determination with
which the individuals stand by their attitudes. The scale consists of 20 statements, 10 of which must be
reversed. Each item is evaluated on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree). The scale’s reliability of Cronbach α in this study was very high, amounting to 0.97.

2.9. Statistical Analysis

For the analyses of statistical data, the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS software
version 20, IBM) was used with significance accepted if p < 0.05. There was no problem with missing
data as the statements of each online questionnaire needed to be 100% complete before continuing to the
next section of questionnaires. The data distribution was checked by means of skewness and kurtosis to
control how much the variables diverge from the normal curve (Morgan and Griego 1998). Descriptive
statistics were computed, and Pearson’s correlation coefficients for parametric data were calculated to
investigate the association between variables including personality traits, life satisfaction/positivity,
and personal religiousness/religious attitude.

The statistical power analysis program (Heinrich-Heine-Universität, Düsseldorf, Germany) used
in the current study was G*Power 3.1.9.4 (Faul et al. 2007, 2009) to decide upon a suitable sample
size (Anderson et al. 2017). We applied t tests for linear multiple regression with a priori type of
power analysis. We assumed the recommended higher power criteria of 0.95 (Anderson et al. 2017;
Lakens 2013) and a critical significance level of α of 0.05 to detect a small and realistic effect size
index of f2 = 0.05. The rationale for using the value of f2 was because there have only been a few
studies on the relationship between personality traits and life satisfaction/positivity with religiosity
as a potentially mediating variable. In the case of novel studies, Cohen (1988) recommends such
an option. Furthermore, several researchers (Aguinis et al. 2017; Martell et al. 1996) maintain that
as long as a small effect has a meaningful influence for science or practice, it should be taken into
account in research projects. The G*Power analysis indicated that a power of 0.95 would necessitate
a minimum sample size of 218 respondents.

Moreover, we used a linear regression model to control for the presence of possible confounders
and to examine if they were not affecting the actual relationship between the dependent and the
independent variables (Pourhoseingholi et al. 2012). First, because we considered that personal
religiousness, its four dimensions (faith, morality, religious practices, and religious self), and religious
attitude could share substantial amounts of information while accounting for covariates, we examined
whether there would be a high redundancy among predictors, and the multicollinearity problem.
To detect collinearity, we used an index of tolerance statistics and variance inflation factors (VIF)
(Hahs-Vaughn 2017). Second, we checked the data for multivariate outliers, using Mahalanobis’
distance and Cook’s distance. Third, the respondents’ sex and age were included to control for their
potential effect on the relationship between the independent variable of personality traits and with
the outcome variable (life satisfaction/positivity). As a matter of fact, both theoretical and empirical
examinations of the impact of personality traits in relation to demographic variables found differences
between women and men (South et al. 2018), and younger and older participants (Soto et al. 2011).
The potential confounders were entered at Step 1. All variables hypothesised as predictors of life
satisfaction/positivity were entered at Step 2.

The PROCESS macro (version 3.2) (Hayes 2017) was run to observe whether personal religiosity
and religious attitude mediated the association between the five dimensions of personality separately,
and life satisfaction/positivity.

Neuroticism, extraversion, openness to experience, agreeableness, and conscientiousness were the
independent variables, and life satisfaction/positivity were the dependent variables. Personal religiosity
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and religious attitude acted as mediating variables (separately). Hence, there were ten single-level
mediation models (according to Hayes 2017, we applied Model no. 4), consisting of three-variable
systems. For the present investigation, bootstrapping procedures were completed. As suggested by
Preacher and Hayes (2008), 5000 bootstrap samples and 95% confidence intervals were employed to
assess the indirect effects that are considered significant if they do not include zero. This method is
acknowledged to be more powerful than traditional mediation analyses, as it does not require the
normality of the sampling distribution (Hayes 2017).

3. Results

3.1. Preliminary Analyses

Five domains of personality, life satisfaction, positivity, and dimensions of religiousness were assessed
for skewness and kurtosis to estimate the normality of the scale’s distribution. We adopted values less than
the ± 2 generally considered suitable for a normal distribution (George and Mallery 2016). No variables
surpassed the cut-offs of ± 2 (Table 1).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for the NEO Five-Factor Inventory, Satisfaction with Life Scale, Positivity
Scale, Personal Religiousness Scale, and Intensity of Religious Attitude Scale (N = 213).

Scales M SD Skewness Kurtosis

1. NE 35.92 9.66 −0.018 −0.332
2. EX 39.29 6.91 −0.318 0.040
3. OP 39.04 6.44 0.271 −0.139
4. AG 41.60 6.21 −0.255 −0.188
5. CO 43.49 7.41 −0.203 −0.293
6. LS 21.21 5.64 −0.212 −0.308
7. PO 28.21 5.05 −0.738 1.022
8. FA 26.21 7.11 −0.028 −0.568
9. MO 21.50 7.38 −0.257 −0.927
10. RP 28.62 9.33 0.151 −0.991
11. RS 20.08 5.89 −0.363 −0.530
12. PR 96.42 27.97 −0.083 −0.949
13. RA 98.13 31.44 −0.606 −0.406

Neuroticism (NE); Extraversion (EX); Openness (OP); Agreeableness (AG); Conscientiousness (CO); Life satisfaction
(LS), Positivity (PO); Faith (FA); Morality (MO); Religious practices (RP); Religious self (RS); Personal religiousness
(PR); Religious attitude (RA).

3.2. Correlation Analysis

Our hypotheses (H1 and H2) found their confirmation to a large degree (Table 2). In fact, life
satisfaction positively correlated with extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness. Moreover,
life satisfaction negatively correlated with neuroticism. A similar pattern of results, even slightly
stronger, was obtained in the case of positivity and personality traits. Contrary to our assumptions,
neither life satisfaction nor positivity correlated with openness to experience. In other words, it was
confirmed that the more sociable, compassioned, responsible, and less negative-affected respondents
tended to declare higher life satisfaction and positivity than individuals who acknowledged that
they were less outgoing, empathetic, reliable, and more negative. At the same time, extraversion
and agreeableness correlated positively with religious attitude, personal religiousness and its four
dimensions. Conscientiousness correlated positively only with faith, personal religiousness, and
religious attitude. According to our hypothesis, we found negative and significant correlations between
openness and all of the dimensions of religiosity, and a lack of correlations between neuroticism and
all of the dimensions of religiosity. In the large majority of cases, these relationships were found to be
statistically significant at p-values < 0.01.
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Table 2. Correlation matrix between personality traits, life satisfaction/positivity, and dimensions of
religiousness/religious attitudes (N = 213).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1. NE
2. EX −0.509 **
3. OP −0.062 0.011
4. AG −0.240 ** 0.247 ** 0.071
5. CO −0.371 ** 0.366 ** −0.040 0.222 **
6. LS −0.433 ** 0.492 ** −0.010 0.293 ** 0.367 **
7. PO −0.536 ** 0.598 ** 0.022 0.320 ** 0.544 ** 0.631 **
8. FA −0.041 0.237 ** −0.243 ** 0.233 ** 0.061 0.234 ** 0.137 *
9. MO −0.023 0.342 ** −0.221 ** 0.271 ** 0.188 ** 0.316 ** 0.261 ** 0.805 **
10. RP −0.033 0.214 ** −0.227 ** 0.298 ** 0.113 t 0.213 ** 0.202 ** 0.879 ** 0.833 **
11. RS −0.065 0.245 ** −0.234 ** 0.201 ** 0.100 0.258 ** 0.200 ** 0.867 ** 0.804 ** 0.876 **
12. PR −0.041 0.274 ** −0.245 ** 0.272 ** 0.124 t 0.268 ** 0.213 ** 0.943 ** 0.916 ** 0.962 ** 0.936 **
13. RA −0.022 0.282 ** −0.283 ** 0.252 ** 0.154 * 0.280 ** 0.250 ** 0.812 ** 0.855 ** 0.788 ** 0.818 ** 0.868 **

*—p < 0.05; **—p < 0.01; t—tendency; Neuroticism (NE); Extraversion (EX); Openness (OP); Agreeableness (AG);
Conscientiousness (CO); Life satisfaction (LS), Positivity (PO); Faith (FA); Morality (MO); Religious practices (RP);
Religious self (RS); Personal religiousness (PR); Religious attitude (RA).

Therefore, on the basis of our results, it seems that people who are outgoing, sympathetic,
compassionate, and less open to experience tend to have a sense of God’s love and closeness, personal
responsibility for their thoughts and deeds, religious involvement and determination with which they
stand by their attitudes.

3.3. Multicollinearity and Confounding Variables

Although there is no consensus regarding which VIF cutoff score is most appropriate for collinearity
(Thompson et al. 2017), we considered a VIF index exceeding 5.0 (Hahs-Vaughn 2017; Lomax and
Hahs-Vaughn 2012) and a tolerance value of less than 0.2 as indicative of a potential multicollinearity
problem (Mehmetoglu and Jakobsen 2017). Given that the analysis of multiple regression yielded a VIF of
1.04–4.30 and a tolerance rate ranging from 0.23 to 0.85, multicollinearity indexes indicated little evidence
of multicollinearity for these data. Mahalanobis’ distance procedure was conducted, using the chi-square
distribution with a very conservative probability estimate for a case being an outlier (p < 0.001) (Fidell
and Tabachnick 2003). None of the 213 cases were detected as a probable multivariate outlier. Moreover,
Cook’s value (between 0.000 and 0.061) was well under the point at which the investigator should be
worried (less than 1) (Fidell and Tabachnick 2003), implying that the cases were not likely problematic
in terms of having an excessive effect on the model (Lomax and Hahs-Vaughn 2012). Hierarchical
regression analyses showed that neither sex nor age made a significant unique contribution to the model,
explaining only 0.1% of variance (R2 = 0.001): sex (β = −0.058, t = −0.947, p = 0.345) and age (β = −0.112,
t = −1.844, p = 0.067). Predictors explained an additional 38% of the variance, even after controlling for
the effects of potential confounders.

3.4. Mediational Analyses

For the purpose of further inquiry into the association between the personality traits and life
satisfaction/positivity, personal religiousness and religious attitude were introduced as potential
mediators which could decrease, reinforce or have no impact on the existing correlation between
the independent variables (personality traits) and the dependent variable (life satisfaction/positivity)
(Figure 1). We did not include dimensions of personal religiousness as mediators because they were
strongly correlated with general personal religiosity. Table 3 shows the statistics related to each
mediation path for life satisfaction and Table 4 displays the statistics for positivity.

The results achieved through bootstrap sampling (5000) with a 95% confidence interval revealed
a significant role of personal religiousness as a mediator in the following relationships (Tables 3 and 4):
extraversion—life satisfaction; openness to experience—life satisfaction/positivity; and agreeableness—
life satisfaction.

Religious attitude was a mediator between: extraversion—life satisfaction; openness to experience—
life satisfaction/positivity; agreeableness—life satisfaction/positivity; and conscientiousness—life
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satisfaction/positivity. In all of these cases, the original path c dropped to c’ as a result of including the
mediator. According to the obtained results, it can be affirmed that religiosity did not have a mediatory
effect only in the relationship between neuroticism and life satisfaction/positivity.
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Table 3. The role of personal religiousness/religious attitude in the relationship between the Big Five dimensions of personality and life satisfaction (N = 213).

a path b path c path c’ path Indirect Effect and B (SE) 95% CI LOWER UPPER

1. NE—PR—LS −0.11 (ni) −0.05 *** −0.25 *** −0.25 *** −0.0060 (0.0108) −0.0289; 0.0137
2. NE—RA—LS −0.07 (ni) 0.04 *** −0.25 *** −0.25 *** −0.0034 (0.0126) −0.0303; 0.0208
3. EX—PR—LS 1.10 *** 0.03 * 0.40 *** 0.36 *** 0.0323 (0.0168) 0.0036; 0.0690
4. EX—RA—LS 1.28 *** 0.03 * 0.40 *** 0.36 *** 0.0353 (0.0181) 0.0050; 0.0753
5. OP—PR—LS −1.06 *** 0.05 *** −0.01 (ni) 0.05 (ni) −0.0608 (0.0223) −0.1080; −0.0222
6. OP—RA—LS −1.37 *** 0.06 *** −0.01 (ni) 0.06 (ni) −0.0746 (0.0254) −0.1286; −0.0302
7. AG—PR—LS 1.22 *** 0.04 ** 0.26 *** 0.21 *** 0.0503 (0.0215) 0.0024; 0.0166
8. AG—RA—LS 1.27 *** 0.03 ** 0.26 *** 0.21 *** 0.0504 (0.0200) 0.0142; 0.0918
9. CO—PR—LS 0.46 (ni) 0.04 *** 0.28 *** 0.25 *** 0.0214 (0.0143) −0.0028; 0.0523

10. CO—RA—LS 0.65 ** 0.04 *** 0.27 *** 0.25 *** 0.0269 (0.0156) 0.0012; 0.0617

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001; ni—non-significant; 1. NE—PR—LS: Neuroticism—Personal religiousness—Life satisfaction; 2. NE—RA—LS: Neuroticism—Religious
attitude—Life satisfaction; 3. EX—PR—LS: Extraversion—Personal religiousness—Life satisfaction; 4. EX—RA—LS: Extraversion—Religious attitude—Life satisfaction; 5. OP—PR—LS:
Openness—Personal religiousness—Life satisfaction; 6. OP—RA—LS: Openness—Religious attitude—Life satisfaction; 7. AG—PR—LS: Agreeableness—Personal religiousness—Life
satisfaction; 8. AG—RA—LS: Agreeableness—Religious attitude—Life satisfaction; 9. CO—PR—LS: Conscientiousness—Personal religiousness—Life satisfaction; 10. CO—RA—LS:
Conscientiousness—Religious attitude—Life satisfaction; a path = effect of the predictor on the mediator; b path = effect of the mediator on the outcome; c path = effect of the predictor on
the outcome; c’ path = direct effect of predictor on the outcome while controlling for the mediator.

Table 4. The role of personal religiousness/religious attitude in the relationship between the Big Five dimensions of personality and positivity (N = 213).

a Path b Path c Path c’ Path Indirect Effect and B (SE) 95% CI LOWER UPPER

1. NE—PR—PO −0.11 (ni) −0.03 *** −0.28 *** −0.27 *** −0.0041 (0.0076) −0.0212; 0.0097
2. NE—RA—PO −0.07 (ni) 0.04 *** −0.28 *** −0.27 *** −0.0027 (0.0097) −0.0232; 0.0160
3. EX—PR—PO 1.10 *** 0.01 (ni) 0.43 *** 0.42 *** 0.0108 (0.0118) −0.0111; 0.0359
4. EX—RA—PO 1.28 *** 0.01 (ni) 0.43 *** 0.41 *** 0.0183 (0.0139) −0.0058; 0.0483
5. OP—PR—PO −1.06 *** 0.01 (ni) 0.01 (ni) 0.06 (ni) −0.0447 (0.0199) −0.0897; −0.0124
6. OP—RA—PO −1.37 *** 0.04 *** 0.01 (ni) 0.07 (ni) −0.0616 (0.0218) −0.1083; −0.0238
7. AG—PR—PO 1.22 *** 0.02 * 0.26 *** 0.23 *** 0.0302 (0.0175) −0.0001; 0.0690
8. AG—RA—PO 1.27 *** 0.03 ** 0.26 *** 0.22 *** 0.0371 (0.0181) 0.0057; 0.0782
9. CO—PR—PO 0.46 (ni) 0.02 * 0.37 *** 0.35 *** 0.0125 (0.0094) −0.0013; 0.0348

10. CO—RA—PO 0.65 * 0.02 * 0.37 *** 0.35 *** 0.0179 (0.0115) 0.0003; 0.0043

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; 1; *** p < 0.001; ni—non-significant; 1. NE—PR—PO: Neuroticism—Personal religiousness—Positivity; 2. NE—RA—PO: Neuroticism—Religious
attitude—Positivity; 3. EX—PR—PO: Extraversion—Personal religiousness—Positivity; 4. EX—RA—PO: Extraversion—Religious attitude—Positivity; 5. OP—PR—PO:
Openness—Personal religiousness—Positivity; 6. OP—RA—PO: Openness—Religious attitude—Positivity; 7. AG—PR—PO: Agreeableness—Personal religiousness—Positivity;
8. AG—RA—PO: Agreeableness—Religious attitude—Positivity; 9. CO—PR—PO: Conscientiousness—Personal religiousness—Positivity; 10. CO—RA—PO: Conscientiousness—Religious
attitude—Positivity; a path = effect of the predictor on the mediator; b path = effect of the mediator on the outcome; c path = effect of the predictor on the outcome; c’ path = direct effect of
predictor on the outcome while controlling for the mediator.
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4. Discussion

The first aim of this research was to assess the association between the Big Five personality
traits, life satisfaction/positivity, and personal religiousness/religious attitude. The second purpose
was to examine whether personal religiousness and religious attitude mediated the relationships
between personality traits and satisfaction/positivity. This research gives general support for all
three hypotheses.

Firstly, the positive correlations between life satisfaction/positivity and extraversion, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, and the negative association with neuroticism are consistent with the previous
findings obtained across various contexts, cultures, and traditions (Gomez et al. 2009; Ha and Kim 2013;
Przepiorka et al. 2019). Different studies (Hounkpatin et al. 2018) suggest that emotionally stable, cheerful
and socially active, considerate and cooperative, motivated and responsible individuals are more likely
to experience life satisfaction over time. In respect to openness to experience which did not show any
correlation with life satisfaction/positivity, our outcomes confirm other analyses (Steel et al. 2008) where
openness was significantly associated with happiness and quality of life, but it was not significantly
related to life satisfaction. In accordance with some evidence (García et al. 2005), openness, which denotes
receptiveness to new ideas, displays a different pattern of relationships with the other Five Factor model
dimensions. Likewise, Diener (1998) noticed that openness generally is not associated on the hedonic
level with whether people experience a positive effect or life satisfaction.

Secondly, we found a trend of positive correlations between personal religiousness, its dimensions,
religious attitude, and extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness. Simultaneously, personal
religiousness, its dimensions, and religious attitude correlated negatively with openness to experience,
and did not correlate with neuroticism. The current study largely replicated many previous findings.
For example, Koenig and colleagues (Koenig et al. 2012) in their systematic review of fifty studies found
that religiousness was positively related to extraversion in 38% of cases, negatively in 6%, and unrelated in
the rest of reports. Saroglou (2002) observed that religiousness was constantly linked to agreeableness and
conscientiousness, related negatively to openness, and not associated with neuroticism. The application
of Eysenck’s model clarified and extended knowledge suggesting the lack of a relationship between
neuroticism and religiosity (Taylor and MacDonald 1999).

Finally, our research offers a contribution to the field by providing evidence that extraversion,
openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness predict life satisfaction/positivity because respondents
display a personal religiousness/religious attitude. This outcome is consistent with other studies
that investigated the mediating role of religiosity within different frameworks of independent and
dependent variables. For example, Barber (2014) revealed that people who used prayer and/or
meditation in their everyday reality were more likely to perceive the benefits in their lives. It can be due
to the main function of religion that consists of providing an integrated set of beliefs, personal meaning,
a sense of purpose, and guidelines for living, especially in times of adversity (Park 2007). Steger and
Frazier (2005) noted that the greater sense of meaning included in people’s religiosity is associated
with their greater confident regard for their lives and selves. Thanks to religious involvement through
frequent contact with sacred individuals, they address issues that are important and meaningful, which
in turn may elevate their well-being (Pargament 1997).

5. Limitations

This research is not free from some limitations. Given that the respondents were recruited mostly
throughout a university web page and other websites, it cannot be assumed that they represent the
general population. Furthermore, the sociodemographic information was limited to age, sex, working
status, and residence, which reduces the opportunity for a more acute explanation of the results.
Accordingly, in future studies, it would be meaningful to extend the research samples and incorporate
a broader array of pertinent latent confounders that might have an impact on the findings, such as:
different forms of religious commitment, subjective assessment of health, economic and marital status,
and levels of education. Moreover, although we found evidence for the mediating role of religiosity on
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the relationship between personality and life satisfaction, we were unable to evaluate causation in these
relationships due to the cross-sectional design adopted in the current study. Nevertheless, we examined
mediation in cross-sectional data, providing a suitable basis for the advanced mediation procedure.
In the future, it would be significant to use a longitudinal strategy to enhance our knowledge of how
personality might affect life satisfaction through the mediating role of religiousness.

6. Conclusions

The study enhances our knowledge about personality traits and religiosity among Polish adults
and in large part confirms prior research about the relationship between religiousness and life
satisfaction/positivity. Though the correlational and mediatory nature of our outcomes does not allow
us to derive a causal conclusion, the findings suggest that the co-existence of religiosity in the context
of the “Big Five” dimensions may be meaningful for life satisfaction.
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