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Abstract
This article investigates how Big Five personality traits are related to creative achievements and lawbreaking behavior in a large
sample (N = 1669) of Polish adults. Structural equationmodelling with personality modelled as a bi-factor structure demonstrated
a weak, yet significant link (r = .21) between latent factors of creative achievements and lawbreaking behavior. A general factor
of personality was unrelated to creative achievement, but negatively linked to lawbreaking behavior. Lawbreaking behavior was
also negatively predicted by conscientiousness and agreeableness, while only openness positively predicted creative achieve-
ment. A person-centered analysis illustrated three distinct personality profiles: resilient, undercontrolled, and overcontrolled that
differed in both lawbreaking behavior and creative achievements.
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While being creative is often equated with being morally good
and psychologically healthy (e.g., Csikszentmihalyi et al.
2017; Kharkhurin 2014; Runco and Nemiro 2003), it seems
to also have a morally disconcerting side (Cropley and
Cropley 2010, 2013; Cropley et al. 2008; Cropley et al.
2010; Gamman and Raein 2010). Indeed, the association be-
tween creativity and the tendency towards socially undesir-
able behaviors was repeatedly observed (e.g., Feist 1999;
Götz and Götz 1979; Hall and MacKinnon 1969). This link
was previously discovered in a now classic study of architects,
with the more eminent respondents scoring higher on aggres-
sion and emotional instability, lower on tolerance and with
being more likely to lie and to control others (Hall and
MacKinnon 1969) compared to the less eminent architects.
Similar results were obtained in a study of scientists, showing

that those who were highly achieving and productive
displayed higher hostility and a more arrogant style of work-
ing than their less creative peers (Feist 1999). Such links were
also observed among artists, who scored higher in
psychoticism than did representatives of other professions
(Götz and Götz 1979).

One could suppose that the association of undesirable be-
haviors and creative accomplishments of successful artists or
scientists is merely an effect of higher status or power that
stems from gaining recognition in a domain (see e.g., Piff
et al. 2012). Yet, such relationships have also been observed
between mini- and little-c creativity (Kaufman and Beghetto
2009), and such traits as moral flexibility, dishonesty and de-
ception (Beaussart et al. 2013; Gino and Ariely 2012; Gino
and Wiltermuth 2014; Kapoor and Khan 2017; Silvia et al.
2011; Walczyk et al. 2008), narcissism, psychopathy, and
Machiavellianism (Jonason et al. 2017; Jonason et al. 2015;
McKay et al. 2017), as well as difficulty in recognizing one’s
own and others’ emotions (Zenasni and Lubart 2009), emo-
tional disinhibition and tendency to risk-taking (Galang et al.
2016), psychoticism (Eysenck 1993), aggressive outbursts,
lawbreaking and unethical behavior (Johnson 1983; Mai
et al. 2015).

One line of research in particular draws attention to the
conceptual links between creativity (measured by objective
convergent and divergent tests and problem solving tasks –
see Batey 2012) and rule-breaking (Gino and Wiltermuth
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2014; Mai et al. 2015), given that a similar departure from
expectations is inherent in both phenomena. Gino and
Wiltermuth (2014) identify at least one possible social cogni-
tive mechanism: feeling less constrained by rules. The authors
demonstrated that after being given an opportunity to cheat,
the more unconstrained individuals felt that their score on tests
of creativity were better. On a more interpersonal note, indi-
viduals with more conflict-related cognitions displayed in-
creased originality and flexibility when the situation was com-
petitive; the originality decreased within a cooperative situa-
tion (De Dreu and Nijstad 2008).

At the very least, such a result validates the expectation that
creativity and unethical behavior are conceptually related. It
also makes more plausible that the link between lawbreaking
and creativity is more than just an incidental result of emi-
nence and changes in life circumstances.

Personality, Law-Breaking and Creativity

In parallel to the social cognitive account, complementary
theorizing from a personological perspective posits a more
pervasive syndrome rather than a merely contextual effect.
The synthesis was articulated by Eysenck (e.g., Eysenck
1993, 1994, Eysenck 1995), who proposed that both creativity
and antisocial behavior may develop due to lower than normal
arousal in the central nervous system; these two contrasting
behaviors take shape through attempts to find an optimal level
of arousal through risky and impulsive behavior (see
Matthews and Gilliland 1999) – tendencies captured in trait
psychoticism (P). This association has been observed for both
creativity (Martindale 1999) and deviant behavior (e.g.,
Lynam and Miller 2004). What is more, the meta-analytic
review of 32 studies, indicates that the relationship between
creativity and psychoticism is robust, yet moderated by the
way how psychoticism is operationalized (Acar and Runco
2012).

Although Eysenck was more focused on the schizotypal
side of P, Galang (2010) took up this line of reasoning in an
attempt to explain the consistent association of disagreeable
traits with creativity. The result is the Bprosocial psychopath^
hypothesis, which identifies cognitive and affective disinhibi-
tion as important drivers of the features that are expected to be
common to both creative personalities and psychopaths
(Galang et al. 2016). Dopaminergic mechanisms, especially
in mesolimbic and prefrontal brain regions, are thought to
partly explain why these features co-occur with creativity
(Galang 2010).

Both the personological (Eysenck 1995; Galang et al.
2016) and social cognitive hypotheses (De Dreu and Nijstad
2008; Gino andWiltermuth 2014) would lead to expect that if
disagreeableness and dishonesty were related to creativity,
behaviors related to these traits should be expressed by

creative persons even outside of the context of creative activ-
ity. Cognitive and affective disinhibition should predispose
some creative people to entertain the unlikely, risky, non-nor-
mative, and occasionally illegal courses of action (Galang
et al. 2016), while at the same time feeling flexible and unre-
strained enough to enable them to justify the actions once
selected or enacted (Gino and Ariely 2012). That is not to
say that lawbreakers and creatives would be the same set of
individuals, but that they could intersect. Although both
groups are high in P, it should be possible to distinguish be-
tween them from a Big Five perspective, given that there is
evidence that Eysenck’s P is a composite of agreeableness,
conscientiousness, and, to a lesser extent, openness (Saggino
2000). Consistent with the literature, we would expect highly
creative persons to score high on openness to experience and
low on agreeableness (e.g., Silvia et al. 2012; Feist 1999;
Karwowski and Lebuda 2016; Karwowski et al. 2013), while
those who are more cardinally described as lawbreakers
would be primarily characterized by low agreeableness and
conscientiousness (Decuyper et al. 2009; Miller and Lynam
2001; Lee and Dow 2011).

The Present Study

This study has two main goals. First, we explore the links
between creative achievements and lawbreaking behavior in
a large sample of adults. Second, we test the role played by
Big Five personality traits as predictors of both creative
achievements and lawbreaking behavior. Analytically, we in-
tegrate variable- and person-centered approaches to untangle
the abovementioned links.

Method

Participants and Procedure

A total of 1669 individuals (1057 women, 63%), inhabitants
of the city of Warsaw (Poland), participated in this study. All
participants were born in 1963. All participants took part in
the follow-up of a longitudinal investigation, the Warsaw
Study (Firkowska et al. 1978; Firkowska-Mankiewicz 2002,
2011, see also Karwowski et al. 2017). They were contacted
by an external research agency and interviews took place in
their homes.

Measures

Lawbreaking Behavior A latent factor describing participants’
behaviors related to breaking norms or law was modelled on
four observed indicators that determine howmany times in the
last 10 years (1 = never; 2 = very rarely: once or twice; 3 =
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rarely: three to five times; 4 = often/a few times: between five
and 10 times; 5 = very often/many times: more than 10 times)
the participant (1) took drugs / tried drugs, (2) was accused of
doing something punishable by imprisonment; (3) was
charged in a civil case; (4) or caused a traffic accident.
Internal consistency of the scale based on matrices of
polychoric correlations was high: α = .81.

Creative Achievement To measure participants’ creative
achievement, we used the Creative Achievement
Questionnaire (CAQ; Carson et al. 2005). CAQmeasures life-
time creative achievements in 10 domains: (a) visual arts; (b)
music; (c) dance; (d) architectural design; (e) creative writing;
(f) humor; (g) inventions; (h) scientific discovery; (i) theater
and film; and (j) culinary arts.

In each domain, a sub-scale contains eight ranked ques-
tions weighted with a score from 0 to 7 (0 means no achieve-
ment and 7 means achievements recognized in the domain at
national level). Scores on all domains summed to the total
CAQ score for each person (Carson et al. 2005).

Reported achievements on the scale are to some degree
objective and observable by others, mainly because they are
expected to be public (e.g. awards, publicized recognition).
Based on matrices of polychoric correlations, CAQ’s reliabil-
ity was acceptable (α = .76).

Personality We used a 50-item scale composed of items from
the International Personality Item Pool (Goldberg 1999;
Goldberg et al. 2006; Polish adaptation Strus et al. 2014). It
includes ten items for each Big Five personality factor, rated
with the use of a 5-point scale (1 = completely inaccurately
describes me, 5 = completely accurately describes me).
Cronbach’s α: extraversion (E) = .82; agreeableness
(A) = .86; conscientiousness (C) = .84; neuroticism (N) = .83;
and openness to experience (O) = .70.

Results

Before creating our main models, we started with a series of
confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) to examine the structure
and fit of personality, creative achievement and lawbreaking
behavior constructs. Since our personality instrument is based
on the Big Five theorizing, we assumed that a structure with
five latent factors would be characterized by a satisfactory fit.
The initial CFA model with five correlated factors of person-
ality was characterized by a relatively poor fit, as evidenced by
a comparative fit index (CFI) of .80, and a Tucker-Lewis
Index (TLI) of .79, although root mean square error of approx-
imation (RMSEA) of .048 (90% confidence intervals:
.047–.050) and standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR) of .057 were generally acceptable.

As an alternative, we examined a bi-factor solution,
where we assumed that, alongside five personality fac-
tors, there was a further single latent factor accounting
for variance in the items, and that this was also a first-
order latent factor (i.e. same level as the five factors).
Given that it has been argued that the reproducible
Bgeneral factor^ derived from personality inventories
(Musek 2007; Just 2011) actually represents a social
desirability factor (Bäckström et al. 2009), accounting
for it when modeling relationships between self-report
measures might deliver two benefits: it can improve
the internal consistency of the self-report items while
allowing social desirability effects to be partialled out
of the correlations of interest.

The bi-factor model with five traits alongside a single gen-
eral factor was characterized by a better fit, although it still fell
slightly short of recommended criteria (Hu and Bentler 1999):
CFI = .85, TLI = .84, RMSEA = .043, 90% CI: .042–.044,
SRMR = .048. We decided to proceed with this model in our
further analyses. Almost all items significantly loaded on the
Big Five factors they were identified with, but also a clear
general factor emerged (see Appendix Table 1). The model
fit for a latent lawbreaking behavior (LB) factor was accept-
able: CFI = .95, TLI = .86, RMSEA = .026, 90% CI: .00–.06,
SRMR = .047, which was also the case for the model for cre-
ative achievement: CFI = .947, TLI = .932, RMSEA = .040,
90% CI: .034–.046, SRMR = .051.1 Models for personality
were tested using maximum likelihood estimator with robust
standard errors (MLR), while models for creative achievement
and antisocial behavior, due to severe skewness of responses
and their ordinal scale, were created using weighted least
squares mean corrected estimator (WLSM; Muthén 1993) in
R (package lavaan, see Rosseel 2012).

Our final model regressed the latent creative achievement
variable and latent lawbreaking behavior on five personality
traits, as well as on the single factor using WLSM estimator.
This model yielded a good fit: CFI = .960, TLI = .957;
RMSEA = .042, 90% CI: .041,2 .043, SRMR = .047. Creative
achievement and lawbreaking behavior shared a small albeit sig-
nificant portion of common variance (r= .21, p = .003), yet their
predictors differed. While lawbreaking was negatively linked to
the general factor and to conscientiousness and agreeableness,
the CAQ factor was associated only with openness (see Fig. 1).

To test for potentially more nuanced patterns that
might not be sufficiently well captured by our rather

1 We emphasize that in case of these modelsCFI and TLI (and more generally,
incremental fit indices) may not be very informative, because the baseline
(null) model’s RMSEA was lower than .158 (a cut-off recommended by
Kenny et al. 2015): in the case of LB null-model RMSEA = .069, in the case
of CAQ RMSEA = .152. Therefore, our estimates of RMSEA serve as indices
of model fit. We thank the anonymous reviewer for this suggestion.
2 RMSEA for a null model was estimated at .204, so above the cut-off recom-
mended by Kenny et al. (2015).
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general structural equation model,3 we decided to pro-
ceed with a person-centered approach. To this end, we
conducted a latent profiles analysis using personality
items as criteria for classification in MPlus 8 (Muthen
& Muthen, 1998-2017). Based on the existing literature
(Asendorpf and van Aken 1999; Robins et al. 1996),
there were reasons to expect a three-profiles solution,
namely resilient, undercontrolled, and overcontrolled
profiles. Resilient people are characterized by low neu-
roticism, high extraversion and conscientiousness,
undercontrolled type holds low agreeableness and con-
scientiousness, while overcontrolled people have low
extraversion and high neuroticism. Indeed, a three-
profile model was characterized by a good fit, with
entropy = .93. Importantly Lo-Mendell-Rubin adjusted
Likelihood Ratio Test (LRT; Lo et al. 2001) indicated
the best fit with a three-profiles model, as compared to
the 2-profiles (LRT test = 256,145; p < .001), and four-

profiles model failed to converge. The profiles of the
three groups are presented on Fig. 2.

Given the patterns presented on Fig. 2, the first profile (n =
347; 21%) was a resilient one (low neuroticism, stable and
relatively high extraversion, openness and conscientiousness),
the second profile (n = 494; 30%) was overcontrolled (high
agreeableness and conscientiousness associated with relative-
ly high neuroticism and low extraversion and openness),
while the last, third profile (n = 828; 49%): undercontrolled
and was characterized by high neuroticism and relatively
low intensity of the remaining big five traits.

We compared the intensity of LB and creative
achievements (in general and across different domains)
between the different profiles. More specifically, we
processed it in two-steps, both based on MANOVA.
The first MANOVA compared results in our two main
variables of interests – LB and CAQ across profiles.
Differences were statistically significant in the case of
CAQ (log transformed), F(2, 1668) = 11.60, p < .001,
ηp

2 = .014 and LB, F(2,1668) = 46.93, p < .001,
ηp

2 = .053 (see Fig. 3). Pairwise comparisons with
Sidak correction did demonstrate that in the case of
CAQ undercontrolled profile reported lower creative
achievement than both resi l ient (p < .001) and
overcontrolled (p = .02), while the difference between
resilient and overcontrolled did not reach statistical sig-
nificance (p = .12). In the case of LB, all groups dif-
fered from each other, with the resilient reporting the
lowest level of LB – significantly lower than the
overcontrolled (p = .009) and the undercontrolled
(p < .001), while the overcontrolled reported lower LB
than the undercontrolled (p < .001).

To examine potential domain-specific effects, we
proceeded with the next MANOVA, this time with all
ten domains of CAQ as dependent variables and person-
ality profile as between subject factor (see Fig. 4). We
observed statistically significant differences in five out
of ten domains. More specifically, the profiles differed

3 An anonymous reviewer has also suggested that given our focus on previous
works that posit the role of P or dark triad for creativity, our study would
benefit from re-constructing some dark triad factors from our Big Five mea-
sure. While we agree and appreciate this suggestion, it wasn’t fully possible in
our case, mainly because our instrument contained only a small fraction of
items that could be theoretically linked to dark triad. Still, however, after an
analysis of items’ meaning, for exploratory purposes we selected 5 items (BI
feel little concern for others,^ BI insult people,^ BI am not interested in other
people’s problems,^ BI am not really interested in others,^ BI get irritated
easily^). This resulted in a highly reliable scale (α = .81), that was strongly
negatively related to agreeableness (r = −.54, p < .001) and positively with
neuroticism (r = .12, p < .001) and openness (r = .05, p = .04), while it
remained unrelated with conscientiousness (r = .01, p = .69) and extraversion
(r = .02, p = .33). Conceptually these items were closest to psychopathy or
partially Machiavellianism rather than to narcissism. This newly created scale
was positively related to LB (r = .25, p < .001) and negatively to the overall
score in creative achievement (log-transformed): r = −.08, p = .001.
Interestingly, when we examined links between this exploratory scale and
specific CAQ domains, we observed negative correlations with achievement
in the domains of music (r = −.06, p = .02), dance (r = −.09, p < .001), and
culinary arts (r = −.10, p < .001), while there were positive links with creative
writing (r = .13, p < .001) and inventions (r = .08, p = .001).

Fig. 1 A bi-factor model of the
higher-order effects of the general
factor of personality and the
lower-order effects of personality
traits on creative achievements
and lawbreaking behavior. Note.
#p < .10, *p < .05; **p < .01
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in terms of creative achievement in dance, F(2, 1668) =
11.35, p < .001, ηp

2 = .013; creative writing, F(2,
1668) = 13.30, p < .001, ηp

2 = .016; humor, F(2,
1668) = 4.74, p = .009, ηp

2 = .01; inventions, F(2,
1668) = 7.59, p = .001, ηp

2 = .01; and culinary arts, F(2,
1668) = 7.34, p = .001, ηp

2 = .01. In the remaining cases,
there were no statistically significant differences be-
tween profiles (all Fs < 2).

Interestingly, a look at Fig. 4 illustrates that previous-
ly reported differences in creative achievement across
profiles are qualified by the domain of creativity.
Although we emphasize that this finding was not a
priori hypothesized, we believe it could contribute to
the discussion of domain-specificity of creativity and
its personality predictors (e.g., Feist 1999). In the case
of dance the resilient type reported higher creative
achievement than the undercontrolled type (p < .001,

Cohen’s d = 0.30), while did not differ from the
overcontrolled type (p = .43, Cohen’s d = 0.043), and
the overcontrolled type reported higher achievement
than the undercontrolled type (p = .003, Cohen’s d =
0.21). This pattern was replicated in culinary arts: the
resilient type reported significantly higher achievement
than the undercontrolled (p = .002, Cohen’s d = 0.22) but
not the overcontrolled type (p = .74, Cohen’s d = 0.05)
and the overcontrolled type declared higher achievement
than the undercontrolled type (p = .012, Cohen’s d =
0.16). In the case of creative writing the undercontrolled
reported higher achievement than the resilient (p < .001,
Cohen’s d = 0.29) and the overcontrolled (p = .001,
Cohen’s d = 0.20), but no differences between the resil-
ient and the overcontrolled types were noted (p = .35,
Cohen’s d = 0.11). The same pattern was found in the
case of invention, with a significant difference between

Fig. 2 Personality of three groups
obtained in LPA

Fig. 3 Creative Achievement and
LB across personality profiles
(Note. Due to different scales,
both variables were standardized
to facilitate comparisons. Error
bars denote 95% confidence
intervals around the mean)
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the undercontrolled and the resilient (p < .001, Cohen’s
d = 0.23) and the undercontrolled and the overcontrolled
(p = .041, Cohen’s d = 0.13) and lack of differences be-
tween the overcontrolled and resilient (p = .34, Cohen’s
d = 0.11). In the case of humor, the resilient scored sig-
nificantly higher than the over- (p = .018, Cohen’s d =
0.19) and undercontrolled groups (p = .012, Cohen’s d =
0.18), while the latter two did not differ one from the
other (p = .99, Cohen’s d = 0.01). All comparisons were
made with a Tukey’s correction for multiple tests. We
emphasize the tiny effect size of these differences,
which – together with an exploratory status of this anal-
ysis – calls for replication of this pattern in future
studies.

Discussion

Our findings show a modest but significant association
between creative achievement and lawbreaking behav-
iors. This further supports previous hypotheses about
shared psychological features between these disposition-
al tendencies (Eysenck 1995; Galang 2010). However,
this interpretation will need to be framed in terms of the
patterns yielded by the larger model.

Although it was posited in an exploratory manner,
the bi-factor model we applied is nonetheless theoreti-
cally justifiable and seems, for the current data, empir-
ically sound. Given that the latent single factor seemed
to be strongly and negatively associated with self-
reported lawbreaking, it would seem to motivate an

interpretation that this general factor is a social desir-
ability variable (Bäckström et al. 2009). This pattern fits
with previous observations that Eysenck’s P, which is a
dimension associated with social deviance and antisocial
tendencies, correlates negatively with scores on lie
scales (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975, as cited in Howarth
1986). Lawbreaking was also, as expected, associated
with low agreeableness (see Eysenck 1995) and low
conscientiousness, in line with predicted links between
self-control deficits and antisocial behavior (see also
Dacey and Lennon 1998; Kipper et al. 2010).

CAQ scores were predicted by openness, which is a
fairly standard finding (Kaufman et al. 2015; Feist
1999; Silvia et al. 2011). On the other hand, the expect-
ed negative association between creative achievement
and agreeableness was not observed. This might indicate
that the variance in agreeableness that is usually associ-
ated with creativity has already been accounted for by
the lawbreaking factor. Whatever underlies the pheno-
typic tendency towards lawbreaking could explain the
consistent observation of low agreeableness in creative
persons. This might be P (Eysenck 1995) or, if we
cautiously interpret the trend for creativity to be associ-
ated with a resilient profile, it might be the fearless
dominance or boldness factor in psychopathy (Galang
2010; Galang et al. 2016). Alternatively, this might have
been due to the inclusion of the general factor in the
model, although we also note that this factor was not
associated with creative achievement in this dataset.

The three type of personalities (Asendorpf and van
Aken 1999; Robins et al. 1996), identified in the latent

Fig. 4 Creative Achievement
across Personality Profiles (Note.
error bars denote 95% confidence
intervals around the mean)
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profile analysis with personality items as criteria for
classification differed in case of lawbreaking and crea-
tive achievements in general and across domains. The
undercontrolled reported lower creative achievements
and were higher in lawbreaking than the resilient and
overcontrolled types. The resilient type had significantly
lower level of lawbreaking behaviors than the
overcontrolled. The undercontrolled reported higher
achievement in creative writing and invention than the
resilient and the overcontrolled, while the resilient type
reported higher achievement in dance, culinary art, and
humor. These patterns are in line with previous findings
that showed that undercontrolled people are more impul-
sive and disobedient, with higher tendency to delinquen-
cy then two other types (e.g. Akse et al. 2007; Robins
et al. 1996; Weir and Gjerde 2002).

Although our data seems to support the literature
linking creativity with lawbreaking behavior, there have
been recent, well-argued critiques levelled against the
related claims. Most of these focus on moral reasoning
and demonstrate that no necessary relationship exists
between creativity and dishonest or unethical behavior
when examining decision-making and justifications
(Shen et al. 2017; Niepel et al. 2015). While these re-
sults might pose a direct challenge for social cognitive
accounts, this is less of a concern for personological
theories that do not posit any such direct causal mech-
anisms. Both Eysenck (1995) and Galang (2010) be-
lieved that creativity and disagreeable behavior are not
causally connected but are products of a common un-
derlying personality process. The fact that trait psychop-
athy does not seem to be strongly related to any partic-
ular deficit in moral reasoning (Marshall et al. 2017;
Marshall et al. 2018) is perfectly consistent with the
claim that creative individuals display good moral judg-
ment as well as with the saying that in spite of their
capacity for moral reasoning, creative people are prone
to engage in morally dubious behavior and lawbreaking.
In addition, since our data concerns creative achieve-
ment, some of these critiques might not be directly rel-
evant, since most of the contrary evidence and argu-
ments seems to focus either on creativity tasks (e.g.,
Liu et al. 2014), Blittle-c^ creativity (Niepel et al.
2015), or with anecdotal examples (Shen et al. 2017).

Limitations and Future Directions

The results of this study should be read in light of some
methodological limitations. Although the data is com-
prised of a large sample of adults, all participants were
of the same age, so our findings cannot be easily gen-
eralized if we accept that cohort differences may play a
role here. It should also be emphasized that we jointly

modelled two kinds of uncommon events: creative
achievement and lawbreaking. As both these variables
had over-dispersed Poisson distributions (see also
Silvia et al. 2009) with excessive zeros and high scorers
being very rare in the population, specific statistical
methods were necessary to obtain unbiased estimates.
We opted to model our variables as count measures
rather than continuous scales, but further studies on
how to properly treat data from these kinds of special
populations – both highly creative or highly lawbreak-
ing – should bring new insights and allow for even
better understanding of the links between creativity
and such socially undesirable tendencies. Finally, the
study’s reliance on self-report measurements, even when
assessing ostensibly public achievements, may make it
vulnerable to the usual response tendencies. This might
have been partly ameliorated by the inclusion of the
general latent factor, if indeed we are warranted in
interpreting it as a putative social desirability factor.
Yet even if that were the case, it would still be desir-
able to perform future studies using more objective
measures of lawbreaking behavior and the underlying
systems that it possibly shares with creativity. In the
future, it is worth to replicate the presented research
beyond the sample from Poland and recruit to the sam-
ple instances of lawbreaking that might be more fre-
quent (e.g., prisoners).

Conclusion

In a large sample of middle-aged adults, we observed hypoth-
esized relationships between personality traits on the one hand
and two socially significant behaviors, namely lawbreaking
and creativity, on the other. A less commonplace but not en-
tirely surprising result, given previous theorizing, was the as-
sociation between creative achievement and lawbreaking. We
believe that this adds to an already substantial body of litera-
ture supporting the relationship between socially undesirable
tendencies and creativity, but also rules out other previously
observed predictors (e.g., agreeableness).
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