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ABSTRACT
Research is currently witnessing more investigations into malevolent creativity—creativity that is used to

intentionally harm others. Inspired by previous methods to measure malevolent creativity, in the present
study, we introduce a real-world behavioral task designed to capture individuals’ capacity for using creativity
for the purpose of attaining malevolent goals in response to everyday, provocative situations. In a sample of
105 students, we found malevolent creativity positively correlated with fluency in conventional creative idea-
tion, as well as with self-reported typical malevolent creativity behavior in daily life. Moreover, performance
on the malevolent creativity task showed positive correlations with the maladaptive personality trait of
antagonism (PID-5) as well as individuals’ state anger at the beginning of the experiment. Further, our mul-
tiple regression analysis revealed that conventional creative ideation, antagonistic personality, and state anger
all explained unique, non-overlapping variance in the capacity for implementing malevolent creativity. As a
whole, these findings suggest that different cognitive and affective factors, along with specific personality
traits may each contribute to the expression of malevolent creativity in distinct ways. Future investigations
striving to further decode the destructive potential of individuals toward others may benefit from this vali-
dated behavioral measurement approach to malevolent creativity.

Keywords: malevolent creativity, divergent thinking, antagonism, anger, behavioral test.

Creativity—in the minds of laypeople and experts alike—is often venerated as the ability to produce
ideas that are novel, original, and valuable from a socio-cultural perspective. This definition implies that cre-
ativity is a constructive, positive, and highly desirable ability that benefits individuals as well as the greater
good (e.g., Stein, 1953; Sternberg, 2010; but also see Baas, Roskes, Koch, Cheng, & De Dreu, 2019; Fink &
Benedek, 2019). Still, it is increasingly recognized that creativity may also have darker aspects, and that the
generation of novel, creative ideas can yield negative or harmful repercussions (James, Clark, & Cropanzano,
1999; McLaren, 1993; Cropley, Kaufman, & Cropley, 2008). In this regard, research investigates two darker
sides of creativity: The term negative creativity is commonly used to describe creative ideas with “collateral
damage”, that is, unintended harm to others (e.g., finding creative ways to avoid office work, which inevita-
bly affects coworkers in a negative way; James et al., 1999). By comparison, the concept of malevolent cre-
ativity specifically denotes instances where creativity is purposely used to inflict material, mental, or physical
harm on others (e.g., Cropley, Kaufman, & Cropley, 2008; Cropley, Kaufman, White, & Chiera, 2014). More
precisely, malevolent creativity refers to the utilization of creative thinking ability for the pursuit of malevo-
lent, violent, or destructive goals (Cropley et al., 2014; also see Runco, 2010). On a larger scale, malevolent
creativity is reflected in creative terroristic acts, criminal entrepreneurship or unique strategies in war,
whereas in everyday life, malevolent creativity may manifest in instances of creative deception, harassment,
theft, and property destruction (e.g., Cropley, 2010; Harris, Reiter-Palmon, & Kaufman, 2013). Recently,
investigations have been concerned with personality traits and stable characteristics (e.g., Harris & Reiter-
Palmon, 2015; Jonason, Abboud, Tom�e, Dummett, & Hazer, 2017; Lee & Dow, 2011), specific instances of
malevolent creativity such as lying (e.g., Beaussart, Andrews, & Kaufman, 2013; Walczyk, Runco, Tripp, &
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Smith, 2008), or certain social contexts and cues that may facilitate malevolent creativity (e.g., Baas et al.,
2019; Gutworth, Cushenbery, & Hunter, 2018).

In spite of these recent research efforts, a satisfying solution for the assessment of malevolent creativity is
still lacking. Malevolent creativity has been measured and scored quite similar to the alternate uses task, in
that participants were given standard creativity instructions and raters either selected ideas that suggested
malevolence (Lee & Dow, 2011) or more comprehensively scored fluency, malevolence, and originality of
ideas (Dumas & Strickland, 2018). As pointed out by other researchers, an obvious disadvantage of this
approach, questioning its validity, is that the number of generated ideas that meet the criterion of negativity
or malevolence is extremely limited (see Kapoor & Khan, 2016, 2017; Reiter-Palmon, 2018). Other research-
ers explicitly asked participants to produce several creative ideas for malevolent purposes (e.g., to take
revenge on someone that wronged them; introduced by Harris & Reiter-Palmon, 2015; but also see Hao,
Tang, Yang, Wang, & Runco, 2016; Hao et al., 2020); however, they only used ideas for one social scenario
to quantify malevolent creativity, which again sets narrow limits to the quantity and broadness of idea gen-
eration.

In the present study, we aimed at expanding on and refining this performance-based approach, by assess-
ing malevolent creativity across several different hypothetical social situations. In our task, participants were
confronted with unfair and provocative situations that depicted deliberately harmful behavior of another
person and thus, more likely elicit malevolent creativity in daily life, as previously depicted in Harris and
Reiter-Palmon (2015), but also emphasized by Baas et al. (2019), and James et al. (1999). Further, compared
to previous studies, we implemented a maximum performance approach (using the instruction to generate
as many original malevolent ideas as possible) as well as time restrictions, which in our view, constitutes a
better and necessary approximation to conventional creativity tests. Additionally, we adopted a more elabo-
rate scoring method for malevolent creativity from Harris and Reiter-Palmon (2015), which extends beyond
the quantity of malevolent ideas as a whole, i.e., fluency in malevolent thinking (see Hao et al., 2016; Lee &
Dow, 2011) and additionally emphasizes quality of ideas (also see e.g., Kapoor & Khan, 2017, 2020). To ade-
quately incorporate the creativity aspect, we use a composite malevolent creativity score, including only
ideas that are both, malevolent and original (Harris & Reiter-Palmon, 2015; Harris et al., 2013).

Based on previous relevant research, we selected four constructs to look into constituting factors of this
performance-based concept of malevolent creativity: (a) conventional creative ideation in a verbal divergent
thinking task (German Berlin Intelligence Structure Test; J€ager, S€uß, & Beauducel, 1997), (b) self-reported
typical malevolent creativity behavior (Malevolent Creativity Behavior Scale; Hao et al., 2016), (c) maladap-
tive personality (Personality Inventory for the DSM-5; American Psychological Association, 2013), and (d)
the influence of participants’ current angry mood on malevolent creativity (Profile of Mood States, Dalbert,
1992).

LINKING MALEVOLENT CREATIVE IDEATION TO CONVENTIONAL CREATIVE IDEATION
To date, no study specifically examined links between malevolent creativity and conventional creative

ideation when both are measured in performance tests. Previously, positive correlations were found between
self-reported creative potential and self-reported malevolent creativity behavior in real life (Hao et al., 2016,
2020). Tapping into creative performance, Jonason et al. (2017) also noted positive correlations between
other-rated creativity and incidental harmfulness of ideas generated in an alternate uses task (Jonason et al.,
2017). However, Dumas and Strickland (2018) reported that while unsolicited malevolence of ideas corre-
lated with originality of ideas in an alternate uses task, it was uncorrelated with the total number of gener-
ated ideas. Yet, since instructions in our task match those in classic creativity assessment (i.e., maximize
fluency and originality of ideas in a limited amount of time), (H1) a positive correlation among indicators
of malevolent creativity and conventional creative ideation was expected. Typical malevolent creativity
behavior in daily life demonstrated positive correlations with fluency and originality of malevolent ideas in
previous studies (Hao et al., 2016, 2020), which is why we expected (H1a) positive correlations with malevo-
lent creativity in the present study as well.

LINKING MALEVOLENT CREATIVITY TO MALADAPTIVE PERSONALITY TRAITS
Notwithstanding considerable method variance, there is also ample evidence that malevolent creativity is

linked to various aspects of aggressive behavior (e.g., Hao et al., 2016, 2020; Harris & Reiter-Palmon, 2015;
Lee & Dow, 2011). Additionally, malevolent creativity shows positive correlations with psychopathy as well
as machiavellism (Jonason et al., 2017), while negative links were obtained for conscientiousness (Lee &
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Dow, 2011). Accordingly, we expected (H2) a positive correlation between malevolent creativity and the
PID-5 domain of antagonism in particular, since antagonistic punishment tendencies feature prominently in
malevolent creativity (see Lee & Dow, 2011).

LINKING MALEVOLENT CREATIVITY TO STATE ANGER
We were additionally interested in the influence of participants’ current angry mood on malevolent cre-

ativity. Situational factors have been shown to affect various indicators of malevolent creativity, with recent
findings suggesting that social threat (Baas et al., 2019) and certain environmental cues like goal framing
(Gutworth et al., 2018) may influence the expression of malevolent creativity above and beyond individual
differences in personality, even antagonism. Since hostile traits and anger are generally considered indepen-
dent constructs (e.g., Eckhardt, Norlander, & Deffenbacher, 2004), both may facilitate malevolent creativity
independently from each other. However, to date, the specific contribution of negative mood and affect to
malevolent creativity in a performance test remains untested. We expected (H3) a positive correlation
between malevolent creativity and participants’ state anger at the time of their study participation.

In addition to these expected positive correlations, we pursued the research question whether conven-
tional creative ideation, individual differences in personality, and current affect each explain unique, non-
overlapping variance in the capacity for implementing malevolent creativity, or whether it is a combination
of all three factors can best explain individuals’ malevolent creativity (RQ1).

METHODS
PARTICIPANTS

Participants were recruited online via social media, and offline via posters at several university campuses.
Individuals were included in the study if they reported no neurological disease and no use of psychoactive
medication. Out of 110 interested individuals, three failed to show up at the agreed appointment, and two
were excluded from data analysis after testing: one due to noncompliance with test instructions, and one
due to current anger ratings markedly higher than the sample mean (> five standard deviations). The final
sample comprised 105 participants (58 women) aged between 18 and 39 years (M = 22.67, SD = 4.53),
87.7% of which were students enrolled in various fields. The study was approved by the authorized ethics
committee. Written informed consent was obtained from all participants. The required sample size was esti-
mated a priori with G*Power (a = .05, 1 – b = 0.80). Since effect sizes observed in previous relevant
research varied markedly (f2 = .08 to .33 for links between malevolent creativity and aggressive traits; Hao
et al., 2016; Harris & Reiter-Palmon, 2015; Lee & Dow, 2011; f2 = .08. to .15 for links between general cre-
ative potential and malevolent creativity; Hao et al., 2020; Jonason et al., 2017), we based our calculations
on f2 = .15, which suggested a minimum of 103 participants for a multiple regression approach.

MALEVOLENT CREATIVITY
Based on accounts that malevolent creativity is best examined in situations likely to elicit harmful behav-

ior in daily life (e.g., unfair or provocative contexts; Baas et al., 2019; Harris & Reiter-Palmon, 2015; James
et al., 1999), the malevolent creativity task (MCT) consisted of four realistic, open-ended problems that
depicted some sort of unfair behavior from peers/associates. Each of the situations was designed to elicit at
least moderate anger with the participants, yet still be relatable in terms of the plausibility to actually occur
in everyday life. In the money item (a), for instance, participants face the following scenario: “Your neighbor
asks you to help them with renovations in their flat and offers to pay you for your troubles. Since you are
currently low on money, you agree. After the work is done, you ask them for the payment they promised.
However, your neighbor insists that such an agreement never took place and you just imagined the whole
thing”. In the other items, individuals are confronted with a rude classmate spilling coffee on an expensive
book (b), an inconsiderate roommate throwing a party during exam season (c), and an unfair romantic rival
(d). See Appendix S1 for details on all vignettes and example ideas. Participants were instructed to generate
as many original ideas as possible to react to the unfair behavior depicted in these situations in order to get
back at or sabotage the wrongdoer. In order to emphasize the creative aspect of the task, participants were
told to try to come up with original ways of revenge without their actions tracing back to them. However,
they were also informed on the hypothetical nature of the task, i.e., that they may produce ideas that are
not typical for them or which they would not necessarily act out in daily life. This addendum to the instruc-
tion was made in order to counter individuals’ reluctance to openly express creative malevolent ideas due to
concerns of social desirability (e.g., Hao et al., 2016). Before the beginning of the task, a practice item was
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given to clarify instructions. All situations were presented on a computer screen and were supplemented by
a matching photograph. Participants were told to imagine the situation happening to them and to try and
picture it as vividly as possible. Then, a situation-specific instruction for idea generation followed. Subse-
quently, at the appearance of a white question mark on screen, participants wrote down their ideas on a
sheet in front of them. Each idea generation phase lasted for 3 min, matching standard installments of cre-
ative ideation tasks that emphasize fluency as well as originality aspects of creative ideation (2–5 min per
item; e.g., Beaty, Silvia, Nusbaum, Jauk, & Benedek, 2014; Benedek, M€uhlmann, Jauk, & Neubauer, 2013;
Fink et al., 2017; Grabner, Krenn, Fink, Arendasy, & Benedek, 2018). After the allotted time, a short tone
indicated a new vignette appearing on the screen. To enable testing in groups, participants wore noise-can-
celling headphones. At the end of the paradigm, participants rated how provoked individuals would feel
when confronted with the depicted situations in real life (7-point scales ranging from 0 “not provoked at
all” to 6 “very provoked”; M = 4.37, SD = 1.02, a = .63). In one-sample t-tests, provocation ratings of all
four vignettes differed significantly from zero (t-values from 23.66 to 35.91, all p-values <.001), indicating
that all depicted vignettes constituted situations in daily life that may potentially evoke malevolent creativity
(e.g., Harris & Reiter-Palmon, 2015; James et al., 1999). For a schematic representation of the task, please
see Figure 1.

The fluency index was calculated as the total number of non-identical ideas generated over the four vign-
ettes that were at least slightly malevolent or included a minor aspect of malevolence (91.2 percent of all
ideas). This was determined by four experienced raters, with an ICC (two-way, consistency) of .98. Original-
ity was scored by having the same four raters evaluate the generated ideas for originality (cf. Consensual
Assessment Technique; Amabile, 1982; see also, e.g., Perchtold et al., 2018; Rominger et al., 2019) on a 4-
point Likert scale from 1 (not original) to 4 (very original). Inter-rater reliability was ICC = .91. Additionally,
since we observed a large range of malevolence embedded in participants’ ideas (e.g., slightly malevolent: ig-
noring the wrongdoer in future situations of need; highly malevolent: hiring local criminals to ambush the
wrongdoer and beat some sense into them), the same raters also rated the degree of malevolence on a 4-point
Likert scale, where a rating of 1 denoted slightly malevolent ideas (e.g., talking badly about the wrongdoer,
making false promises, etc.) and a rating of 4 denoted highly malevolent ideas (e.g., framing the wrongdoer
for a crime, bodily harm, etc.; ICC = .88). For a similar rating approach to scoring originality and valence
in negative creativity, see Kapoor and Khan (2017, 2020). Details on the rating scales are reported in the
Supplementary Appendix. Finally, as the primary variable of interest, a composite malevolent creativity score
was computed. This conforms to the idea that “true” malevolent creativity requires ideas to qualify as both,
malevolent, and original. As such, this total malevolent creativity score was computed by summing up all
malevolent ideas with an average originality rating of 2 at minimum (moderately original). See Harris et al.
(2013), and Harris and Reiter-Palmon (2015), for a similar approach. For a schematic representation of the
applied scoring approach, see Figure 2.

CONVENTIONAL CREATIVE IDEATION
The four verbal imagination subscales of the German Berlin Intelligence Structure Test (BIS; J€ager et al.,

1997) require participants to produce and write down as many different ideas as possible (e.g., alternate

FIGURE 1. Schematic representation of the Malevolent Creativity Task (MCT). Note. Individuals were
presented with a negative social situation and subsequently received specific instructions to take
revenge/sabotage the wrongdoer. Then, they were given 3 min to generate and write down as
many original ideas as possible as how to deal with the situation. The next situation appeared at
the sound of a short tone via headphones. [Color figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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uses, insights) in a limited amount of time (2–2.5 min). The fluency score refers to the total number of gen-
erated, non-redundant ideas. For the subtest of alternate uses, four independent and experienced raters
judged the originality of ideas on a four-point Likert scale from 1 (not original) to 4 (very original),
ICC = .76. Ratings were averaged across ideas and raters, resulting in one originality measure per partici-
pant.

SELF-REPORTED TYPICAL MALEVOLENT CREATIVITY BEHAVIOR
The Malevolent Creativity Behavior Scale (MCBS; Hao et al., 2016) asks participants to indicate how

often they engage in malevolent creativity behaviors in everyday life (e.g., deceptions, tricks, lies, revenge,
etc.). It consists of 13 items rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 0 (never) to 4 (usually; a = .87; e.g., “How
often do you engage in original forms of sabotage?” or “How often do you play tricks on people as revenge?”).

CURRENT ANGRY MOOD
Participants rated three items for their current experience of anger (before the beginning of the experi-

mental tasks) on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very strong; a = .79, M = 1.36,
SD = 0.73; Profile of Mood States, Dalbert, 1992). Participants completed the entire Profile of Mood States;
however, for the purpose of the present study, only the state anger ratings were analyzed.

FIGURE 2. Exemplary scoring approach for the MCT item 1 (neighbour). Note. Of six generated ideas,
four meet the criterion for malevolence and count towards MCT fluency. Of these four
malevolent ideas, three meet the criterion for moderate originality and count towards total
malevolent creativity in the MCT. Separate scores are calculated for malevolence (average of
malevolence ratings over 4 raters) and originality (average of originality ratings over 4 raters)
per participant and item. [Color figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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DSM-5 PERSONALITY TRAITS
The Personality Inventory for DSM-5 (PID-5, German version; Zimmermann et al., 2014) is a 220-item

questionnaire assessing personality traits according to the DSM-5 trait model (Section III, Emerging Mea-
sures and Models, Criterion B; Krueger, Derringer, Markon, Watson, & Skodol, 2012). Items are rated on
four-point Likert scales, from 0 (very false or often false) to 3 (very true or often true). The PID-5 consists of
25 trait facet scales, comprising five broad personality domains. These domains represent a maladaptive
extension of the classic five-factor model of personality (Suzuki, Griffin, & Samuel, 2017; Thomas et al.,
2013). Domain scores were calculated by averaging the facet scores contributing primarily to the specific
domain as instructed by the American Psychiatric Association (Negative Affect, a = .79, M = 0.90,
SD = 0.57; Detachment, a = .83, M = 0.68, SD = 0.55; Antagonism, a = .76, M = 0.82, SD = 0.46; Disinhi-
bition: a = .70, M = 0.84, SD = 0.45; Psychoticism, a = .76, M = 0.83, SD = 0.52). Scores also show ade-
quate variability and validity in non-clinical community and student samples with scores in the lower
ranges of the scales (Bastiaens, Smits, De Hert, Vanwalleghem, & Claes, 2016; De Fruyt et al., 2013; Papou-
sek et al., 2018).

PROCEDURE
Participants were tested in groups of two to seven. The testing took place in an examination room that

featured individual workspaces separated by partitions in order to allow for undisturbed completion of the
tests and questionnaires. After the short demographical questionnaire, participants first rated their current
mood, and then completed the BIS, followed by the MCBS, the MCT, and finally the PID-5. This order of
presentation was chosen to avoid carryover effects from malevolent creativity on the verbal creativity test
and mood ratings and was the same for all participants. For a flow chart of the study procedure, please see
Figure 3.

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
We computed Pearson correlations among all indices of malevolent creativity (fluency, originality,

malevolence, total malevolent creativity) and conventional creative ideation (fluency, originality; H1), as well
as among indices of malevolent creativity and self-reported malevolent creativity behavior (H1a). Pearson
correlations were also computed to examine links among malevolent creativity and maladaptive personality
traits (H2), as well as state anger (H3). Next, a four-step multiple hierarchical regression analysis was con-
ducted in order to determine the relative significance of factors indicative of malevolent creativity (RQ1).
This analysis conforms to the statistical question whether it is shared variance of several of these factors that
accounts for their correlations with malevolent creativity, or whether these predictors explain unique vari-
ance in malevolent creativity, that is, variance not shared with other predictors. In the first step, gender was
entered as a predictor to control for potential gender differences previously reported in literature on malevo-
lent creativity (Dumas & Strickland, 2018; Harris & Reiter-Palmon, 2015; Lee & Dow, 2011; however, for an
interesting, more recent perspective on gender similarities in negative creativity, see Kapoor, 2019). Further,
gender differences were previously reported for the PID-5 personality trait domains (particularly Negative
Affectivity and Antagonism; e.g., Bastiaens et al., 2016). At step 2, conventional verbal creativity (fluency)
was entered, followed by the five PID-5 personality trait domains at step 3. Lastly, at step 4, participants’

FIGURE 3. Flow diagram for the study procedure. [Color figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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state anger was entered to examine whether it explained a significant amount of variance in malevolent cre-
ativity, over and above variance afforded by gender, conventional creativity, and maladaptive personality.
Total malevolent creativity served as the dependent variable. Individuals’ self-reported malevolent creativity
behavior (MCBS) was not included in the model, since it was primarily assessed for examining the ecologi-
cal validity of the MCT. A significance level of p < 0.05 (two-tailed) was used.

RESULTS
PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS

Descriptive statistics and internal consistency reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) for all creativity measures
are reported in Table 1. Total malevolent creativity for each of the four situations differed slightly, with sig-
nificantly lower malevolent creativity evoked by situation 4 (M = 1.14, SD = 1.17) than for the situation 3
(M = 1.55; SD = 1.40; p = .047), with no significant differences among all other situations (situation 1:
M = 1.48, SD = 1.51; situation 2: M = 1.21, SD = 1.53). Slight differences between items also emerged for
other MCT indicators, but despite being statistically significant, they were small (please see Supplementary
Appendix).

MCT PERFORMANCE AND OTHER CREATIVITY MEASURES (H1, H1A)
There was a significant positive correlation between total malevolent creativity and ideational fluency in

conventional creative ideation (r = .36, p <.001), supporting H1. This relationship was also present for
MCT fluency (r = .28, p = .004), but not for MCT originality (r = .07, p = .505) and MCT malevolence
(r = �.12, p = .214). All indicators of malevolent creativity (even originality) were uncorrelated with origi-
nality in the conventional verbal creativity test (all p’s >.281). Individuals scoring higher on fluency in the
MCT also demonstrated greater malevolence (r = .41, p <.001) and originality (r = .23, p = .018) in malevo-
lent creativity. Total malevolent creativity also positively correlated with self-reported typical malevolent cre-
ativity behavior in real life (r = .34, p <.001), supporting H1a. See Table 2 for a summary of
intercorrelations.

MCT PERFORMANCE AND MALADAPTIVE PERSONALITY TRAITS (H2)
There was a significant positive correlation between total malevolent creativity and antagonism (r = .42,

p<.001), supporting H2. Supplementary analyses revealed that correlations with antagonism were present for
all indices of malevolent creativity at least at trend level (MCT fluency: r = .30, p = .002; MCT malevolence:
r = .20, p = .042; MCT originality: r = .18, p = .065). Moreover, malevolent creativity was positively corre-
lated with Psychoticism (r = .22, p = .026). There were no significant correlations for the PID-5 dimensions
of Negative Affectivity, Detachment, and Disinhibition (all p’s >.270).

TABLE 1. Descriptive Statistics for the Creativity Measures

Creativity Measure a M SD Min Max

Malevolent Creativity (MCT)
Fluency .89 16.38 7.49 1 36
Originality .71 1.80 0.38 1 3.13
Malevolence .66 2.15 0.35 1 2.96
Malevolent creativity .78 5.38 4.38 0 17

Conventional Creative Ideation (BIS)
Fluency .78 30.89 9.07 15 65
Originality (alternate uses) 1.83 0.28 1.25 2.5

Typical Malevolent Creativity Behavior (MCBS)
Self-reported malevolent creativity .87 10.63 7.59 0 36

Note. a = Cronbach’s alpha between the four MCT items, the four subtests of the BIS, and the three sub-
scales of the MCBS in this study, respectively; M = mean value; SD = standard deviation, Min = Minimum;
Max = Maximum; N = 105.
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MCT PERFORMANCE AND STATE ANGER (H3)
There was a significant positive correlation between malevolent creativity and individuals’ angry mood at

the day of testing (r = .30, p = .002), supporting H3. Supplementary analyses revealed that correlations with
state anger were present for malevolence (r = .24, p = .012) and at trend level, for MCT originality (r = .18,
p = .061), but not for MCT fluency (r = .16, p = .101).

CONTRIBUTIONS TO TOTAL MALEVOLENT CREATIVITY: CONVENTIONAL VERBAL CREATIVITY,
MALADAPTIVE PERSONALITY TRAITS, AND STATE ANGER (RQ1)

In Table 3, the findings of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis are summarized. At step one, gen-
der significantly correlated with malevolent creativity (r = �.19; F(1,103) = 4.03, p = .047), indicating that
men showed higher malevolent creativity on the MCT than women (men: M = 6.32, SD = 4.09; women:
M = 4.62, SD = 4.49). At step 2, in addition to gender, conventional creativity (fluency) significantly corre-
lated with total malevolent creativity, explaining additional 14% of variance (sr = .36, p <.001; F
(2,102) = 11.08, p <.001). At step 3, maladaptive personality traits explained additional 15% of variance of
total malevolent creativity (F(7,97) = 5.73, p <.001). Only antagonism explained unique portions of variance
in malevolent creativity (sr = .26, p = .002). The contributions of Negative Affectivity, Detachment, Disinhi-
bition, and Psychoticism were non-significant (all p’s >.249). Moreover, while the contribution of conven-
tional creativity remained significant (sr = .35, p <.001), the contribution of gender became non-significant
(sr = �.16, p = .072). Entering state anger at step 4 in the model additionally increased the explained
amount of variance in total malevolent creativity by 4% (sr = .19, p = .028; F8(96) = 5.84, p <.001). Both
the contributions of conventional creativity and antagonism remained significant. Running a supplementary
regression model for conventional creativity, antagonism, and state anger (controlling for gender) corrobo-
rated that all three variables explained unique, non-overlapping variance in malevolent creativity, which
amounted to 28% (F4(100) = 11.78; p <.001). Antagonism and state anger were not correlated (r = .10,
p = .318).

DISCUSSION
The present study provided evidence of cognitive, situational, and individual factors that each contribute

the generation of creative ideas intended to harm others. First, our results confirmed the expected positive
association between malevolent creativity and conventional creative cognition (H1). This finding is notewor-
thy, since so far, previous studies only linked creativity in standard tests (alternate uses) to malevolence of
answers in the same test (e.g., Dumas & Strickland, 2018) or to self-reported likelihood for positive and neg-
ative creative behavior (Kapoor & Khan, 2016). This relationship seemed to be predominantly driven by
ideational fluency in both tasks, which suggests that malevolent creativity may, in part, emerge from similar
cognitive processes that allow for fluent generation of ideas. In contrast to the positive correlations of flu-
ency, originality scores were not related. This may suggest that high originality of malevolent ideas do not
necessarily arise from a greater general potential to retrieve more uncommon, unique and thus, deviant
associations.

Malevolent creativity performance on the MCT was also positively correlated with self-reported typical
malevolent creativity behavior in daily life (H1a). This result corroborates and extends previous findings

TABLE 2. Intercorrelations of All Creativity Measures

MCT Total MCT-flu MCT-org MCT-mal BIS-flu BIS-org MCBS

MCT-flu .65 –
MCT-org .71 .23 –
MCT-mal .55 .41 .62 –
BIS-flu .36 .28 .07 �.12 –
BIS-org .13 .14 .11 .11 .10 –
MCBS .34 .25 .24 .31 .06 .28 –

Note. MCT = Malevolent Creativity Task; BIS = Berlin Intelligence Structure Test; MCBS = Malevolent
Creativity Behavior Scale; flu = fluency, org = originality, mal = malevolence. Significant correlations are
highlighted in bold (p < .05).
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from a single item social revenge task (Hao et al., 2016, 2020). In our opinion, this finding underlines the
practical value of soliciting malevolent creativity with explicit instructions in experimental settings, since the
potential for malevolent creativity, in part, may translate to actual malevolent behavior, if individuals are
pursuing malicious interpersonal goals in response to provocative situations (for criticism with this solicited
approach, see Dumas & Strickland, 2018).

Greater capacity for using creativity for malevolent purposes was also associated with higher expressions
of antagonism (H2), which captures aspects of manipulativeness, deceitfulness, and grandiosity, and repre-
sents the maladaptive extension of low levels of the classic “Big Five” trait agreeableness (e.g., Suzuki et al.,
2017). Disagreeableness in terms of aggressive and hostile traits has been quite robustly linked to malevolent
creativity in various tests (Harris & Reiter-Palmon, 2015; Lee & Dow, 2011). It was previously contended
that the ability to manipulate and deceive requires breaking with established rules and “thinking outside the
box” (e.g., Runco, 2010). In support, unethical behavior, particularly dishonesty, has been found to both
enhance and be enhanced by creativity (e.g., Beaussart et al., 2013; Gino & Wiltermuth, 2014). Accordingly,
in the present study, higher antagonism was not only linked to higher malevolence, but also to higher idea-
tional fluency and, at trend level, higher originality in the MCT. These correlations suggest that the relation-
ship between antagonism and malevolent creativity is not a purely motivational one, in that antagonistic
individuals are simply more reactive to provocation (e.g., Bettencourt, Talley, Benjamin, & Valentine, 2006)
or less inhibited in writing down harmful ideas (e.g., Harris & Reiter-Palmon, 2015). If this were the case,
correlations with maladaptive personality likely may have been restricted to the index of malevolence alone
(see Jonason et al., 2017).

Individuals’ malevolent creativity also appeared to be influenced by situational factors, in that partici-
pants reporting higher state anger at the beginning of the experiment achieved higher scores in the MCT
(H3). Hao et al. (2020) recently found that approach motivation seems to promote individuals’ malevolent
creativity, arguing that it may increase risk-taking and the willingness to violate social norms (also see Fried-
man & F€orster, 2002). Considering that anger is robustly associated with approach motivation (e.g., Carver
& Harmon-Jones, 2009; Harmon-Jones, 2003), the results of the present study may reflect a similar effect.
The correlation between state anger and malevolent (but not conventional) creativity also fits the idea that
if an individuals’ mood is congruent with the framing of a certain task, a greater investment of their time
and energy may enhance creative performance (e.g., De Dreu, Baas, & Nijstad, 2012).

As perhaps the most crucial finding of the present study, conventional creativity, antagonistic personality,
and state anger all explained unique, non-overlapping variance of MCT performance (RQ1). This finding
underlines that cognitive and affective factors, as well as specific individual differences each contribute to
the expression of malevolent creativity in unique but comparatively important ways.

TABLE 3. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Results for Total Malevolent Creativity

Dependent Variable: Total
malevolent creativity

zero-order
Step Number

1 2 3 4
r (p) sr (p) sr (p) sr (p) sr (p)

Gender -.19 (.047) �.19 (.047) �.22 (.015) �.16 (.072) �.10 (.253)
Conventional creative ideation
(fluency)

.36 (<.001) .38 (<.001) .32 (<.001) .32 (.001)

Maladaptive Personality
Negative affectivity .05 (.622) .10 (.249) .05 (.539)
Detachment .09 (.359) �.01 (.912) �.02 (.834)
Antagonism .42 (<.001) .26 (.004) .26 (.002)
Disinhibition .11 (.270) �.02 (533) �.05 (563)
Psychoticism .22 (.026) .05 (.533) .05 (526)

State anger .30 (.002) .19 (.028)
R2 .04 .18 .29 .33
ΔR2 .04 (.047) .14 (<.001) .15 (.012) .04 (.028)

Note. R2 = proportions of variance explained by the model, ΔR2 = change in R2, r = zero-order correlation,
sr = semipartial correlation. Significant correlations are highlighted in bold (p < .05).
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Taken together, individuals scoring higher in conventional creativity tests may also achieve higher scores
in tests for malevolent creativity, because they can apply their general divergent thinking faculties across dif-
ferent contexts. This may indicate a cognitive route to malevolent creativity. However, this overlap in cogni-
tive processes between conventional and malevolent creativity is not nearly as large as correlations of
conventional creativity with other real-life types of creativity, e.g., creativity in generating cognitive reap-
praisals for negative emotional events (correlations of up to r = .61; Fink et al., 2017; Weber, Assuncao,
Martin, Westmeyer, & Geisler, 2014). Thus, other factors must have a vital additional role. Individual differ-
ences in maladaptive personality seem to highlight a second, independent route to malevolent creativity,
indicating that individuals with higher levels of antagonism are more capable of using creativity for malevo-
lent purposes. Lastly, the unique contribution of state anger emphasizes the influence of situational affective
factors in the generation of malevolently creative ideas, thus highlighting the need to incorporate measures
of mood and affect in order to fully understand malevolent creativity (see Baas et al., 2019).

Among the most important strengths of the present study is the validation of a behavioral test for malev-
olent creativity that integrates and expands several crucial aspects of malevolent creativity assessment respec-
tively proposed by different previous studies: (a) the assessment of malevolent creativity in ecologically
valid, negative social situations that likely evoke malevolent creativity in real life (see Baas et al., 2019; Harris
& Reiter-Palmon, 2015), (b) explicitly asking participants to generate as many creative ideas as possible for
malevolent purposes in terms of a maximum performance approach (see Hao et al., 2016, 2020; Harris &
Reiter-Palmon, 2015), (c) emphasizing quality aspects of malevolent creative ideas in terms of malevolence/
valence and originality/uniqueness (see Kapoor & Khan, 2017, 2020), but also (d) composing a more “au-
thentic” malevolent creativity score that incorporates both malevolence and originality of ideas (see Harris
& Reiter-Palmon, 2015; Harris et al., 2013), and (e) expanding the performance-based approach to malevo-
lent creativity by adopting time-sensitive, multi-item protocols of standard psychometric creativity tests. It is
the combination and expansion of the best of previous assessment suggestions for malevolent creativity into
a behavioral test that we consider a novelty of the present study, together with a more profound under-
standing of cognitive, situational, and individual factors that each contribute the generation of creative ideas
intended to harm others.

A few limitations must be noted. The multiple regression analysis had a rather low n:k ratio (13:1),
which raises potential concerns about statistical power and stability of the regression coefficients. Thus,
replication of the obtained relationships in larger samples is warranted. Second, the generalization of find-
ings requires caution, since the majority of our sample was comprised of young students. Accordingly, the
findings should be replicated in other populations, for which the thematic focus of the vignettes can be
easily broadened and adapted. Here, situations that provoke malevolent creativity in the workplace could be
of particular interest (see James et al., 1999). Next, the cross-sectional nature of the present study precludes
any inference of causality. While it may be intuitive that maladaptive personality serves as an antecedent of
malevolent creativity and previous research contends that context manipulations influence the expression of
malevolent creativity (Baas et al., 2019; Gutworth et al., 2018), reciprocal mechanisms are possible and need
investigating. Moreover, originality could only be scored for the subtest of alternate uses in the conventional
creativity test, where instructions maximize fluency and diversity rather than originality of ideas (J€ager et al.,
1997). In order to more meaningfully link originality in conventional and malevolent creativity, future stud-
ies with the MCT should employ several items of the alternate uses task with an emphasis on originality of
ideas. Additionally, in order to increase differentiability and further examine the robustness of our results,
the use of more fine-grained rating scales for originality and malevolence of ideas generated in the MCT
should be considered (e.g., five to six points; see Harris & Reiter-Palmon, 2015; Kapoor & Khan, 2017).

As a final note, the newly developed malevolent creativity task used in this study showed satisfactory reli-
ability, the range of scores indicated sufficient variance for a meaningful analysis of individual differences in
the general population, and the observed relationships gave indications of the validity of the derived scores.
Thus, the elaborated behavioral approach to malevolent creativity may benefit future investigations, given
that the destructive consequences of malevolent creativity clearly necessitate more research into this phe-
nomenon.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
The data that support the findings of this study are available from the corresponding author upon rea-

sonable request.

719

Journal of Creative Behavior



REFERENCES

Amabile T. M. (1982). Social psychology of creativity: A consensual assessment technique. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 43(5), 997–1013. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.43.5.997.

American Psychiatric Association. (2013). Diagnostic and statistical manual of mental disorders (Fifth edition, DSM-5). Arlington,
VA: American Psychiatric Association.

Baas, M., Roskes, M., Koch, S., Cheng, Y., & De Dreu, C.K. (2019). Why social threat motivates malevolent creativity. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 45, 1590–1602. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219838551.

Bastiaens, T., Smits, D., De Hert, M., Vanwalleghem, D., & Claes, L. (2016). DSM-5 section III personality traits and section II per-
sonality disorders in a Flemish community sample. Psychiatry Research, 238, 290–298. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2016.
02.056.

Beaty, R.E., Silvia, P.J., Nusbaum, E.C., Jauk, E., & Benedek, M. (2014). The roles of associative and executive processes in creative
cognition. Memory & Cognition, 42, 1186–1197. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13421-014-0428-8.

Beaussart, M.L., Andrews, C.J., & Kaufman, J.C. (2013). Creative liars: The relationship between creativity and integrity. Thinking
Skills and Creativity, 9, 129–134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2012.10.003.

Benedek, M., M€uhlmann, C., Jauk, E., & Neubauer, A.C. (2013). Assessment of divergent thinking by means of the subjective top-
scoring method: Effects of the number of top-ideas and time-on-task on reliability and validity. Psychology of Aesthetics,
Creativity, and the Arts, 7, 341–349. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033644.

Bettencourt, B., Talley, A., Benjamin, A.J., & Valentine, J. (2006). Personality and aggressive behavior under provoking and neutral
conditions: A meta-analytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 132, 751–777. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.5.751.

Carver, C.S., & Harmon-Jones, E. (2009). Anger is an approach-related affect: Evidence and implications. Psychological Bulletin,
135, 183–204. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013965.

Cropley, D.H. (2010). Malevolent innovation: Opposing the dark side of creativity. In D.H. Cropley, A.J. Cropley, J.C. Kaufman &
M.A. Runco (Eds.), The dark side of creativity (pp. 329–338). New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Cropley, D.H., Kaufman, J.C., & Cropley, A.J. (2008). Malevolent creativity: A functional model of creativity in terrorism and
crime. Creativity Research Journal, 20, 105–115. https://doi.org/10.1080/10400410802059424.

Cropley, D.H., Kaufman, J.C., White, A.E., & Chiera, B.A. (2014). Layperson perceptions of malevolent creativity: The good, the
bad, and the ambiguous. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 8, 400–412. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037792.

Dalbert, C. (1992). Subjektives Wohlbefinden junger Erwachsener: Theoretische und empirische Analysen der Struktur und Sta-
bilit€at. Zeitschrift F€ur Differentielle Und Diagnostische Psychologie, 13, 207–220.

De Dreu, C.K.W., Baas, M., & Nijstad, B.A. (2012). The emotive roots of creativity: Basic and applied issues on affect and motiva-
tion. In M.D. Mumford (Ed.), Handbook of organizational creativity (pp. 217–240). San Diego, CA: Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.
1016/B978-0-12-374714-3.00010-0

De Fruyt, F., De Clercq, B., De Bolle, M., Wille, B., Markon, K., & Krueger, R.F. (2013). General and maladaptive traits in a five-
factor framework for DSM-5 in a university student sample. Assessment, 20, 295–307. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032822.

Dumas, D.G., & Strickland, A.L. (2018). From book to bludgeon: A closer look at unsolicited malevolent responses on the alternate
uses task. Creativity Research Journal, 30, 439–450. https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2018.1535790.

Eckhardt, C., Norlander, B., & Deffenbacher, J. (2004). The assessment of anger and hostility: A critical review. Aggression and Vio-
lent Behavior, 9, 17–43. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1359-1789(02)00116-7.

Fink, A., & Benedek, M. (2019). The neuroscience of creativity. Neuroforum, 25, 231–240. https://doi.org/10.1515/nf-2019-0006.

Fink, A., Weiss, E.M., Schwarzl, U., Weber, H., de Assuncao, V.L., Rominger, C., . . . & Papousek, I. (2017). Creative ways to well-
being: Reappraisal inventiveness in the context of anger-evoking situations. Cognitive, Affective, and Behavioral Neuroscience,
17, 94–105. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-016-0465-9.

Friedman, R.S., & F€orster, J. (2002). The influence of approach and avoidance motor actions on creative cognition. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 38, 41–55. https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.2001.1488.

Gino, F., & Wiltermuth, S.S. (2014). Evil genius? How dishonesty can lead to greater creativity. Psychological Science, 25, 973–981.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614520714.

Grabner, R.H., Krenn, J., Fink, A., Arendasy, M., & Benedek, M. (2018). Effects of alpha and gamma transcranial alternating cur-
rent stimulation (tACS) on verbal creativity and intelligence test performance. Neuropsychologia, 118, 91–98. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.neuropsychologia.2017.10.035.

Gutworth, M.B., Cushenbery, L., & Hunter, S.T. (2018). Creativity for deliberate harm: Malevolent creativity and social information
processing theory. The Journal of Creative Behavior, 52, 305–322. https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.155.

Hao, N., Qiao, X., Cheng, R., Lu, K., Tang, M., & Runco, M.A. (2020). Approach motivational orientation enhances malevolent
creativity. Acta Psychologica, 203, 102985. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2019.102985.

Hao, N., Tang, M., Yang, J., Wang, Q., & Runco, M.A. (2016). A New tool to measure malevolent creativity: The malevolent cre-
ativity behavior scale. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, 682. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00682.

Harmon-Jones, E. (2003). Anger and the behavioral approach system. Personality and Individual Differences, 35, 995–1005. https://
doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00313-6.

Harris, D.J., & Reiter-Palmon, R. (2015). Fast and furious: The influence of implicit aggression, premeditation, and provoking situ-
ations on malevolent creativity. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 9, 54–64. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038499.

Harris, D.J., Reiter-Palmon, R., & Kaufman, J.C. (2013). The effect of emotional intelligence and task type on malevolent creativity.
Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 7, 237–244. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032139.

720

Roots of Malevolent Creativity

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.43.5.997
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219838551
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2016.02.056
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2016.02.056
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13421-014-0428-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2012.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033644
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.5.751
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013965
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400410802059424
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037792
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-374714-3.00010-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-374714-3.00010-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032822
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2018.1535790
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1359-1789(02)00116-7
https://doi.org/10.1515/nf-2019-0006
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-016-0465-9
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.2001.1488
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614520714
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2017.10.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2017.10.035
https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.155
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2019.102985
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00682
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00313-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00313-6
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038499
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032139


J€ager, A.O., S€uß, H.M., & Beauducel, A. (1997). Berliner Intelligenzstruktur- Test. G€ottingen: Hogrefe.

James, K., Clark, K., & Cropanzano, R. (1999). Positive and negative creativity in groups, institutions, and organizations: A model
and theoretical extension. Creativity Research Journal, 12, 211–226. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326934crj1203_6.

Jonason, P.K., Abboud, R., Tom�e, J., Dummett, M., & Hazer, A. (2017). The Dark Triad traits and individual differences in self-re-
ported and other-rated creativity. Personality and Individual Differences, 117, 150–154. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.06.005.

Kapoor, H. (2019). Sex differences and similarities in negative creativity. Personality and Individual Differences, 142, 238–241.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.04.043.

Kapoor, H., & Khan, A. (2016). The measurement of negative creativity: Metrics and relationships. Creativity Research Journal, 28,
407–416. https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2016.1229977.

Kapoor, H., & Khan, A. (2017). Deceptively yours: Valence-based creativity and deception. Thinking Skills and Creativity, 23, 199–
206. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2016.12.006.

Kapoor, H., & Khan, A. (2020). Creators and presses: The person-situation interaction in negative creativity. The Journal of Creative
Behavior, 54, 75–89. https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.346.

Krueger, R.F., Derringer, J., Markon, K.E., Watson, D., & Skodol, A.E. (2012). Initial construction of a maladaptive personality trait
model and inventory for DSM-5. Psychological Medicine, 42, 1879–1890. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291711002674.

Lee, S.A., & Dow, G.T. (2011). Malevolent creativity: Does personality influence malicious divergent thinking? Creativity Research
Journal, 23, 73–82. https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2011.571179.

McLaren, R.B. (1993). The dark side of creativity. Creativity Research Journal, 6, 137–144. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10400419309534472.

Papousek, I., Aydin, N., Rominger, C., Feyaerts, K., Schmid-Zalaudek, K., Lackner, H.K., . . . Weiss, E.M. (2018). DSM-5 personality
trait domains and withdrawal versus approach motivational tendencies in response to the perception of other people’s desper-
ation and angry aggression. Biological Psychology, 132, 106–115. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2017.11.010.

Perchtold, C.M., Papousek, I., Koschutnig, K., Rominger, C., Weber, H., Weiss, E.M., & Fink, A. (2018). Affective creativity meets
classic creativity in the scanner. Human Brain Mapping, 39, 393–406. https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.23851.

Reiter-Palmon, R. (2018). Are the outcomes of creativity always positive? Creativity. Theories–Research-Applications, 5, 177–181.
https://doi.org/10.1515/ctra-2018-0016.

Rominger, C., Papousek, I., Perchtold, C.M., Benedek, M., Weiss, E.M., Schwerdtfeger, A., & Fink, A. (2019). Creativity is associ-
ated with a characteristic U-shaped function of alpha power changes accompanied by an early increase in functional coupling.
Cognitive, Affective, and Behavioral Neuroscience, 19, 1012–2021. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-019-00699-y

Runco, M.A. (2010). Creativity has no dark side. In Cropley, A.J., Kaufman, J.C. & Runco, M.A. (Eds.), The dark side of creativity
(pp. 15–32). New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Stein, M.I. (1953). Creativity and culture. The Journal of Psychology. Interdisciplinary and Applied, 36, 311–322. https://doi.org/10.
1080/00223980.1953.9712897

Sternberg, R.J. et al (2010). The dark side of creativity and how to combat it. In D.H. Cropley (Ed.), The dark side of creativity (pp.
316–328). New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Suzuki, T., Griffin, S.A., & Samuel, D.B. (2017). Capturing the dsm-5 alternative personality disorder model traits in the five-factor
model’s nomological net. Journal of Personality, 85, 220–231. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12235.

Thomas, K.M., Yalch, M.M., Krueger, R.F., Wright, A.G., Markon, K.E., & Hopwood, C.J. (2013). The convergent structure of
DSM-5 personality trait facets and five-factor model trait domains. Assessment, 20, 308–311. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1073191112457589.

Walczyk, J.J., Runco, M.A., Tripp, S.M., & Smith, C.E. (2008). The creativity of lying: Divergent thinking and ideational correlates
of the resolution of social dilemmas. Creativity Research Journal, 20, 328–342. https://doi.org/10.1080/10400410802355152.

Weber, H., Assuncao, V.L., Martin, C., Westmeyer, H., & Geisler, F.C. (2014). Reappraisal inventiveness: the ability to generate dif-
ferent reappraisals of critical situations. Cognition and Emotion, 28, 345–360. https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2013.832152.

Zimmermann, J., Altenstein, D., Krieger, T., Grosse Holthforth, M., Pretsch, J., Alexopoulos, J., . . . Leising, D. (2014). The structure
and correlates of self-reported DSM-5 maladaptive personality traits: Findings from two German-speaking samples. Journal of
Personality Disorders, 28, 518–540. https://doi.org/10.1521/pedi_2014_28_130.

721

Journal of Creative Behavior

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326934crj1203_6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.04.043
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2016.1229977
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2016.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.346
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291711002674
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2011.571179
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419309534472
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419309534472
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2017.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.23851
https://doi.org/10.1515/ctra-2018-0016
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-019-00699-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1953.9712897
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1953.9712897
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12235
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191112457589
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191112457589
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400410802355152
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2013.832152
https://doi.org/10.1521/pedi_2014_28_130


Corinna M. Perchtold-Stefan, Andreas Fink, Christian Rominger, Ilona Papousek, University of Graz

*Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Corinna M. Perchtold-Stefan, Department of Psychology,
University of Graz, Universit€atsplatz 2, 8010 Graz, Austria. Email: corinna.perchtold@uni-graz.at

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors acknowledge the financial support by the University of Graz.

AUTHOR NOTE
This work was partly supported by the Austrian Science Fund (FWF) [grant number P 30362]. The authors
acknowledge the financial support by the University of Graz. We have no known conflict of interest to disclose.
The data that support the findings of this study are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable
request

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional Supporting Information may be found in the online version of this article at the publisher’s web-site:

Appendix S1. Malevolent Creativity Task (MCT).

722

Roots of Malevolent Creativity

mailto:

