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abstract 
The aim of this study was to examine demographic, ide-
ological, and personality trait correlates of self-assessed 
creativity. A large group (N = 1,299) of adults estimated 
their creativity score on a 100-point scale. This rating was 
related to participants’ demographics (sex, age, educa-
tion), ideology (religious and political beliefs), self-confi-
dence, and six personality traits. The regression indicated 
that those who thought of themselves as more creative 
were more optimistic, higher on trait Curious (Open), but 
lower on trait Adjustment (low Neuroticism) and trait 
Competitive (low Agreeableness), and had higher self-
esteem. The status of self-assessed/estimated creativity 
is discussed alongside limitations and recommendations 
for future research.
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IntroduCtIon

This study is concerned with self-assessed, rather than psychometrically measured, or observer-
rated creativity (Kaufman, 2019; Kaufman & Baer, 2004). Nearly all researchers in the area have ac-
knowledged the problems associated with validly assessing actual creativity; usually, this is done 
with either power (ability) or preference (personality) tests (Park et al., 2016). This study examines 
correlates of self-assessed creativity (SAC).

There is considerable literature on self-assessed ability, particularly intelligence (Ackerman & 
Wolman, 2007; Furnham et al., 2005; Gignac, 2021; Hofer et al., 2022; Neto et al., 2017; Paulhus et al., 
1998; von Stumm, 2014), which has been summarised a number of times (Freund & Kasten, 2012; 
Furnham, 2016; Szymanowicz & Furnham, 2011; Zell & Zlatan, 2014). The primary interest of this 
research is the relationship between self-assessments and other individual difference variables. 
Specifically, we were interested the extent to which three sorts of variables related to self-assessed 
creativity (SAC): classic demographic variables of sex, age and education, ideological variables of 
political and religious beliefs, and personality traits. Each of these three sets of variables has been 
linked to other self-assessed characteristics, like intelligence and emotional intelligence.

Various studies looking at the relationship between estimates and actual scores tended to 
reveal that personality traits are more strongly associated with ability estimates than ability test 
scores (Furnham & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2004). Indeed, Neubauer and Hofer (2020) found that  
self-assessments/estimates of abilities better reflected an individual’s personality traits than their 
abilities. 

This study examines correlates of self-assessed creativity (SAC). In a paper entitled “Self-Assess-
ments of Creativity: Not Ideal, but Better Than You Think”, Kaufman (2019) noted that approximately 
40% of empirical papers about creativity include some form of self-report measure. Kaufman cat-
egorised them into Activity, Evaluation, Process, and Belief measures. The author further concluded 
these measures could be an outcome variable when investigating how something impacts how 
people feel about their creativity. Previous studies have demonstrated a significant positive cor-
relation between SAC and scores on creativity tests (Neubauer et al., 2018).

Most studies using SAC use the ratings as independent variables to examine how they relate 
to other things, like creativity test scores or further ratings. In this study, we were interested in 
the determinants and correlates of SAC as a criterion or dependent variable. The current research 
project uses working middle-aged adults rather than secondary school pupils, university students, 
and young adults. In addition, we used a new validated measure that specifically measured work-
related personality traits (HPTI). Finally, we examined three other factors, namely demography, ide-
ology, and self-esteem. 

To begin, we were interested in demography, examining whether sex, age, and education were 
related to SAC, as measured by four ratings of attractiveness, health, EQ, and IQ. We hypothesised 
that better-educated people would give higher ratings (Furnham, 2017). Next, we looked at ideolo-
gy, defined as religious and political beliefs, as both were shown to relate to other self-assessments 
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(Cuppello et al., 2023b). We assumed that more religious and politically Liberal people would have 
higher SAC, because previous studies have shown these to be related to self-confidence (Furnham 
& Robinson, 2023). Third, we looked at two ratings, Optimism and self-esteem, measured by four 
scales and used in various other studies. We assumed that both would positively correlate to SAC, 
because optimistic and confident people would rate themselves highly on most factors, particu-
larly creativity, which has very positive valence (Furnham & Robinson, 2023).

However, we were most curious about personality trait correlates of SAC. This study used the 
High Potential Trait Indicator (HPTI), developed to measure personality at work. There is significant 
overlap with the Big Five (FFM) on three traits, though the HPTI includes three additional traits that 
relate to success in a variety of jobs (Teodorescu et al., 2017). The first most well-researched trait is 
Conscientiousness, characterised by self-discipline, organisation, and the ability to moderate one’s 
own impulses. The second is Adjustment (low Neuroticism), characterised by emotional resilience to 
stressors, positive affect, and mood stability and regulation. Third is Curiosity (Openness), character-
ised by an interest in new ideas, experiences and situations. Fourth is Ambiguity Acceptance, which 
describes how an individual processes and perceives unfamiliarity or incongruence. The fifth trait 
is Competitiveness, which is related to low Agreeableness and focuses on the adaptive elements of 
competitiveness that drive self-improvement, desire for individual and team success, and learning. 
The final trait, Courage, or Approach to Risk, is the ability to combat or mitigate negative or threat-
based emotions and to be assertive when necessary.

Numerous papers have used the HPTI (Cuppello et al., 2023ab, Furnham & Treglown, 2018). The 
measure’s psychometric properties have been reported (MacRae & Furnham, 2020), of which the 
most relevant is the study by Teodorescu et al. (2017). Their results indicated that HPTI personal-
ity traits relate to subjective and objective measures of success, with Conscientiousness being the 
strongest predictor. We aim to explore these traits in relation to SAC. Given the extensive literature 
on the relationship between personality and intelligence we predicted that Curiosity (Openness) 
would be positively related to SAC (Furnham, 2020).

Participants
In all, 1,299 adults participated in the study; 720 were female and 579 were male (Coded; 1 = female, 
2 = male). The mean age was 45.67 (SD = 11.01). In total, 68% were graduates (Coded; 1 = Yes, 2 = No). 
Participants were from English-speaking countries (UK 56%, North America 18%, South Africa 12%, 
and others 14%). 

Materials

 Self-Assessed Creativity
Participants rated themselves on the following scale: On a scale from 1–100 (with 100 being 

extremely high) how would you rate your creativity?: (Not very creative) 1–100 (Very creative). The 
mean was 66.14 with an SD of 22.54 and scores were normally distributed. 
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 Personal Beliefs
Participants rated their political beliefs on the Political Views scale (Very Conservative 1–9 Very 

Liberal); the mean was 5.44 (SD = 1.96). They also rated their religious beliefs: How religious are you, 
if at all? (Not at all 0–9 Very). Finally, they scored their optimism: How optimistic are you, if at all? (Not 
at all 0–9 Very). 

High Potential Trait Indicator (HPTI) (MacRae & Furnham, 2020). The HPTI is a measure of person-
ality traits, specifically within a workplace context. It is comprised of six factors and the inventory 
is 78 items in length. Each trait was converted into a standardized score, allowing for a better com-
parison between traits. It has been used in several studies (Furnham & Treglown, 2018; Teodorescu 
et al., 2017). The trait alphas were; Conscientiousness .72; Adjustment .82; Curiosity .75; Risk-Ap-
proach .79; Ambiguity Tolerance .71; Competitiveness .83.

Self-Esteem (SE) (Furnham, 2020). This measure consisted of four other factors on a scale from 
1–100: Physical Attractiveness (M = 59.67; SD = 11.30), Physical Health (M = 65.04, SD = 20.25), Intel-
ligence (IQ) (M = 75.77, SD = 14.16) and Emotional Intelligence (M = 75.03, SD = 18.61). The Alpha for 
these four items was .71, and they were summed together to form a variable labelled Self-Esteem.

Procedure
Participants were recruited from a pool of individuals who had completed a psychometric assess-
ment provided by test publisher Thomas International for genuine occupational test use. Subse-
quently, they volunteered to take part in psychology research, and part of the bigger project to 
study people over time. Participants were offered brief feedback on their results following the 
study, as an incentive. Participants were informed of the study and provided with a link to complete 
it via email. We obtained informed consent to analyse and publish the anonymised data. The study 
was conducted on an online survey platform. The research received approval from the committee 
LSA/TI/2022. Finally, participants were debriefed, thanked for their time, and provided feedback on 
their scores. 
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reSultS

Table 1. Correlations between all variables

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

1) Self-Ass Creat 67.14 22.54

2) Sex 1.56 .50 -.01

3) Age 45.67 11.02 .01 -.05*

4) Degree 1.32 .47 -.12*** -.06* .07**

5) Religious 3.39 2.56 .09** -.02 .06** -.05

6) Politics 5.44 1.96 .09** .16*** -.09*** -.12*** -.15***

7) Optimist 6.85 1.90 .21*** .06* .15*** -.02 .11*** -.02

8) Self-esteem 275.52 53.27 .36*** -.06* .04 -.17*** .09*** .05* .32***

9) Conscientiousness 69.09 12.40 .14*** .05 .12*** -.03 .08** -.09*** .17*** .20***

10) Adjustment 62.56 14.31 .10** -.06* .20*** .03 .04 -.09*** .36*** .28*** .47***

11) Curiosity 66.49 11.95 .36*** -.03 .03 -.07** .05 .09** .20*** .22*** .61*** .44***

12) RiskApproach 63.05 12.62 .22*** -.13*** .16*** -.01 .07* -.08** .29*** .26*** .70*** .62*** .66***

13) AmbigAccept. 51.20 11.65 .14*** -.03 .23*** -.08** -.05 .02 .20*** .13*** .44*** .57*** .51*** .61***

14) Competitiveness 47.81 13.51 .01 -.16*** -.15***  -.03 .04 -.18*** .01 .18*** .48*** .17*** .29*** .42*** .24***

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05

Table 1 exhibits the correlations between all variables. The SAC scores were significantly related 
to one demographic factor (education), both ideological factors (equally), both self-rated factors 
(strongly), and five of the six traits (particularly Curiosity, but not Competitiveness). The two highest 
correlations with SAC were traits Curiosity and Self-esteem.

Table 2 depicts the results of the final step in a hierarchical regression. It shows five significant 
factors: Self-rated Optimism, Self-esteem, and trait Curiosity were positively associated with high-
er SAC, while two traits were negatively associated: Adjustment (low Neuroticism) and Competi-
tiveness (low Agreeableness). The first step involved sex, age, education (F(3, 817) = 5.49, p < .001, 
R2 = .02), the second involved religious and political beliefs (F(5, 817) = 6.81, p < .001, R2 = .03),  
the third Optimism and Self-esteem (F(7, 817) = 22.09, p < .001, R2 = .15) and finally the six traits  
(F(12, 807) = 21.24, p < .001, R2 = .24). Thus, personality showed an incremental validity of 9% above 
the other variables. Because of the possible halo effect, the regression was re-conducted, omitting 
the Optimism and SE scores. This was significant (F(11, 809) = 14.71, p < .001, R2 = .16) with only three 
positive variables: Curiosity (t = 8.43, p < .001), Degree (t = -3.21, p < .001) and religion (t = 2.77, p < .01). 
We then split the file into males and females and repeated the analysis. The pattern of results was 
essentially the same.
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Table 2.  Regression with self-estimated creativity as criterion

B SE β  t
Sex -.85 1.46 -.02  -0.58
Age .03 0.07 .02  0.45
Degree -2.43 1.51 -.05  -1.62
Religious .51 0.27 .06  1.87
Politics .30 0.37 .03  0.80
Optimist 1.28 0.39 .11  3.25**
Self-esteem .13 0.02 .28 8.39***
Conscientiousness -.12 0.08 -.07  -1.46
Adjustment -.23 0.07 -.15 -3.54***
Curiosity .67 0.08 .36 8.14***
RiskApproach .09 0.10 .05  0.94
AmbigAccept. -.01 0.08 .00  -0.10
Competitiveness -.16 0.06 -.10  -2.56*

Adjusted R2 .24
F 21.25
p .000

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05

dISCuSSIon

Many popular articles and business courses convey the message that everybody is creative, or at 
least can learn techniques to enhance their natural creativity. The question is what sort of feed-
back have people received over the years concerning their personal creativity, their understanding 
of the concept, and how it is assessed? There have always been problems with the definition of 
creative processes and products beyond the simple concept of original and useful. All this would 
suggest that SAC is less strongly related to empirical tests of creativity than self-assessed IQ (SAIQ) 
is related to IQ tests, and self-assessed EQ (SAEQ) to emotional intelligence tests. Hence, personal 
correlates of SAC are perhaps the most interesting. It may be that intelligence in general, alongside 
certain traits, like extraversion, is well known and understood, explaining that people likely have 
more insight into their own abilities and temperament than into their creativity. 

A further possible explanation for the discrepancy between SAC and empirical test results is 
the impact of personality. Various researchers in this area identified that self-estimates of several 
abilities were equally influenced by personality as they were by actual (objectively test-derived) 
ability (Furnham & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2004; Neubauer et al., 2018). While we explored the cor-
relation between SAC and different personality traits, we did not assess the relationship between 
these traits and actual empirically tested or assessed creativity, by either behavioral or observer 
ratings. It would be beneficial for future research to include empirical/other-assessed creativity as 
an additional factor; this would make it possible to compare and identify the traits that are more 
or less accurate than others regarding introspection and self-awareness. It would further highlight 
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whether the issue of the discrepancy lies with the participant’s ability to self-estimate accurately or 
whether items in the SAC need to be revised to measure the construct better. 

There are a number of intriguing results from this study. Studies on SAIQ and SAEQ consist-
ently show significant differences, with males giving higher scores to the former and lower to the 
latter. Yet there were no sex differences in this study; men and women did not differ in their SAC. 
Similarly, there were no education effects in the regression, suggesting perhaps that people do not 
believe higher education impacts creativity. On the other hand, this may be due to relative lack of 
variance in this sample of essentially middle-aged professionals. The lack of sex differences is possi-
bly unsurprising as, unlike IQ and EQ, creativity seems less associated with any gender stereotypes. 
Likewise, higher education is known more for enhancing critical thinking than fostering creativity 
(Alencar et al., 2017).

Whilst there were marginally significant ideological effects in the correlational analysis (more 
religious as opposed to less and more politically liberal people gave higher SAC), the regression 
suggested that these factors had little influence on how people understood their own creativity. 
Indeed few studies have shown any strong relationship between religious and political beliefs and 
creativity, though this is an area worth pursuing as it appears to be the case than many famous 
artists and novelists have held strong political views. Clearly it is important to get a more complex 
and nuanced view of an individuals’ ideology.The results for Optimism and Self-Esteem were more 
apparent. The more optimistic and the higher one’s overall rating of themselves (attractiveness, 
EQ, etc.), the higher their SAC. This suggests that possibly all self-ratings of desirable characteris-
tics (e.g., integrity, empathy, insight) would be significantly positively correlated, suggesting a halo  
effect: self-confident people are confident about many (all) of their characteristics, including  
creativity.

The strongest relationship between the six personality traits and SAC was Curiosity (Open-
ness), which is expected as this trait is the most related to creativity (Furnham, 2020). This, no doubt, 
partly explains the positive significant association between SAC and creativity tests. Open, curi-
ous people are aware that they tend to be creative in many ways. The second trait related to SAC 
was Adjustment, indicating that those who were more Neurotic and less emotionally stable gave 
lower scores. This may be due to the lower self-confidence of neurotic individuals or their lower 
test performance on all sorts of tests (including creativity), not because of their abilities but rather 
because of their test-taking ability (Furnham et al., 2005). The third significant trait was particularly 
fascinating; those who were more Competitive (Disagreeable) tended to give lower SAC scores. 
This relationship may be due to competitive people underplaying the importance of creativity and 
subsequently deciding it is not worth competing in this area. Further exploration into this associa-
tion would be beneficial to identify additional rationales, such as whether creative occupations are 
considered “easy” or whether this relationship links to the increasing importance placed on aca-
demic success.
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lIMItAtIonS

This study had a number of limitations. First, our SAC, as well as a number of other ratings was 
a simple single item. People understand different types of creativity (i.e., artistic, verbal, and puz-
zle solving), thus, it may have been better to use more items. There has been an active debate on 
the validity of using single-item measures in many areas of psychology. Indeed, a whole issue of 
the European Journal of Psychological Assessment (Volume 38:1) was dedicated to this topic and the  
editors of the special concluded that “most research published on single-item measures shows that 
they are often as valid and reliable as their multi-item counterparts” (Allen et al., 2022, p4).

 Second, our measure of self-esteem was based on four ratings used in other studies (e.g., Cup-
pello et al., 2023ab) and was rated on the same 100-point scale as our SAC. It could be that this led 
to rating style error variance, where a large portion of SAC results is due to the measurement of 
SE rather than SE as a variable. It also could have encouraged a halo effect. Interestingly, when we 
reran the regression removing SE and optimism, it remained significant (F(11, 809) = 19.72, p < .001, 
R2 = .16), with Curiosity still the most powerful correlate. An additional outcome of this regression 
was that education and religion became significant so that graduates more than non-graduates 
and those who were more religious gave themselves higher SAC scores.
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