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Alongside the concept of risk-taking (RT), the construct of creativity often appears in scientific lit-
erature. However, the study of their relationship has been conducted unsystematically, with both theoret-
ical (definition of the constructs) and methodological (different assessment methods) difficulties. Some
studies consider risk as a predictor of creativity, while others consider the opposite direction, which often
leads to contrasting results. The present systematic review was conducted using the Preferred Reporting
Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines to systematize results on this
topic and investigate reasons for these conflicting results. Fifteen studies were included from an initial N
=1009 (from three scientific databases). Theoretical and methodological considerations that may explain
the mixed results have been investigated in depth. They can be summarized as follows: 1) the difficulty
in clearly defining the multidimensional constructs of creativity and risk, 2) the heterogeneity of the
instruments used in the studies, and 3) the possible effect of cultural differences. Despite this, much of
the evidence in the literature has supported the hypothesis that people with lower creative ability tend to
avoid risky situations and decisions, preferring the status quo, while people with higher creative skills
tend not to flinch from challenging situations. Theoretical, methodological future directions and the prac-
tical application of these main findings are discussed.
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Risk is a measure of uncertainty about an outcome (Kahneman & Tversky, 1984) and is a funda-
mental component in the decision-making (DM) process. Over the years, risk has been considered a perso-
nality trait and general domain (Beghetto et al., 2021; Charyton, Snelbecker, Elliot, et al., 2013; Charyton,
Snelbecker, Rahman, et al., 2013; Glover, 1977; Glover & Sautter, 1977; Jose, 1970; Pankove & Kogan,
1968), while other studies have introduced the hypothesis that risk is context-specific and domain-specific
(Dewett, 2006; Harada, 2020; MacCrimmon & Wehrung, 1986, 1990; Pascual-Leone et al., 2010; Tyagi et
al., 2017). Although risk is a multifaceted construct, including various dimensions (e.g., risk perception, risk
tolerance, risk attitude), risk-taking constitutes a behavioral outcome influenced by the combined effect of
risk perception, tolerance, and attitude (Weber et al., 2002). Thus, risk-taking is the most often considered
measure of risk in cognitive research. In the last decades, several researches have demonstrated that how
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people approach risk-taking depends on individual and contextual differences. Individual differences depend
on how people may consider multiple alternatives when making choices in different contexts — gambling,
financial investments, business decisions or personal (health, social, ethical) decisions (Blais & Weber, 2006;
MacCrimmon & Wehrung, 1986, 1990; Weber et al., 2005). This is both in terms of gains (risk as something
desirable) and losses (risk as something to be avoided) (Lubart & Thornhill-Mller, 2019). Several studies
have investigated the influence of different variables on risk-taking, such as personality traits and cognitive
styles (Zuckerman & Kuhlman, 2000) or creative abilities (Shen et al., 2018).

In particular, concerning cognitive styles, literature has proposed a model built up of two cognitive
poles — analytical (rational) and intuitive (holistic and feeling-based approach) (Allinson & Hayes, 2012;
Kozhevnikov, 2007) — while more recent models have introduced different facets of cognitive styles. For
instance, Cools and Van den Broeck (2007) proposed a 3-style model which comprehended the “knowing,”
“planning,” and “creating” styles. The first takes up the analytical style and refers to individuals who prefer
logical, analytical, and impersonal information processing. The second style refers to individuals seeking
certainty who prefer a well-organized context. Finally, the “creating” style refers to the intuitive style, typical
of people who make decisions based on intuition and instinct. This style introduces creativity as a cognitive
style related to how people deal with everyday decisions by implementing flexibility and openness strategies
(Miceli et al., 2018). However, the results of the studies assessing the relationship between creative styles
and abilities and the component of risk are often inconsistent.

Creativity is a multidimensional construct of which it is difficult to find a comprehensive definition;
however, it can generally be defined as creating a new product and implementing unusual and new behaviors
that satisfy both the criteria of originality and adequacy concerning the context and use (Barron, 1988). For
this reason, creativity includes both the components of creative potential (psychological and cognitive attri-
butes that allow originality) and expressed/applied creativity (or creative behavior/creative product) (Stern-
berg, 2001). Furthermore, according to some authors, it is involved in making decisions in uncertain or open
situations (Collins & Koechlin, 2012) and in the willingness to take risks (Tyagi et al., 2017): creativity is
also described as a human capacity that enables people to find original, alternative, and valuable solutions
and requires the individuals to tolerate certain degrees of risk (Allwood & Selart, 2001).

Finally, a crucial aspect linking creativity to different modes of thinking is the distinction between
divergent (DT) and convergent (CT) thinking. DT focuses on generating multiple solutions and alternative
ideas in response to a stimulus or an open-ended problem (Guilford, 1956). On the contrary, CT is the ability
to discover a single correct solution to a specific problem (Eysenck, 1995). However, several studies have
sometimes confused the concept of DT, that is now considered an index of creative potential, with the mul-
tidimensional construct of creativity (Fusi et al., 2021; Piffer, 2012), leading to controversial results in studies
investigating the relationships of creative thinking and other aspects of cognition and behavior.

A clear example of confusion in the study of the relationship of this complex construct with other
psychological constructs concerns the field of study regarding the relationship between creativity and risk.
Indeed, although many studies have investigated the relationship between creativity (mainly creative process
and ability) and risk-taking (RT), the results are still controversial and often contradictory. Interestingly,
some researchers consider risk as a prerequisite for creativity: being creative often involves tolerating a cer-
tain degree of risk, allowing people to promote creative inventions or make entrepreneurial profits (Baas et
al., 2015; Sternberg & Lubart, 1992). Additionally, creative people often exhibit risky behaviors (Lubart &
Sternberg, 1998; Ucar, 2018) and prefer challenging and risky situations (Harada, 2020). On the contrary,
others consider the opposite hypothesis: creativity might be a crucial aspect of risk, as in the investment
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theory or considering the willingness to take a risk (Dewett, 2006; Sternberg, 2006; Sternberg & Lubart,
1992; Williams, 1980; Zhou & George, 2001).

Considering these premises, the purpose of this review is twofold:

(1) Analyzing the theoretical and methodological factors that could account for the creativity/risk
relation’s conflicting results.

(2) Suggesting methodological and practical future directions in this field of studies.

We wish to emphasize the importance of a clear theoretical background, as this could suggest per-
spectives for future studies: can creativity support risk-taking or, on the contrary, is it an obstacle and does
it encourage nonfunctional behaviors? Moreover, is risk-taking beneficial or detrimental to creative thinking
and behavior?

METHOD

The review was conducted following the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-
Analyses guidelines (PRISMA,; Liberati et al., 2009). Two authors, Maura Crepaldi and Giulia Fusi, performed
it through three electronic databases (PubMed, Scopus, and PsychINFO) from October 2020 to January 2021.
Therefore, the discussion is limited to articles focusing on the relationship between creativity and risk.

Search Strategy

The search was conducted in the three databases using the following keywords: “creativity AND
risk-taking,” “divergent thinking AND risk-taking”, and “convergent thinking AND risk-taking.” Further-
more, for the search in Scopus database, we selected some specific subject areas: “Article, English”; while
in PsychINFO, we selected “Academic Journals” and “English.” Finally, cross-references of the selected
studies were also considered to identify possible supplementary significant articles. The selection process
flow is presented in Figure 1.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

The inclusion criteria were “articles,” “English language,” “human,” and “healthy subjects.” The
exclusion criteria were studies that considered data by neuroimaging and stimulation techniques, genetic
studies, and articles that considered a pathological sample or training and stimulation. In line with the aim of
this review, only the articles that consider direct measures of creativity and risk are reported; those that use
indirect measures have been excluded.

Study Selection and Data Collection
The search identified 1009 hypothetically related articles (the sum of the results returned by all

databases). After the first selection of titles (duplicates and articles that did not match the inclusion criteria
were deleted) and abstracts (not in line with the review’s aim), we considered 30 full texts.
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PRISMA flow diagram

Initially, Crepaldi and Fusi independently examined the titles and abstracts of the database outputs,
identifying which ones were not relevant to the research aim (i.e., investigating the link between RT and
creativity and which direction this relationship goes). As a result, all the articles that considered creativity a
product of choice and not a process were excluded. Afterward, the full texts of the selected articles were read
and examined to check the inclusion criteria (Figure 1). Finally, 15 articles were selected (Table 1).

RESULTS
Study Design and Sample Characteristics

The studies” main characteristics are described in Table 1 (i.e., authors, year of publication, title, sam-
ple, evaluation tools, and findings). This table also shows whether the articles considered (1) risk as a general
or specific domain considering performance, or self-report measures; (2) creativity as disposition, performance
(DT or CT), or achievement/behavior. The selected articles were published from 1961 (Merrifield et al., 1961)
to 2020/2021 (Beghetto et al., 2021; Harada et al., 2020). No articles were found before this date.
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TABLE 1

Description of the 15 selected articles after reading the abstract and full texts (see PRISMA flow diagram, Figure 1)

ID  Authors, year Titles Sample Instruments Risk Creativity Findings
1 Beghettoetal., Intellectual risk tak- Young and  Risky measures = Performance; general Achievement/be- Not stronger relationships: in-
2021 ing: a moderating adults IRT (Beghetto, 2009) domain haviors telectual risk seems to moderate

link between creative Creativity measures = the relationship between CC and
confidence and crea- global CC, Short Scale of Crea- ICAA,; positive relationship be-
tive behavior? tive Self (SSCS; Karwowski et tween adaptive risk taking, CC,

al., 2018), Creative Achieve- and CB

ment (Carson et al., 2005), Cre-

ative Activity (ICAA, Diedrich

etal., 2018)

2 Charyton, College students’ Young Risky measures = Self-report; personal- Disposition Creative personality and creative
Snelbecker, general creativity as Cognitive Risk Tolerance scale ity/trait or prefer- temperament predicted higher
Elliott, et al., a predictor of cogni- (CRT) ence; general domain cognitive risk tolerance
2013 tive risk tolerance Creativity measures =

Creative Personality Scale
(CPS), Creative Temperament
scale

3 Charyton College students’ Young Risky measures = Self-report; personal- Disposition Procreative attributes predicted
Snelbecker, creative attributes as Cognitive Risk Tolerance ity/trait or prefer- higher cognitive risk tolerance.
Rahman, et al., a predictor of cogni- (CRT) scale ence; general domain Students who self-identify as in-
2013 tive risk tolerance Creativity measures = sightful, inventive, interests wide,

Creative Personality Scale and reflective tended to report
(CPS) higher cognitive risk tolerance
4 Dewett, 2006  Exploring the role of Adult Risky measures = Self report; personal- Achievement/be-  WTR was positively and signifi-

risk in employee cre-
ativity

Willing Risk-Taking (WTR);
risk propensity is a 5-item scale
adapted from Sitkin and
Weingart (1995).

Creativity measures =
adaptation from George and
Zhou (2001) and Scott and
Bruce (1994)

ity/trait or prefer-
ence; specific do-
main

havior; perfor-
mance

cantly related to employee crea-
tivity; the relationship between
encouragement and employee cre-
ativity was completely mediated
by WTR,; risk propensity posi-
tively affected WTR, this variable
had no effect on creativity

(table 1 continues)
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Table 1 (continued)

1D

Authors, year

Titles

Sample

Instruments

Risk

Creativity

Findings

5

Eisenman, 1987 Creativity, birth or-

Glover, 1977

Glover &
Sautter, 1977

Harada, 2020

Jose, 1970

der, and risk-taking

Risky shift and crea-
tivity

Relation of four com-
ponents of creativity
to risk-taking prefer-
ences

The effects of risk-
taking, exploitation,
and exploration on
creativity

Convergent-diver-
gent thinking abili-
ties and risk-taking in
children

Adult

Young

Young

Young

Adolescents

Personal opinion survey (Eisen-
man, 1969)

Unusual-uses test; preference
for complexity; WAIS vocabu-
lary; risk-taking

Risky measures =

six items Stoner’s (1968)
Creativity measures =

TTCT, verbal form b (“unusual
uses” and “ask and guess”)

Risky measures =
The Choice Dilemma Question-
naire (Kogan & Wallach, 1964)

Creativity measures =
verbal forms of the Torrance
Tests of Creative Thinking
(TTCT,; Torrance, 1974)

Risky measures =

IGT, BFS, RL (reinforcement
learning)

Creativity measures =

AUT, S-A, RAT, reading span,
operation span, matrix span
Risky measures = ring toss/for-
tune wheel (gambling)/clues.
The third measure of risk-taking
is called “clues”

Creativity measures = verbal
and figural forms of the TTCT;
Kuhlmann-Anderson test (Form
1) (Kuhlmann, 1928) = conver-
gent thinking

Self report; personal-
ity/trait or prefer-
ence; general domain

General domain

Performance; general
domain

Performance; spe-
cific domain

Performance; general
domain

Disposition and
performance

Performance (di-
vergent thinking)

Performance (di-
vergent thinking)

Performance (di-
vergent thinking)

Performance (di-
vergent thinking)

Risk taking correlated signifi-
cantly with creativity measures:
personal opinion survey, unusual-
uses originality scores, preference
for complexity

In risky shift group (risky prefer-
ences): increase flexibility, origi-
nality, decrease elaboration

Higher risks = higher on the flex-
ibility and originality measures
low risk-takers = scored signifi-
cantly higher on the elaboration.
No significant difference on the
fluency measure

Divergent thinking related to risk
seeking; convergent thinking was
not associated with risk attitudes

or exploitation/exploration

No correlation between DT and
RT

(table 1 continues)
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Table 1 (continued)

ID  Authors, year Titles Sample Instruments Risk Creativity Findings
10 Kurtzman, 1967 A study of school at-  Adolescents Risky measures = High School  Self-report; personal- Performance Creativity is linked with tolerance
titudes, peer ac- Personality Questionnaire ity/trait or prefer- of ambiguity
ceptance, and person- (HSPQ) ence; general domain
ality of creative ado- Creativity measures = Kit of
lescents Reference Tests for Cognitive
Factors (French et al., 1963)
11 Merrifield et al., Interrelationships be- Adult Aptitude test for risk and Aptitude test, self-re- Nonaptitude test, Correlation between creativity
1961 tween certain abili- nonaptitude test for creativity port; personality/trait performance test (associational fluency) and risk-
ties and certain traits or preference (adven- (fluency, original-  taking, measured as a score on
of motivation and ture) ity, flexibility) adventure
temperament
12 Pankove & Creative ability and Children  Risky measures = draw and cir-  Performance; general Performance No correlation, shuffleboard cor-
Kogan, 1968 risk-taking in ele- cle, clues and shuffleboard domain related with creativity only in
mentary school chil- Creativity measures = Guilford boys
dren tests of creativity
13 Pascual-Leone  Affective and cogni- Young Risky measures = Performance; spe- Performance (di- Self-critical and creative/original
etal., 2010 tive correlates of South Oaks Gambling Screen-  cific domain vergent thinking) = likely to gamble
gambling behavior in Revised (SOGS; Lesieur & creative originality = predicts
university students Blume, 1993) gambling up to a certain level of
Creativity measures = risk; positive relationship be-
box test, verbal subtest of the Tor- tween gambling behavior and
rance Tests of Creative Thinking creative originality held only for
(TTCT; Torrance, 1974) the middle range of gambling be-
havior
14 Shenetal, 2018 Risk-taking and crea- Young and  Risky measures = Self-report; personal- Performance (di- Inverse relationship between risk-
tivity: convergent, adults risk-taking preference index (RPI; ity/trait or prefer- vergent thinking)  taking and convergent thinking,
but not divergent Hsee & Weber, 1997, 1999) ence; general domain low risk-taking = better conver-
thinking is better in Creativity measures = gent thinking not significantly
low-risk takers convergent thinking RAT AUT correlated with divergent thinking
15 Tyagi et al., The risky side of cre-  Young and  Risky measures = Performance; spe- Achievement/be-  Strong link between risk taking in
2017 ativity: domain spe- adults roulette betting task; DOSPERT cific domain havior; perfor- the social domain and personality

cific risk taking in
creative individuals

Creativity measures =
AUT; c-RAT; CAQ; RIBSs;
CPS

mance

and biographical inventory-based
measures of creativity

AAneasn pue

YsU Usamaq diysuoiie|al [euonoalipiq ayL

S3SI1D 17¢0¢C @

LS TY

"7 "IN ‘1u09sny 7 “d ‘ojjauue]
v “19oueD 9 ‘Isn4 “A ‘IpfedaiD

¥20¢ YdIeN ‘T "ON ‘TE 'JOA INdL



TPM Vol. 31, No. 1, March 2024 Crepaldi, M., Fusi, G., Cancer, A.,

41-57 lannello, P., & Rusconi, M. L.
© 2024 Cises The bidirectional relationship between risk
and creativity

Some studies present a comparison between different ages, for example, adolescents and adults
(Charyton, Snelbecker, Elliot, et al., 2013; Charyton, Snelbecker, Rahman, et al, 2013; Glover, 1977; Glover
& Sautter, 1977; Harada, 2020; Jose, 1970; Kurtzman, 1967; Pankove & Kogan, 1968; Pascual-Leone et al.,
2010); others present data for a single sample, for example, adults (Beghetto et al., 2021; Dewett, 2006;
Eisenman, 1987; Merrifield et al., 1961; Shen et al., 2018; Tyagi et al., 2017). Since no particular differences
emerged when considering different age groups in the selected studies, it was decided to comment on the
studies independently of this aspect.

Most of the studies considered in this review show a positive, significant, and direct relationship
between risk and creativity (Beghetto et al., 2021; Charyton, Snelbecker, Elliot, et al., 2013; Charyton, Snel-
becker, Rahman, et al., 2013; Dewett, 2006; Eisenmann et al., 1987; Glover, 1977; Glover & Sautter, 1977;
Harada, 2020; Pascual-Leone et al., 2010; Shen et al., 2018). However, there are also some conflicting results,
and the direction of this relationship is not always clear (i.e., Jose, 1970; Pankove & Kogan, 1968; Tyagi et al.,
2017). The contrasting results that emerged seem to be due to the plurality of definitions of the two constructs
(construct definition) and the variety of instruments used to investigate them (methodological contributions).

Constructs Definition (Theoretical Aspect)

The first major difficulty that emerges from reading the selected articles is the definition of the two
constructs. Some authors consider risk as a general domain (Beghetto et al., 2021; Charyton, Snelbecker, Elliot,
et al., 2013; Charyton, Snelbecker, Rahman, et al., 2013; Eisenman, 1987; Glover, 1977; Glover & Sautter,
1977; Jose, 1970; Kurtzman, 1967; Merrifield et al., 1961; Pankove & Kogan, 1968; Shen et al., 2018). Others
studied risk as a domain-specific construct and identified different aspects of risk (Dewett, 2006; Harada, 2020;
Pascual-Leone et al., 2010; Tyagi et al., 2017), such as gambling, social, investment, and so forth.

Furthermore, some authors view risk as performance (Beghetto et al., 2021; Harada, 2020; Glover,
1977; Glover & Sautter, 1977; Jose, 1970; Pankove & Kogan, 1968; Pascual-Leone et al., 2010; Tyagi et al.,
2017) while others view risk as a disposition or personality trait (Charyton, Snelbecker, Elliot, et al., 2013;
Charyton, Snelbecker, Rahman, et al., 2013; Dewett, 2006; Eisenman, 1987; Kurtzman, 1967; Merrifield et al.,
1961; Shen et al., 2018). So, risk-taking was measured differently by behavioral tasks or self-report measures.

The same difficulty in definition can be found in the concept of creativity. Defining and measuring
creativity has been an exceptionally challenging task throughout the history of psychological research. This
is also evident in studies that have attempted to investigate the relationship between this construct and risk.

Some authors identify creativity as an individual disposition (Charyton, Snelbecker, Elliot, et al.,
2013; Charyton, Snelbecker, Rahman, et al., 2013; Dewett, 2006; Eisenman, 1987), while others with crea-
tive performance (Glover, 1977; Glover & Sautter, 1977; Harada, 2020; Jose, 1970; Kurtzman, 1967; Mer-
rifield et al., 1961; Pankove & Kogan, 1968; Pascual-Leone et al., 2010; Shen et al., 2018), and others with
achievement (Beghetto et al., 2021; Tyagi et al., 2017).

Measures Used (Methodological Aspects)

From the definitions given by the various authors and as a consequence of the theoretical difficulties
addressed above, it can be seen that very different tools and methods have been used to measure both

48



TPM Vol. 31, No. 1, March 2024 Crepaldi, M., Fusi, G., Cancer, A.,

41-57 lannello, P., & Rusconi, M. L.
© 2024 Cises The bidirectional relationship between risk
and creativity

constructs and the relationship between creativity and risk. This may have contributed to the inconsistency
of the results. The several instruments used for assessing creativity and risk are described in Table 1.

Concerning risk measure, results will be presented following three categories: i) risk as a general
domain and personality trait; ii) risk as a general domain in performance tasks; iii) risk in a specific situation
or specific domain risk.

i) Risk as a general domain and personality trait. Several authors consider risk as a general domain
and an aspect of personality and temperament (Charyton, Snelbecker, Elliot, et al., 2013; Charyton, Snelbec-
ker, Rahman, et al., 2013; Dewett, 2006; Eisenman, 1987; Kurtzman, 1967; Merrifield et al., 1961; Shen et
al., 2018). Merrifield and colleagues (1961) used an aptitude self-report test to measure risk: need for
freedom, need for variety, adventure, impulsiveness, and tolerance of ambiguity. Kurtzman (1967) admini-
stered the High School Personality Questionnaire (HSPQ; Cattell & Beloff, 1962), a modification of the
Cattell 16PF scale that measures 14 dimensions of personality. Together with the Classroom Social Distance
Scale (Cunningham et al., 1951) and the Student Opinion Poll (Getzels & Jackson, 1960), the authors used
this task to measure risk in the specific school context. Eisenman (1987) also considered risk as a preference
for complexity and investigated it through a personal opinion survey (Eisenman, 1969). Finally, Shen et al.
(2018) considered the risk-taking preference index (RPI; Hsee & Weber, 1997, 1999). This tool consists of
14 questions and measures risk: the score is calculated relying on the answers given on a scale from 1 (most
risk-averse) to 8 (most risk-seeking).

ii) Risk as a general domain in performance tasks. Pankove and Kogan (1968) considered, as a
measure of risk, three different tasks: draw a circle, clues, and shuffleboard. The “draw a circle” test, a pencil
and paper task (McClelland, 1961), aims to measure risk-taking, especially in the entrepreneurial field. The
assignment is presented twice. First, the subject is asked to draw a circle on one side of the sheet (lined)
previously folded in half and presented by the experimenter. Then he/she is asked to flip the paper and draw
a cross in the circle’s centre, asking where he/she thinks the circle’s centre would be if he/she could see the
circle. The hypothesis is that RT is assumed to increase as the diameter of the drawn circle decreases. The
second task used to measure risk is “clues,” taken from Kogan and Wallach (1964). In the following task, 23
valuable clues about the identity of two elements (baseball bat and goat) are presented, one at a time, and the
subject can choose when to answer. Each correct answer increases the score, and, in the end, there isa $ 1.00
prize for the person who gets the most points. This task was also used by Jose (1970). The last task used in
this study was “shuffleboard,” where the apparatus was very similar to the one previously employed by
Kogan and Wallach (1964) to evaluate RT strategies. In addition to the task clues, Jose (1970) used ad hoc
questionnaires as a risk measure. Ring toss is inspired by the “ring throwing experiment” (Atkinson & Litwin,
1960), in which participants are asked to throw a certain number of rings at a peg (in this case, 10). The
ring’s launch distance indicates the more significant risk a subject can take, while the shorter the distance,
the minimum risk is taken. The second task used is a gambling task named “fortune wheel,” which measures
one of the risk dimensions, explicitly gambling, although it is considered a general risk. The tool was desi-
gned in such a way that the game involves losses and gains based on the assumption of RT; the areas of the
wheel are, in fact, of different sizes, and the assumptions are that if the person “bets” on small areas he/she
assumes more risks, instead if he/she bets on larger areas he/she can take less risk. After these initial studies,
the most recent ones used standardized tasks. For example, Glover and Sautter (1977) administered The
Choice Dilemma Questionnaire (Kogan & Wallach, 1964), which measures RT tendencies. Furthermore,
Charyton and colleagues (2013) investigated risk with the Cognitive Risk Tolerance (CRT; Snelbecker et al.,
2001) scale, which CONSIsts of 35 self-reported items on a 10-point Likert scale, ranging from 0 = strongly
disagree to 9 = strongly agree, aimed to assess an individual’s ability to formulate and express their ideas
despite potential opposition. Finally, Beghetto and colleagues (2021) proposed, as a measure of risk, the
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intellectual risk-taking (IRT; Beghetto, 2009) task on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = definitely not
to 5 = definitely yes, that measures people’s general tendency to engage in situations that involve risk-taking.

iii) Risk in a specific situation or specific domain risk. The last group of studies includes articles
that considered risk as a domain-specific construct (Dewett, 2006; Harada, 2020; Pascual-Leone et al., 2010;
Tyagi et al., 2017;). For example, Dewett (2006) explored a specific risk measure, the Willing RT measure
and the Sitkin and Weingart (1995) scale. The first is an ad hoc scale composed of eight elements, each
designed to investigate two aspects of the willingness to risk construct, the willingness to take a risk and the
awareness of possible negative consequences. The second (Sitkin & Weingart, 1995) is a risk propensity
scale with five items, intending to investigate the characteristic levels of RT that an individual might exhibit
in different situations/contexts.

In their study, Pascual-Leone and colleagues (2010) used the South Oaks Gambling Screen-Revised
(SOGS; Lesieur & Blume, 1993) scale, which consists of 20 items used to screen the population’s gambling
behavior. Furthermore, Tyagi and colleagues (2017) used the Roulette Betting Task (RBT) and a Domain-
Specific Risk-Taking (DOSPERT) scale to evaluate risk in different domains. The first task is a behavioral
risk measure that uses a wheel with 10 segments (pockets), red (losses), or blue (winnings). Participants are
asked for 100 trials to select a bet from three boxes indicating the available bet options (low, medium, and
high). The blue-to-red-colored pockets ratio determines the probability of winning. The task provides two
measures of risk: financial gambling and gambling risk adjustment. The second task, DOSPERT, is a stan-
dardized questionnaire of 30 questions investigating the five domains of risky behaviors: ethical, financial,
health/safety, recreational, and social. Harada (2020) specifically investigated the risk in a gambling situation
with the lowa Gambling Task (IGT), in which the participants are asked to make some choices between four
decks of cards, two of which are advantageous (small losses and small gains), and two are not (significant
wins and large losses) to maximize the profit.

Creativity Measures

As regards creativity measures, the authors employed different tasks. However, it is possible to
distinguish them into three categories related to the theoretical concept presented before: 1) dispositional and
perceived creativity, 2) creative performance tasks, and 3) creative achievement/behavior and self-beliefs.
Although this distinction is valid, some authors consider more than one measure of creativity, for example,
Beghetto and colleagues (2021) and Tyagi and colleagues (2017) consider tasks of creative performance as
well as tasks of creative achievement or creative behavior.

1) Dispositional/trait creativity. Eisenman (1987) and Charyton and colleagues (2013) used diffe-
rent instruments but all aimed at measuring creativity in dispositional terms, although sometimes combined
with performance tasks (e.g., Eisenman, 1987). The two main scales used are: the Creativity Personality
Scale (CPS) taken from the Adjective Chec-klist (ACL; Gough, 1979; see also Charyton, Snelbecker, Elliot,
et al., 2013; Charyton, Snelbecker, Rahman, et al., 2013) which considers creativity from personality theory
and personality attributes and the Creative Temperament Scale (Gough, 1992; see also Charyton, Snelbecker,
Elliot, et al., 2013). The latter is an adaptation of the California Psychological Inventory (CPI) and aims to
investigate and predict creative performance in various domains.

2) Creative performance tasks (divergent and convergent thinking). Some authors used The Torrance
Test of Creative Thinking (TTCT; Torrance, 1987, 1998; see also Glover, 1977; Glover & Sautter, 1977
Pascual-Leone et al., 2010), which consists of two forms: figural TTCT and verbal TTCT. The figurative form
tasks are corrected for fluency, elaboration, originality, resistance to premature closure, and abstractness of
titles, while the verbal form tasks are corrected for fluency, flexibility, and originality. Other measures have

50



TPM Vol. 31, No. 1, March 2024 Crepaldi, M., Fusi, G., Cancer, A.,

41-57 lannello, P., & Rusconi, M. L.
© 2024 Cises The bidirectional relationship between risk
and creativity

been detected with the Kit of Reference Tests for Cognitive Factors (French et al., 1963; see also Kurtzman,
1967) that considers different categories of creative thinking: controlled associations, word arrangements,
thing categories, word beginnings and endings, utility, gestalt transformation, and apparatus. For example,
Beghetto and colleagues (2021) use a modified 33-item scale that measures creative activity, constructed from
the Inventory of Creative Activities and Achievement (ICAA; Diedrich et al., 2018) across the lifespan, as-
sesses creative activity in different domains such as in literature, music, cooking, arts and crafts, sports, visual
arts, performing arts, science and engineering.

The Guilford tests of creativity (Guilford, 1967), that is, the Alternative Uses Task (AUT), are also
included in the TTCT (Eisenman, 1987; Pankove & Kogan, 1968; Shen et al., 2018; Tyagi et al., 2017) and
S-A creativity test (Harada, 2020). In addition, Jose (1970) used two measures of DT taken from the verbal
and figural forms of the Minnesota Tests of Creative Thinking. In the AUT, the subject is asked to list as
many unusual uses as possible of everyday objects (e.g., glasses, shoes, bricks). The test can be administered
with or without a time limit, and timing also affects comparability data and results. Scores are attributed
relying on originality, fluency, and flexibility of responses.

S-A creativity is taken from the TTCT and foresees three different activities: AUT, to imagine useful
and desirable but unrealized functions of some objects; imagine the consequences of “unimaginable things”
that happen. In this case, the answers are evaluated for fluidity, flexibility, originality, and elaboration (as in
the TTCT). In addition to measures of divergent thinking, Harada (2020) and Tyagi and colleagues (2017)
also considered measures of convergent thinking.

3) Creative achievement/behavior and self-beliefs. Dewett (2006), Beghetto and colleagues (2021),
and Tyagi and colleagues (2017) used performance measures in their studies but considered creative achie-
vement and creative behavior. Dewett (2006) used a measure of creativity that is an adaptation of the task of
George and Zhou (2001) and Scott and Bruce (1994). The task consists of six items in which creativity-
related problem-solving behavior is investigated.

The self-report questionnaire Creative Achievement (CAQ); Carson et al., 2005) investigates 10 do-
mains of creativity: music, visual arts, architecture, scientific discovery, culinary arts, dance, theatre and
films, inventions, writing, and humor (Beghetto et al., 2021; Tyagi et al., 2017). Beghetto et al. (2021) measu-
red creativity by considering the global CC, as measured by the Short Scale of Creative Self (SSCS; Karwo-
wski et al., 2018), a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = definitely not to 5 = definitely yes, that investigates
creative self-efficacy and creative personal identity.

DiscusSION

The primary purposes of this review were to analyze and systematize the constructs’ definition and
methodological factors that could explain the controversial results of the studies investigating the relationship
between RT and creativity. Secondly, to suggest new methodological and practical directions in this field of
study. The inconsistent results concerning the link between RT and creativity, as highlighted in the Results
section, could depend on two main factors: the first is the way risk and creativity constructs are considered
from a theoretical point of view, and the second complementary to this aspect, how different assessment me-
thods have been employed to measure the two constructs (Tyagi et al., 2017). However, in addition to these
theoretical and methodological considerations, looking back at the results obtained in the review, we can di-
stinguish two ways of investigating the examined constructs. The earliest studies on creativity and RT were
mainly based on speculation. If Merrifield and colleagues (1961) found a correlation between creativity (as-
sociational fluency) and risk-taking, measured as a score on the adventure, Pankove and Kogan (1968) found
very low correlations between the two measures using different tools (only one task, the shuffleboard,
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performed only by boys shows a correlation). These results emphasize how much the results can be related to
the measure or task used. Another confirmation could be found in the study conducted by Jose (1970), who
reported no significant correlations between DT and RT. The turning point came with Torrance’s (1971) more
systematic studies of the relationship between creativity and risk through standardized tests in which he
showed that the most creative people were also those who were able to cope better with frustration as they
were able to break free from typical and habitual patterns of behavior. Building on these studies, Glover and
Gary (1976) also showed that creative people could tolerate ambiguity and solve problems in unusual ways.
However, this breakthrough has not diminished the problems arising from the complexity of the two con-
structs. Even after this methodological improvement, almost all studies used different assessment tools depen-
ding on the author’s definition of the constructs of creativity and risk, sometimes considering the relationship
in one direction (how creativity affects risk) or in the other (how risk, understood as personality, can affect
being creative cognition and/or behavior). For example, some studies show that creativity influences RT (Cha-
ryton, Snelbecker, Elliot, et al., 2013; Charyton, Snelbecker, Rahman, et al., 2013; Dewett, 2006; Eisenman,
1987; Glover, 1977; Glover & Sautter, 1977; Pascual-Leone et al., 2010; Tyagi et al., 2017), while others
show that RT can influence only some components of creative thinking (Beghetto et al., 2021; Harada, 2020;
Jose, 1970; Shen et al., 2018).

Besides these theoretical (definition of constructs) and methodological problems (different measu-
res used) from the analysis of the selected studies, although with conflicting results, it appears that, in general,
there is a complex and bidirectional relationship between the two constructs that might be better explained
by considering more specifically and thoroughly their facets (i.e., risk as a specific domain or generic domain;
creativity understood as potential, as a trait, or as actual achievements). The following sections will then
systematize the results following this consideration.

General Domain RT

Usually, the more creative a person is, the more they tend to risk. This could at first be seen as a
weakness because it is not always functional to make risky decisions; indeed, for example, in the financial
field, this could be detrimental. Going into detail, however, some studies show that specific components of
creativity, such as flexibility, can be a “protective” factor against risky behavior. Furthermore, the ability to
reach many novel solutions to a given problem advocates cognitive flexibility, which seems at odds with the
rigid nature of some risky behaviors (e.g., gambling; Pascual-Leone et al., 2010). Risk conditions are often
characterized by ambiguity, and remarkably creative individuals tolerate ambiguity better, accommodating
less structured and unfamiliar situations (Kurtzman, 1967). In general, high levels of creative ability predict
higher levels of risk tolerance (Charyton, Snelbecker, Rahman, et al., 2013).

In general, it seems that a higher level of creativity (in particular DT) is linked with higher RT and
risk-seeking (i.e., Charyton, Snelbecker, Elliot, et al., 2013; Charyton, Snelbecker, Rahman, et al., 2013;
Merrifield et al., 1961); vice versa, RT and willingness to take intellectual risks could influence creative
performance in two ways: in the exploration or manipulation of stimuli, or as a moderator in creative behavior
(Beghetto et al., 2021; Harada, 2020). People must be willing to take risks for creative confidence to develop
into creative behavior (Beghetto et al., 2021). Furthermore, efficient divergent thinkers tend to engage in RT
rather than risk-averse behavior (Harada, 2020). Moreover, creative individuals show a higher tolerance for
ambiguity than those with low creativity scores and, thus, a greater propensity to take risks. This can be
useful in everyday life because they do not experience a high degree of discomfort in tasks of uncertainty
and ambiguity and can maintain focus on the problem to be solved and the alternatives to be considered
without prematurely closing the search for possible solutions (Allwood & Selart, 2001; Tegano, 1990).
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Consistently, individuals characterized by rigid and absolutist reasoning, such as intolerance of ambiguity,
perform worse in creative problem-solving tasks, which may be inefficient in everyday life (e.g., Salvi et al.,
2023, 2021). More in detail, in the early studies that investigated the relationship between creativity compo-
nents and risk, although using different instruments to investigate the constructs, it emerged that higher fle-
xibility and originality scores are more correlated with high RT scores, whereas elaboration goes in the op-
posite direction and is linked to a low RT score in general (Eisenman, 1987; Glover 1977; Glover & Sautter,
1977). This could be related to the fact that the more details a person tends to add, the more time he/she has
to think and find solutions, explore alternatives, and take fewer risks.

RT in Specific Domains

More recently, studies in this field have focused on certain risk domains considering, for example, risk
in the financial field, also highlighting a positive relationship with creativity (Charyton, Snelbecker, Elliot, et al.,
2013; Charyton, Snelbecker, Rahman, et al., 2013) and with the originality component (Pascual-Leone et al.,
2010). From these studies, it thus appears that creativity may be a predictor of greater risk-taking. Shen and col-
leagues (2018) also show that higher RT scores correlate with higher DT scores. It has been shown that DT plays
an essential role in RT, precisely concerning these two aspects of the process: optimization of the task based on
general information and the broader search for a more excellent range of information. The authors also considered
RT with two main aspects: RT preference and attitude toward risk, which could be valuable research for future
work (Harada, 2020).

An apparent exception to this trend is the contribution of Tyagi and colleagues (2017). They found
a specific relationship between high-level creativity (biographical measures) and social risk-taking, while a
relationship between creativity and RT did not emerge. However, they did find a relationship between RT in
the social sphere and creative personality. Again, high RT scores in the social domain were predictors of a
creative personality. These conflicting results could probably be related to the different measures of RT and
the characteristics of the sample (i.e., cultural identity).

To summarize these last studies, Harada (2020), Shen et al. (2018), and Tyagi et al. (2017) found
that creativity was linked with high RT tendencies in the social domain, and, at the same time, social RT was
a predictor of a creative personality. Moreover, Beghetto and colleagues (2021) investigated even more in-
depth the relationship between RT (willingness to take a risk) and creativity in the component of creative
confidence (CC) and creative behavior (CB). The study confirmed that the two constructs are related: the
willingness to take risks seems to be a moderator between CC and CB, thus enhancing this link. This could
indicate that good levels of creativity influence RT and vice versa and that self-confidence in one’s charac-
teristics is crucial.

These results could have two significant application implications. The first could be to develop
interventions to enhance creative thinking that could positively influence RT. This could be an advantage in
today’s society, defined as a “risk society” (Beck, 2002). Secondly, it could make people more and more
autonomous in their daily lives, even when they have to make decisions and judgments without knowing the
actual result/consequence of the actions (Kahneman, 2003).

Above all, creativity and its DT component seem to play a role in the search for alternative solutions to
solve a problem, in contrast to fixation and perseveration, which are not always functional behaviors in society.
DT is related to RT as it requires the individual to explore different cognitive pathways and choices that may
sometimes involve taking certain risks to generate multiple solutions, especially when the situation is open-en-
ded. The individual does not have the option of relying on known patterns used in the past. CT, on the other hand,
although it can be considered an aspect of creativity, leads the individual to focus on finding a single solution,

53



TPM Vol. 31, No. 1, March 2024 Crepaldi, M., Fusi, G., Cancer, A.,

41-57 lannello, P., & Rusconi, M. L.
© 2024 Cises The bidirectional relationship between risk
and creativity

requiring less risk-taking. However, the literature does not reveal many studies that support this second outcome.
Beyond DT and CT, it could be considered that important aspects such as personality or cognitive factors (e.g.,
having a creative cognitive style) may predict and influence risk-taking and could therefore represent potential
moderating factors. However, no studies emerge from the literature that considers these variables together.

Finally, it is worth noting that, as underlined in Harada (2020), the differences in DT or CT scores in
several studies (e.g., Harada, 2020; Shen et al., 2018; Tyagi et al., 2017) could also be due to cultural influence:
when studying RT preferences and creativity or divergent thinking cultural differences must be considered
(Ucar, 2018). Culture could affect RT and risk tolerance differently depending on the geographical area in
which the research was conducted (i.e., Shen et al., 2018, conducted the study with native Chinese, while Cher-
mahini and Hommel, 2010, in the Netherlands). Indeed, the literature shows that, for example, Chinese culture
defines and values creativity differently from Western culture (Lan & Kaufman, 2012; Niu & Kaufman, 2013),
which might explain some differences in the results obtained in the reported studies. For example, Shen and
colleagues (2018) pointed out the positive link between DT and decision-making, including risk-taking. Howe-
ver, the same experiment conducted in the Netherlands revealed negative or close to zero correlations (Cher-
mahini & Hommel, 2010), probably influenced by cultural differences. Future studies should carefully consider
this factor to disentangle eventual cultural influences that might confound the results.

CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

The conflicting results reported in this review are mainly due to three factors: a) the difficulty in
clearly defining the multidimensional constructs of creativity and risk, b) the heterogeneity of the instruments
used in the studies, and c¢) hypothetically, the role of cultural differences. However, although some results
are conflicting or inconsistent, most studies have supported the hypothesis that people with low creativity (in
the components of flexibility and originality) tend to avoid risky situations and decisions, preferring the
status quo. In contrast, people with high creative abilities (higher test scores in the flexibility and originality
components) tend not to flinch from challenging situations (Charyton, Snelbecker, Elliot, et al., 2013; Cha-
ryton, Snelbecker, Rahman, et al., 2013; Dewett, 2006; Eisenman, 1987; Glover, 1977; Glover & Saultter,
1977; Pascual-Leone et al., 2010; Tyagi et al., 2017).

For this reason, studying how individual differences, such as creative abilities, impact risk-taking
might be pivotal to help people enhance their decision-making skills by supporting functional processes. Mo-
reover, the study of factors related to risk and RT seems particularly important nowadays, as it can help to
understand the best ways to manage risk, avoid risky behavior in specific domains and contexts, and enable
individuals to benefit from RT by realizing profits (e.g., Platt & Huettel, 2008; Sternberg & Lubart, 1992).
Furthermore, studying the role of creativity in risk behavior can also help to understand people’s behavior in
risk situations, especially in safety-critical or ambiguous and novel environments (Bourgeois-Bougrine, 2020).

By clearly understanding the relationship between the two constructs and how creativity can support
and help in risk-taking, and vice versa when it can be a hindrance, it will be possible to favor functional
choices. This review suggests the need for a more systematic study of the bidirectional relationship between
the two multidimensional constructs of risk and creativity with practical implications concerning the em-
ployment of specific assessment methods.
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