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Abstract
We examined the associations between love, personality, and creativity for 
people in relationships of varying durations. Participants (N = 1,529) from 
regions across the United States completed an online survey. Consistent 
with prior work, we found that relationship length was negatively associated 
with passion, positively associated with commitment, and did not exhibit 
a significant association with intimacy. For personality, agreeableness 
was positively associated with passion, intimacy, and commitment, and 
conscientiousness was positively associated with intimacy and commitment. 
Additionally, openness was significantly associated with passion and 
intimacy for men, and emotional stability was significantly associated with 
intimacy for women. Of note, artistic creative behaviors were negatively 
associated with all three love components, whereas everyday creative 
behaviors and self-assessed creativity were positively associated with each 
love component.
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The more I think about it, the more I realize there is nothing more artistic than 
to love others.

—Vincent van Gogh

What makes a relationship last? Many people select partners based on pas-
sion, which tends to decline with time (Ahmetoglu, Swami, & Chamorro-
Premuzic, 2010). According to Sternberg’s (1986, 1998; Sternberg & Weis, 
2006) triangular theory, commitment and intimacy are equally key compo-
nents, particularly for long-lasting love. Passion, however, is the most excit-
ing of the three love components. Yet the people who inspire passion in us 
may not also spark intimate feelings or commitment. Although passion gen-
erally declines with time, some couples keep it alive throughout their lives 
(Acevedo, Aron, Fisher, & Brown, 2012; O’Leary, Acevedo, Aron, Huddy, & 
Mashek, 2011). Aron, Fisher, Mashek, Strong, Li, and Brown (2005) found 
that partners who engage in novel, stimulating activities are better able to 
maintain their passionate love over the long term, which suggests that cre-
ativity may be a key factor distinguishing couples that maintain long-term 
love from those who do not.

In one of the only studies to explore this explicit connection, Förster, 
Epstude, and Özelsel (2009) examined the association between creativity and 
love. They based their study on the premise that humans have distinct sys-
tems for (a) passion/sex and (b) love/long-term attachment (e.g., Fisher, 
2006), and postulated that sexual activity involves focusing on the present 
moment, which is concrete, and should therefore encourage analytic think-
ing. By contrast, love/attachment involves a long-term orientation and 
abstract thought, which should enhance creativity. They prompted partici-
pants to both consciously and subliminally think of casual sex without love 
(i.e., a one-night stand) or love without sex (i.e., a romantic walk on the 
beach) and then examined their analytic (Graduate Record Examinations 
problem solving) and creative (insight problem solving) abilities. Their 
hypotheses were supported in that prompting individuals to think about sex 
was associated with local processing and enhanced analytic thinking, whereas 
prompting participants to think about love was associated with global pro-
cessing and enhanced creativity. This study suggests that love characterized 
by high intimacy and commitment is associated with creativity.

Curiously, the personality trait most commonly associated with creativity, 
openness, is not strongly associated with love (Wiggins, 1996). Why might 
this discrepancy exist? One possibility is due to the types of creativity that 
have been assessed in previous research. Although Förster et al. (2009) used 
insight problem solving to assess creativity (Helie & Sun, 2010), this method 
is but one of many different approaches to the complex construct (Kaufman, 
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2009). Creativity is often considered to be a domain-specific ability, so that 
people who might be creative in visual art may not necessarily also be cre-
ative in their everyday life (e.g., Baer & Kaufman, 2005; Kaufman & Baer, 
2004). The same personality trait may differentially affect creativity across 
domains; conscientiousness, for example, is often positively related to scien-
tific creativity and negatively related to artistic creativity (Feist, 1998). It is 
possible that some types of creativity help relationships thrive, whereas other 
types may be neutral or even detrimental.

An area yet to be explored on this topic is whether distinct types of cre-
ativity differentially affect love. One way to examine creativity across 
domains is to focus on reports of creative behaviors and self-perceptions of 
ability; such measures have shown solid reliability and validity (see Silvia, 
Wigert, Reiter-Palmon, & Kaufman, 2012 for an in-depth examination of this 
issue). These measures have not been examined in the previous research on 
love. In addition, such approaches allow the exploration of different types of 
creative behaviors. Some measures of creative domains are very specific, 
exploring creativity in fields such as medicine (Kaufman, 2006), writing lyr-
ics (Kaufman, 2012), or architecture (Carson, Peterson, & Higgins, 2005); 
one danger is that people without creative expertise in these areas may simply 
guess. A perspective geared more for laypeople separates artistic creative 
behaviors and everyday creativity (Ivcevic, 2007). Self-assessed creativity 
(how creative you believe yourself to be) is an additional construct often used 
in novice populations (Beghetto, 2006; Beghetto, Kaufman, & Baxter, 2011).

Sternberg’s Triangular Theory of Love

The most popular conceptual model of love is Sternberg’s (1986, 1998) trian-
gular theory. He explains love via three components: passion, intimacy, and 
commitment. Passion pertains to physical attraction and sexual arousal, 
which provides the motivation to become romantically involved with a part-
ner. It is the least controllable of the three components and the most vulner-
able to decline in long-term relationships. Intimacy is an emotional bond 
characterized by warmth, understanding, communication, and sharing. This 
bond tends to develop as a relationship progresses, but may also exist in 
newly formed unions (Sternberg, 1986). Commitment pertains to a conscious 
decision to remain in a relationship and love a partner, even through difficult 
times. It is often the final component to emerge within a relationship, although 
in arranged marriages, it may be the first. Each component varies in degree 
from weak to strong and may change depending on the particular relation-
ship, as well as across time within a single relationship (Sternberg, 1986, 
1998, 2008). As much as we know about how Sternberg’s three components 
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interact over a relationship’s course, we know surprisingly little about the 
specific determinants of each type. How do personality and creativity, for 
example, play into Sternberg’s trio? Based on past research, there is reason to 
suspect a connection.

Personality and Love

Personality has been conceptualized within the love research as a set of 
enduring, heritable characteristics (Donnellan, Larsen-Rife, & Conger, 2005). 
The predominant model of personality, the five-factor model, describes per-
sonality according to the “Big Five” traits of agreeableness, conscientious-
ness, extroversion, openness, and emotional stability (Goldberg, 1990; 
McCrae & Terracciano, 2005). Each of these traits has two poles and people 
can score at either end of a pole or anywhere in between. Although the labels 
reflect the “positive” sides of the traits, personality is a complex construct; 
conscientious people may also be too focused on details, for example, and 
agreeable people may be pushovers (Kyllonen, Walters, & Kaufman, 2005).

Agreeable people can be described as helpful, sympathetic, trustworthy, 
altruistic, and modest. Conscientious individuals tend to be hardworking, 
organized, self-disciplined, competent, and striving for achievement. 
Extroverted (as opposed to introverted) people are gregarious, warm, asser-
tive, active, and inclined toward positive emotions. Openness refers to an indi-
vidual’s intellectual style. Open people tend to be creative, proactive, interested 
in new ideas, and generally experience a wide range of emotions. In other 
words, they are aware of their emotions and less likely to suppress feelings. 
Emotionally stable (as opposed to neurotic) people tend to not experience 
negative emotions often. They are less likely to be stressed, worried, anxious, 
hostile, and depressed (Ahmetoglu & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2013; McCrae & 
Costa, 1997). These five factors predict relationship outcomes because they 
influence the manner in which individuals interact with their partners.

Of the Big Five personality traits, people who are agreeable, conscientious, 
and extroverted tend to have the most satisfying relationships (Wiggins, 1996). 
Emotional stability is also predictive of couple outcomes in that unstable or 
neurotic individuals tend to have dissatisfying relationships that are prone to 
dissolution (Davila, Karney, Hall, & Bradbury, 2003; Heaven, Smith, Prabhakar, 
Abraham, & Mete, 2006; Karney & Bradbury, 1997). Researchers who exam-
ined the specific association between love and personality found conscientious-
ness to be associated with Sternberg’s intimacy component, and for men, the 
commitment component (Engel, Olson, & Patrick, 2002). Possibly, conscien-
tious people’s tendency to be hardworking and success oriented is transferred 
into their relationships, thereby strengthening intimacy and commitment. 
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Although the association between openness and relationship outcomes is not 
well supported, Donnellan, Conger, and Bryant (2004) found that high open-
ness decreased the likelihood of couple conflict, and wives with high levels of 
this trait were more likely to be sexually satisfied in their marriage.

The association between personality and love has also been examined 
using Hendrick and Hendrick’s (1986) love styles (White, Hendrick, & 
Hendrick, 2004). This model, originally developed by Lee (1973, 1988), 
describes six styles of loving. Eros refers to an erotic, sensual style that over-
laps to some extent with Sternberg’s passionate component. This style associ-
ates positively with agreeableness, extroversion, and emotional stability 
(White et al., 2004). Ludus lovers tend to date numerous partners and view 
love as a game. Their personalities are low on agreeableness and emotional 
stability and high on openness. Those with a Storge style have companionate 
or friendship styles of loving. Their personalities are characterized by consci-
entiousness and emotional stability. Pragma refers to a practical style that is 
based on rational rather than emotional qualities. These lovers tend to be low 
on openness. Mania also overlaps with Sternberg’s passionate component 
and refers to an obsessive and possessive style of loving. Manic lovers exhibit 
low-emotional stability. Finally, Agape lovers are those with an altruistic, 
faithful, and unconditional love style. They tend to have conscientious and 
emotionally stable personalities (White et al., 2004).

More recently, Ahmetoglu et al. (2010) used a large sample (N = 16,030) 
to investigate the association between personality, love, and relationship 
length. In their study, conscientiousness was positively associated with 
Sternberg’s intimacy and commitment, and agreeableness was associated 
with all three love components. In terms of relationship length, passion 
declined with length of time together, whereas commitment became stronger. 
These findings have been supported in previous research (Sprecher & Regan, 
1998; Sternberg, 1998). Unfortunately, Ahmetoglu et al. used a condensed 
version of the Big Five assessment, which resulted in low reliability for their 
openness subscale and prevented an examination of this trait with love. 
Research is therefore needed to elucidate the association between openness 
and love, particularly because some researchers (Aron et al., 2005) find that 
innovative activities help stimulate and maintain passion.

Current Study

We used Sternberg’s triangular theory (1986, 1998) and the existing literature 
on love, personality, and creativity to develop our study hypotheses. 
Specifically, we sought to examine how love would relate to distinct types of 
creativity including artistic behaviors, everyday behaviors, and self-assessed 
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creativity. Prior research has found that relationship length predicts love in 
that passion generally declines with time, whereas commitment is strength-
ened (Ahmetoglu et al., 2010; Sprecher & Regan, 1998; Sternberg, 1998). 
Therefore, we examined the association between love and creativity for peo-
ple in relationships of varying durations. Our findings methodologically 
extend prior work by moving beyond hypothetical or imagined scenarios (e.g., 
Förster et al., 2009) to examine these associations for people who are currently 
in couple relationships. Based on theory and prior empirical work, we propose 
the following two hypotheses and exploratory research question:

Hypothesis 1: Relationship length will be negatively associated with pas-
sion, positively associated with commitment, and not significantly associ-
ated with intimacy.
Hypothesis 2: Agreeableness and conscientiousness will be positively 
associated with passion, intimacy, and commitment.
Research Question: How are artistic creative behaviors, everyday cre-
ative behaviors, and self-assessed creativity related to passion, intimacy, 
and commitment?

Method

Participants

Participants were 1,529 individuals (1,325 women, 204 men) with a mean 
age of 25.27 years (SD = 8.45 years). A majority of the sample were univer-
sity students (n = 1,097). The sample was ethnically diverse with 42% self-
identifying as European American/White, 35.5% as Hispanic American, 
9.5% as African American/Black, 9.5% as Asian American, 1% as native 
American, and 2.5% as biracial or other ethnicity. A majority were hetero-
sexual (92%) and residing in the western part of the United States (68%). In 
terms of relationship status, 42% percent reported being in an exclusively 
dating relationship, 18% were cohabiting, 18% were married, 11% were 
engaged, and 11% were casually dating. The mean relationship duration was 
3.62 years (SD = 5.17 years).

Procedure

University students were recruited through SONA Systems, which is a web-
based participant management system. Nonstudents were recruited through 
study announcements on Craig’s List, Yahoo Groups, and study share web-
sites. On viewing a description of the study, participants clicked a link 
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directing them to the online consent form and survey. After completing the 
survey, university students received extra credit class points and nonstudents 
had an option of entering a drawing for a creativity book signed by the author. 
The survey took approximately 30 minutes to complete.

Measures

Love. Participants completed the 45-item Triangular Love Scale (Sternberg, 
1997). The scale contains three 15-item subscales and each subscale reflects 
a distinct component of love: passion (e.g., My relationship with ___ is pas-
sionate), intimacy (e.g., I feel that ___ really understands me), and commit-
ment (e.g., I am committed to maintaining my relationship with ___). 
Participants use a 9-point Likert-type scale with response options ranging 
from 0 (not at all) to 8 (extremely) to indicate their agreement with each state-
ment. The tabulated range for each subscale is from 0 to 120. The means and 
standard deviations for the subscales are presented in Table 1. We used mean 
scores for passion, intimacy, and commitment in our hypotheses testing. The 
scale has demonstrated good validity and reliability in previous studies (Gra-
ham & Christiansen, 2009; Sternberg, 1997). Cronbach’s alpha coefficients 
in the present study were .96 for passion, .96 for intimacy, and .98 for 
commitment.

Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations for Love Components, Creativity Types, 
and Relationship Length.

Variables M SD

Passion (total score) 93.93 24.77
Intimacy (total score) 103.70 19.39
Commitment (total score) 100.65 24.16
Agreeableness (total score) 40.41 5.84
Conscientiousness (total score) 35.95 6.30
Extroversion (total score) 32.94 7.69
Openness (total score) 36.98 5.70
Emotional stability (total score) 30.70 7.72
Artistic behaviors (factor score)
Everyday behaviors (factor score)
Self-assessed creativity (total score)

0.263
0.794

25.73

0.212
0.201
5.52

Relationship length (years) 3.62 5.17

Note. The ranges for passion, intimacy, and commitment are 15 to 120; for agreeableness, 
conscientiousness, extroversion, openness, and emotional stability are 10 to 50; for self-
assessed creativity is 6 to 36; and for relationship length is 0 to 48.
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Personality. The five-factor model of personality was measured using the 
50-item version of the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP, 2001; Gold-
berg, 1999; Goldberg et al., 2006). The IPIP comprises 10 Likert-type scale 
items (rated on a 1-5 scale) to measure each of five personality factors: agree-
ableness (e.g., I take time out for others), conscientiousness (e.g., I am always 
prepared), extroversion (e.g., I am the life of the party), openness (e.g., I have 
a vivid imagination), and emotional stability (e.g., I am relaxed most of the 
time). The scale has demonstrated good validity and reliability in previous 
studies (Gow, Whiteman, Pattie, & Deary, 2005; Mlačić & Goldberg, 2007). 
In the current study, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were .80 for agreeable-
ness, .79 for conscientiousness, .87 for extroversion, .79 for openness,  
and .86 for emotional stability.

Creative Behaviors. Participants reported on their artistic and everyday cre-
ative behaviors using items taken from Ivcevic (2007). Individuals read 42 
statements and indicated whether they had ever performed each behavior by 
selecting either “yes” or “no.” A typical artistic item is “played music in pub-
lic,” whereas a typical everyday creativity item is “told a joke.” We used a 
maximum likelihood factor analysis with varimax rotation to confirm that the 
two scales were, indeed, separate. A two-factor solution mirroring the basic 
artistic–everyday creativity distinction was found. Items that loaded less than 
.35 or that loaded on both factors with .10 were eliminated, leaving 34 items 
(18 artistic creativity items and 16 everyday creativity items). This factor 
solution accounted for 21.6% of the total variance and was significant at p < 
.001. The factor loadings are presented in Table 2. Total scores for each of 
these factors were used as assessments of creative behaviors. Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficients were .83 for artistic creativity and .80 for everyday creativ-
ity. Ivcevic’s approach (2007; Ivcevic & Mayer, 2007) has shown support for 
this type of dichotomy.

Self-Assessment of Creativity. The Self-Assessment of Creativity is a six-item, 
global self-assessment of creativity. Participants are asked to rate themselves 
on questions such as, “I consider myself to be very creative” and “I am good 
at coming up with new and different ideas.” These items were modified from 
a study by Kaufman and Baer (2004), which used personality style items 
from the IPIP (Goldberg, 1999). The mean and standard deviation for this 
measure is shown in Table 1. Past studies have shown that the Self-Assess-
ment of Creativitymeasure is correlated with both other self-report creativity 
measures (Wigert, Reiter-Palmon, Kaufman, & Silvia, 2012) and actual cre-
ative performance (Kaufman, Pumaccahua, & Holt, 2013; Wigert et al., 
2012). Cronbach’s alpha coefficient in the present study was .82.
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Table 2. Rotated Factor Matrix, Creativity Behaviors.

Factor 1 Factor 2

 Artistic Everyday

Made collages .062 .552
Painted clothes .180 .453
Visited an art museum .114 .441
Invented a recipe .182 .351
Told a joke .041 .432
Made a photo collage for peer review .052 .557
Watched an art program on TV .154 .357
Made picture frames .174 .443
Visited a museum (other than art) .085 .446
Read the local newspaper .013 .375
Made posters .090 .524
Did research on the internet on a topic of interest −.023 .406
Laughed out loud −.042 .385
Read music magazines .107 .440
Read music reviews .105 .458
Made scrapbook .151 .461
Published in an art magazine .368 .067
Danced ballet in a production .441 .005
Acted on stage .471 .269
Played in a band .363 .135
Practiced lines for a play .455 .282
Choreographed a dance .470 .175
Member of acting club in high school .482 .085
Played music in public .410 .199
Member of choir in high school .385 .121
Entered dance competition .512 .044
Published short story/poem .407 .157
Received money for music performance .445 .002
Did modern dance in a production .552 −.034
Won an award for writing in previous year .398 .100
Member of a music group in college .455 .031
Member of dance team in high school .526 −.045
Had writing published in newspaper/magazine .400 .090
Staged a play .484 .095

Note. Factor loadings above .35 are in boldface. Extraction method: maximum likelihood. 
Rotation method: varimax with Kaiser normalization.
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Demographic Characteristics. Participants were asked to identify their gender, 
age, ethnic background, sexual orientation, region of current residence within 
the United States (e.g., north, west, south, east), relationship status (e.g., 
exclusively dating, cohabiting, married), and length of time with their current 
partner.

Results

Individual Differences in Love and Creativity Variables

Prior to hypothesis testing, we examined whether demographic variations 
existed in the love and creativity variables. For all analyses, categorical vari-
ables such as gender and ethnicity were dummy coded into 0s and 1s. We 
used six multiple regression analyses to test whether gender (men = 0, women = 
1), age, ethnicity, student status, and relationship status (dating = 1, cohabit-
ing = 2, engaged = 3, married = 4) were associated with each love component 
(passion, intimacy, commitment) and creativity type (artistic, everyday, self-
assessed). For passion, we found that age (β = −.235, p< .001) and relation-
ship status (β = .130, p< .05) were significant predictors (adjusted R2 = .05, 
p< .001). For intimacy, gender (β = .098, p< .001), age (β = −.153, p< .001), 
and relationship status (β = .149, p< .05) were significant predictors (adjusted 
R2 = .04, p< .001). For commitment, gender (β = .066, p< .001), age (β = 
−.148, p< .001), and relationship status (β = .254, p< .001) were significant 
predictors (adjusted R2 = .07, p< .001). For creativity, gender (β = .149, p< 
.001) and being European American/White (β = .119, p< .05) were associated 
with everyday creativity (adjusted R2 = .04, p< .001), whereas being African 
American/Black (β = .090, p< .001) and Asian American (β = .078, p< .05) 
were associated with artistic creativity (adjusted R2 = .01, p< .001). In terms 
of self-assessed creativity, gender (β = −.046, p< .10), age (β = .054, p< .05), 
being Hispanic American (β = −.142, p< .01), and relationship status  
(β = .083, p< .001) were significant predictors in the model (adjusted  
R2 = .02, p< .001).

Next, we used three analyses of variance to examine relationship status 
differences (dating, cohabiting, engaged, married) for each love component 
(passion, intimacy, commitment). For passion, the analysis was statistically 
significant, F(3, 1308) = 8.74, p = .000. Tukey’s post hoc comparisons indi-
cated that the engaged group (M = 6.91, SD = 1.21) had significantly more 
passion than those who were dating (M = 6.19, SD = 1.63), cohabiting (M = 
6.19, SD = 1.61), and married (M = 6.18, SD = 1.93). The comparisons among 
the other groups were not significant. For intimacy, the analysis was signifi-
cant, F(3, 1314) = 8.53, p = .000. Tukey’s post hoc comparisons indicated 

 by guest on February 20, 2015jfi.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jfi.sagepub.com/


Campbell and Kaufman 11

that the engaged group (M = 7.39, SD = 1.02) had significantly more intimacy 
than those who were dating (M = 6.41, SD = 1.68) and married (M = 7.14,  
SD = 1.55). The comparisons among the other groups were not significant. 
For commitment, the analysis was significant, F(3, 1314) = 25.48, p = .000. 
Tukey’s post hoc comparisons indicated that the dating group (M = 6.42,  
SD = 1.68) had significantly less commitment than those who were cohabit-
ing (M = 6.85, SD = 1.51), engaged (M = 7.39, SD = 1.02), and married (M = 
7.14, SD = 1.55). The comparisons among the other groups were not 
significant.

Relationship Length and Love

Based on prior work, we expected relationship length to be negatively associ-
ated with passion and positively associated with commitment (e.g., Ahmetoglu 
et al., 2010). We did not expect there to be a significant association between 
relationship length and intimacy. We examined this prediction using three 
multiple regression analyses in which each of the love components was 
entered as a dependent variable, and relationship length was used at an inde-
pendent variable, while controlling for the other two love components. Our 
findings were consistent with expectations. Relationship length was nega-
tively associated with passion (β = −.141, p< .001; adjusted R2 = .73, p< .001) 
and positively associated with commitment (β = .135, p< .001, adjusted R2 = 
.76, p< .001). The association between relationship length and intimacy was 
not significant (β = −.012, p = .46; adjusted R2 = .72, p< .001).

Love, Personality, and Creativity

Prior to hypothesis testing, we examined demographic variations in our out-
come variables (reported in individual differences section aforementioned) and 
found that gender was significantly associated with each variable except for 
passion and artistic creativity. Therefore, we examined Hypothesis 2 as well as 
our research question with the entire sample and then for men and women sepa-
rately. We used three forward stepwise linear regression analyses with each love 
component as a dependent variable and the “Big Five” personality traits, and 
creativity types as independent variables. Each regression model was significant 
and is summarized below and in Tables 4 to 6 (see Table 3 for correlations).

The regression model with passion as the dependent variable (R2 = .052, 
adjusted R2 = .045, p< .001) indicated that as predicted, agreeableness (β = 
.109, p< .001) was positively associated with passion (conscientiousness nar-
rowly missed significance; β= .058, p = .067). Additionally, everyday (β = 
.100, p< .001) and self-assessed creativity (β = .118, p< .001) were positively 
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associated with passion, whereas artistic creativity (β = −.079, p< .05) was 
negatively associated with passion. For women, agreeableness (β = .085, p< 
.001), artistic creativity (β = −.072, p< .05), everyday creativity (β = .082, p< 
.05), and self-assessed creativity (β = .092, p< .001) were associated with 
passion (R2 = .035, adjusted R2 = .031, p< .001). For men, openness (β = 
.238, p< .05) was associated with passion (R2 = .057, adjusted R2 = .049, p< 
.001). These complete results are shown in Table 4.

The regression model with intimacy as the dependent variable (R2 = 
.115, adjusted R2 = .111; p< .001) indicated that as expected, agreeableness 
(β = .188, p< .001) and conscientiousness (β = .077, p< .01) were posi-
tively associated with intimacy. All three creativity types were significantly 
associated with intimacy (everyday, β = .086, p< .01; self-assessed, β = 
.125, p< .001), although artistic creativity (β = −.165, p< .001) demon-
strated a negative association. For women, agreeableness (β = .133, p< 
.001), conscientiousness (β = .072, p< .05), emotional stability (β = .094, 
p< .001), artistic creativity (β = −.168, p< .001), and self-assessed creativ-
ity (β = .110, p< .01) were significantly associated with intimacy (R2 = 
.098, adjusted R2 = .092; p< .001). For men, agreeableness (β = .298, p< 
.01) and openness (β = .240, p< .01) were significantly associated with 
intimacy (R2 = .201, adjusted R2 = .188, p< .001). These complete results 
are shown in Table 5.

Table 4. Stepwise Regression Results Predicting Passion From Personality and 
Creativity.

Independent variables B SE B β

Entire sample
 Agreeableness .031 .010 .109**
 Artistic creativity −.143 .055 −.079*
 Everyday creativity .187 .060 .100**
 Self-assessed creativity .198 .067 .118**
Women
 Agreeableness .025 .010 .085**
 Artistic creativity −.132 .061 −.072*
 Everyday creativity .157 .066 .082*
 Self-assessed creativity .154 .059 .092**
Men
 Openness .074 .027 .238*

Note. Adjusted R2 for entire sample = .045, p< .001; adjusted R2 for women = .031, p< .001; 
adjusted R2 for men = .049, p< .01; only significant beta weights are displayed.
*p< .05. **p< .01.
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The regression model with commitment as a dependent variable (R2 = 
.067, adjusted R2 = .063, p< .001) indicated that as expected, agreeableness 
(β = .115, p< .001) and conscientiousness (β = .068, p< .05) were positively 
associated with commitment. All three creativity types were significantly 
associated with commitment (everyday, β = .114, p< .001; self-assessed, β = 
.083, p< .01), although as with the previous regression models, artistic cre-
ativity (β = −.109, p<.001) associated negatively. For women, agreeableness 
(β = .076, p< .05), conscientiousness (β = .065, p< .05), everyday creativity 
(β = .110, p< .001), and artistic creativity (β = −.098, p< .001) were signifi-
cantly associated with commitment (R2 = .048, adjusted R2 = .043, p< .001). 
For men, agreeableness (β = .295, p< .001) and self-assessed creativity (β = 
.171, p< .05) were significantly associated with commitment (R2 = .140, 
adjusted R2 = .127, p< .001). These complete results are shown in Table 6.

Discussion

Prior to hypotheses testing, we examined whether love and creativity varied 
based on the demographic and relationship characteristics of gender, age, 

Table 5. Stepwise Regression Results Predicting Intimacy From Personality and 
Creativity.

Independent variables B SE B β

Entire sample
 Agreeableness .042 .007 .188**
 Conscientiousness .016 .006 .077**
 Artistic creativity −.232 .041 −.165**
 Everyday creativity .124 .044 .086*
 Self-assessed creativity .162 .040 .125**
Women
 Agreeableness .029 .007 .133**
 Conscientiousness .014 .006 .072*
 Emotional stability .015 .005 .094**
 Artistic creativity −.230 .044 −.168**
 Self-assessed creativity .136 .051 .110**
Men
 Agreeableness .080 .023 .298**
 Openness .070 .025 .240**

Note. Adjusted R2 for model = .111, p< .001; adjusted R2 for women = .092, p< .001; adjusted 
R2 for men = .188, p< .001; only significant beta weights are displayed.
*p< .05. **p< .01.
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ethnicity, student status, and relationship status (i.e., dating, cohabiting, 
engaged, married). Gender was a significant predictor in our regression anal-
yses for intimacy, commitment, everyday creativity, and moderately, self-
assessed creativity. Therefore, we tested Hypothesis 2 and our research 
question for the entire sample as well as for women and men separately. In 
addition to gender differences, we also found ethnic variations for each cre-
ativity type. European/White participants reported greater everyday creativ-
ity than other groups, whereas African and Asian Americans reported higher 
artistic creativity. Hispanic American participants additionally reported 
higher self-assessed creativity than other groups, although this effect was 
modest.

These types of individual variations are consistent with past work. 
Although there tend to be few actual differences in creativity by gender (Baer 
& Kaufman, 2008), men are more likely to give higher self-estimates of their 
creative abilities (Furnham, Batey, Anand, & Manfield, 2008; Furnham, 
Zhang, & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2006; Kaufman, 2006, 2012). In our sample, 
men scored higher on self-assessed creativity. Similarly, there appears to be 
few gender differences regarding love (Canary & Emmers-Sommer, 1997), 
except that men report more passion early in their relationships (Kenrick, 

Table 6. Stepwise Regression Results Predicting Commitment From Personality 
and Creativity.

Independent variables B SE B β

Entire sample
 Agreeableness .032 .008 .115**
 Conscientiousness .017 .008 .068*
 Artistic creativity −.193 .052 −.109**
 Everyday creativity .201 .055 .114**
 Self-assessed creativity .133 .051 .083**
Women
 Agreeableness .021 .010 .076**
 Conscientiousness .016 .008 .065*
 Artistic creativity −.173 .057 −.098**
 Everyday creativity .196 .060 .110**
Men
 Agreeableness .084 .024 .295**
 Self-assessed creativity .310 .153 .171*

Note. Adjusted R2 = .063, p< .001; adjusted R2 for women = .043, p< .001; adjusted R2 for  
men = .127, p< .05; only significant beta weights are displayed.
*p< .05. **p< .01.
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Sadalla, Groth, & Trost, 1990). In our sample, women reported greater inti-
macy and commitment than men. The different patterns of self-reported cre-
ative strengths by ethnicity are also consistent with prior results (e.g., 
Kaufman, 2006). Indeed, the difference in how ethnicities self-evaluate their 
creativity compared with their intellectual abilities (Ivcevic & Kaufman, 
2013) has led some to propose that creativity might be one way of warding 
off potential issues of stereotype threat (Kaufman, 2010).

In our preliminary analyses, we also examined whether the love compo-
nents of passion, intimacy, and commitment varied based on relationship sta-
tus. We found that engaged participants reported significantly more passion 
and intimacy than those who were dating and married, as well as more passion 
than those who were cohabiting. Additionally, participants who were dating 
reported lower commitment than participants with other relationship statuses. 
These findings are consistent with prior research indicating that engaged indi-
viduals have higher levels of passion and intimacy compared with those who 
are dating, cohabiting, and married (Sprecher & Regan, 1998). Engaged peo-
ple tend to wear “rose colored glasses” with respect to their partner and rela-
tionship; it is therefore to be expected that they would report higher levels of 
passion and intimacy in this stage. Our commitment findings are also consis-
tent with previous work indicating that compared with people in other rela-
tionship stages (cohabiting, engaged, married), those in dating relationships 
report lower levels of commitment (Lemieux & Hale, 2002).

Our hypotheses testing indicated that love was related to creativity and 
personality in both expected and unexpected ways. First, we replicated prior 
work regarding relationship length and love. Specifically, we found that rela-
tionship length was negatively associated with passion, positively associated 
with commitment, and did not exhibit a significant association with intimacy. 
Previous empirical work suggests that passion is commonly present in the 
earliest phases of a romantic relationship (Aron et al., 2005; Regan, Kocan, & 
Whitlock, 1998). However, it is difficult to sustain high passion over the long 
term, and relationships are most likely to endure when they develop commit-
ment or a long-term attachment (Acevedo et al., 2012). In support of our pre-
dictions and consistent with prior work, we found that relationship length and 
commitment exhibited a positive association. We did not expect a significant 
association between relationship length and intimacy because although this 
component is likely to develop as a relationship progresses, individuals in new 
relationships may also exhibit high levels of intimacy (Regan et al., 1998; 
Sternberg, 1986). This prediction was supported in our study.

Second, as regarding personality, we predicted that agreeableness and 
conscientiousness would be positively associated with passion, intimacy, and 
commitment. Prior research indicated that these traits are predictive 
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of relationship quality and stability (e.g., Wiggins, 1996), as well as love 
specifically (Ahmetoglu et al., 2010; Engel et al., 2002; White et al., 2004). 
Our findings were as expected, except that conscientiousness just missed 
being significantly associated with passion. Regarding gender, agreeableness 
and conscientiousness associated with all three love components for women, 
whereas openness was a significant predictor for men’s passion and intimacy. 
Donnellan et al. (2004) found that women who were high on openness were 
sexually satisfied in marriage; our findings support the notion that openness 
may function similarly for men. Individuals with open personalities are likely 
to explore new activities, which fits with Aron et al.’s (2005) assertion that 
such activities help partners sustain passion. Women’s intimacy was also pre-
dicted by emotional stability, which is consistent with extensive research that 
has demonstrated an association between emotional stability and relational 
outcomes (Davila et al., 2003; Heaven et al., 2006; Karney & Bradbury, 
1997), as well as intimacy specifically (White et al., 2004).

Next, we examined the association between creativity and love with an 
interest in whether distinct types of creativity (artistic, everyday, self-
assessed) would differentially associate with love. Researchers have previ-
ously failed to distinguish between creativity types in their examination of 
couple relationships. Based on Aron et al.’s (2005) findings that passion is 
sustained when partners engage in new experiences, we questioned whether 
everyday creativity may positively associate with passion. Alternatively, 
Förster et al. (2009) found that long-term commitment, rather than sexual 
passion, stimulated creativity. Given these divergent findings, we decided to 
take an exploratory approach. We found that everyday and self-assessed cre-
ativity were positively associated with passion, intimacy, and commitment, 
and strikingly, artistic creativity was negatively associated with all three love 
components. The positive associations between everyday and self-assessed 
creativity and love indicate that in general, creativity enhances romantic rela-
tionships. Certainly, much of the research on everyday creativity (sometimes 
called mini-c or little-c; Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009) has found it to be asso-
ciated with positive life outcomes, such as better physical health (Stuckey & 
Nobel, 2010), better moods (Amabile, Barsade, Mueller, & Staw, 2005), hap-
piness (Silvia et al., 2014), and less personal stress (Nicol & Long, 1996). 
This evidence, combined with Aron et al.’s (2005) findings that innovative 
activities help maintain passion, suggest that everyday creativity is an impor-
tant component of a satisfying partnership.

Our measure of self-assessed creativity enabled participants to provide a 
global appraisal of creativity, which may have included both everyday and 
artistic components. However, the items contained in the measure reflect 
characteristics that are also likely to enhance relationships, such as, “I am 
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good at coming up with new and different ideas.” For men, self-assessed 
creativity was the only type that associated with love—specifically, commit-
ment. Perhaps global evaluations were influenced by creativity exhibited 
within the relationship. Future work is needed to disentangle the direction of 
associations found within our study and to further explore the gender 
differences.

Why might artistic creativity be negatively predictive of love? One reason 
might be that being creative in the arts gives people meaning and purpose in 
life (consistent with the concept of Flow as proposed by Csikszentmihalyi, 
1990, 1996). Having such needs met by activities that are often intensely 
personal and solitary may not be conducive to forming the bonds of intimacy 
and commitment with a romantic partner. Similarly, people who are intrinsi-
cally motivated to be creative in the arts may choose to spend time on these 
pursuits rather than with a partner. Obviously, artistic creative behaviors can 
be shared, but social activities tend to be more associated with everyday cre-
ativity (e.g., Kaufman, 2012; Mouchiroud & Lubart, 2002).

Another possibility may revolve around the nature of people who pursue 
creativity in the arts. Some studies have found that creative people in the arts 
are more likely to be mentally ill compared with creative people in other 
domains (e.g., Nettle, 2006; Rawlings & Locarnini, 2008). Creativity in writ-
ing and the visual arts has been associated with mental illness in historiomet-
ric studies (Kaufman, 2001; Ludwig, 1995; Post, 1994, although see 
Schlesinger, 2009), census-based studies (Kyaga et al., 2012), and empirical 
studies on everyday populations (Vellante et al., 2011). Everyday creativity is 
generally not associated with mental illness (e.g., Kaufman & Beghetto, 
2009; Silvia & Kaufman, 2010). It is possible that those who engage in cre-
ative artistic behaviors are more prone to mental disorders that may also 
threaten romantic relationships; this theory is consistent with the positive 
predictive power of emotional stability and agreeableness in our study and 
prior work. It is important to note, however, that many of these studies were 
conducted on eminent or professional artists, whereas our sample consisted 
of an average population.

One specific limitation is that fairly small percentages of the variance in 
the love measures were explained by personality and creativity. We therefore 
should not overstate the benefits of everyday creative behaviors, self-assessed 
creativity, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness, and emotional stabil-
ity (e.g., Forgeard, 2013). Given the established negative stereotypes that 
many people have about creativity (Mueller, Goncalo, & Kamdar, 2011; 
Mueller, Melwani, & Goncalo, 2012; Westby & Dawson, 1995), we should 
be even more tempered in ascribing possible negative connotations to cre-
ative artistic pursuits.
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Limitations and Future Directions

As with any research, it is important to note the limitations of our study. First, 
the design was correlational, which does not enable us to draw conclusions 
about cause and effect. We speculate that the association between creativity 
and love is bidirectional. In other words, people who enact creative behaviors 
are more likely to secure romantic partners because creativity is a desirable 
trait, and creativity within a relationship leads to greater passion, intimacy, 
and commitment. On the other hand, greater love within a relationship may 
also stimulate creativity, particularly with respect to everyday behaviors. The 
direction of these associations will need to be examined in future work.

Our sample consisted of mostly women and European/White and Hispanic 
Americans. As we found, there were some differences based on demographic 
variables. Given this prior work, we examined our hypotheses for men and 
women separately and found gender differences. Future researchers will ben-
efit from continuing to examine gender differences in their studies.

There are generally few consistent individual differences in creative abil-
ity (Kaufman, Baer, & Gentile, 2004; Kaufman, Niu, Sexton, & Cole, 2010) 
or self-perception (Kaufman, 2006) by ethnicity. Similarly, few ethnic differ-
ences have been reported with respect to love, except that Asian individuals 
tend to have a more collective (vs. individual) life orientation, which may 
affect how they conceptualize their relationships (e.g., Doherty, Hatfield, 
Thompson, & Choo, 1994; Riela, Rodriguez, Aron, Xu, & Acevedo, 2013). 
Although European American participants are often overrepresented in social 
science research, the large number of Hispanic Americans in our sample is 
one of the study’s strengths. Researchers should continue to examine this 
topic among diverse individuals including ethnic minorities, interethnic 
pairs, same-sex pairs, and individuals at various stages of the lifespan (e.g., 
young adulthood, older adulthood).

A final limitation of our study relates to the self-report nature of the mea-
sures. Although, as reviewed in Silvia et al. (2012), such tests show strong 
reliability and evidence of validity, they are not a replacement for an actual 
creativity test. Future studies may wish to use such measures as Amabile’s 
(1996) Consensual Assessment Technique, in which experts evaluate creative 
work (with products that can range from poems to mathematical equations; 
see Kaufman & Baer, 2012). Different results may emerge for individuals 
who are especially high in creative ability such as professional artists or 
musicians.

Compared with work on personality and love, research on creativity and 
love is in its infancy, which leaves many areas open for exploration in future 
work. We hope our study will inspire research on this topic. Considering the 

 by guest on February 20, 2015jfi.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jfi.sagepub.com/


20 Journal of Family Issues 

negative outcomes associated with relationship dissatisfaction and dissolu-
tion, it is important to identify factors that help sustain love. Practitioners can 
then begin making recommendations to couples who struggle with passion, 
intimacy, and commitment. For example, they can recommend that partners 
adopt more creative practices into their everyday life such as trying a new 
recipe, starting a hobby together, and finding unique ways to communicate 
love. Such practices may help strengthen the relationship and avoid dissolu-
tion. Given that relationships tend to dissolve once love fades (Coontz, 2005; 
Regan et al., 1998), partners must continually find ways to sustain it. Our 
findings suggest that creativity, particularly in everyday interactions, may 
provide one means for maintaining long-term love.
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