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Abstract

Perceptions of crimes are shaped not only by the nature of the act itself but also by factors such as
their novelty, a person’s moral foundations, personality traits, and cultural contexts. Building on
previous studies, the present study investigated how these interpersonal factors, as well as the
creativity of a crime, influence crime perception. Eight crime scenarios were developed based on
creativity (creative vs. non-creative) and moral valence (evil, sinful, self-interested, ambiguous) in
accordance with the AMORAL model of dark creativity. A sample of adults from India (N = 279) and
the US (N = 336) rated the crime scenarios presented to them, which were counterbalanced for
creativity and moral valence, followed by psychometric measures related to morality, creativity, and
personality. Data were analysed using ANOVA, MANOVA, and hierarchical and mixed-effects
regression models, along with some exploratory analyses. Moral valence was a consistent
predictor, with evil crimes receiving the highest ratings, followed by sinful, ambiguous, and self-
interested crimes across the outcome variables. While creativity alone did not influence perception
of crimes, some significant differences emerged through its interaction with moral valence.

mailto:hk@monkprayogshala.in
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0805-7752
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8605-7048
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2317-5730
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0595-2820
https://doi.org/10.71240/lcyc.461782


2/44

A Research Plan for this Outcomes Report was published in Lifecycle Journal here: https://lifecycle-
flax.fly.dev/journal/articles//151/index.html

Registration

Registration associated with the LifeCycle Journal Research Plan is available, along with the
previous pre-registration made for the study. The links to both are provided below.

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/MW8RC

https://osf.io/cd8pz/overview

Materials

The available components such as the measures and materials used for the study, can be found in
the osf project associated with the LifeCycle journal submission.

https://osf.io/nu83c

https://lifecycle-flax.fly.dev/journal/articles//151/index.html
https://lifecycle-flax.fly.dev/journal/articles//151/index.html
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/MW8RC
https://osf.io/cd8pz/overview
https://osf.io/nu83c
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Data

Data used for the study is now available at the OSF project associated with the submission.

https://osf.io/5s7ne

https://osf.io/5s7ne
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Code

Analysis code and results file can be found with the submission and OSF project associated with
the submission.

https://osf.io/zayqb

https://osf.io/dbhj6

https://osf.io/zayqb
https://osf.io/dbhj6
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Paper

Sentencing, Harm, and Severity: Do Perceptions Differ Based on the
Creativity of a Crime?

Hansika Kapoor, Apoorva Thakur, Sarah Rezaei, James C. Kaufman

Introduction

Public perceptions of crime severity, harm, and punishment are shaped by various factors,
including the nature of the crime, its creativity, and societal values (Ashby, 2018). For instance, the
context of the crime (Vogel & Meeker, 2001) can impact its perceived seriousness, especially prior
exposure to crime scenarios (Rodríguez & Blanco, 2016) and exposure to television news
(Adriaenssen et al., 2020). For example, if someone is exposed to gruesome acts more often, they
are more likely to associate lighter punishments with a less severe crime. Conversely, if someone
lives in a neighbourhood with a high crime rate, they may relate to the crime scenarios and deem
them less serious. In general, the number of local crimes and damage caused to an individual or
society can affect public perceptions of harm and severity.

Prior research further shows that punishment judgments are primarily driven by perceptions of
moral deservingness rather than utilitarian goals such as deterrence, with individuals assigning
punishment based on the harm caused and what the offender is perceived to deserve (Carlsmith et
al., 2002). However, large-scale data identified a disconnect between the perception of crime rate
among American citizens and reported crimes. American citizens believe that the rate of crime is
going up, while the number of reported crimes has decreased over time; however, this perception
is more prominent about nationwide crime than their own local communities (Gramlich, 2024).
Moreover, a survey by the Pew Research Center showed that frequent consumption of crime news
is associated with negative emotional responses and heightened concern related to harm and
severity, regardless of the crime rates in their community (Eddy et al., 2024). Additionally, the role
of legal knowledge affects how crime is perceived; for example, a study showed that jurors who
have a higher level of legal knowledge tend to give severe sentences, compared to those with a low
level of legal knowledge (Finkelstein & Bastounis, 2010). These findings suggest that multiple
factors, beyond exposure to crime, influence perceptions of crime; these include media exposure
and cognitive processes. For example, a study by (Sotirovic, 2001) explored the effect of type of
media exposure on cognitive processes and found that those who use complex media (hard news)
are more likely to support preventative policies, while those who consume infotainment media
such as talk shows, pseudo-news, and magazine shows are more likely to support punitive policies.
This is because hard news outlets often lead to complexity in thinking, whereas soft-media shows
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limit complexity and promote fear. While such factors can influence judgment of crime, little is
known about how crime characteristics like novelty and creativity can influence these perceptions.

Creativity in Crime

Lawbreaking can involve creativity when individuals try to break legal or societal norms (Cropley &
Cropley, 2011). As creativity comprises original and context-appropriate ideas (Runco & Jaeger,
2012), creative criminal activities may be more effective in meeting nefarious goals as compared to
mundane crimes (Cropley & Cropley, 2011). Cropley et al. (2008) illustrated how creativity is used in
crimes ranging from fraud to terrorism using a functional model of malevolent creativity. This form
of dark creativity refers to the use of novel ideas to meet harmful ends.

Beyond the role of creativity in malevolent acts, research has also examined laypersons’
perceptions of malevolent creativity, demonstrating that their reactions differed based on how
creativity was perceived—clever, harmful, or morally ambiguous (Cropley et al., 2014). Later, the
AMORAL model of dark creativity (Kapoor & Kaufman, 2022) delineated the valence range of
creative acts, from noble and benevolent through to ambiguous, and finally evil. Although the
model has been applied across diverse contexts such as deception (Kapoor et al., 2026),
misinformation (Kapoor & Puthillam, 2024), and leadership (Zhao et al., 2025), its application to
criminal behavior in terms of creativity remains unexplored.

In a similar line of research, other work has explored parallels between artistic and criminal
creativity, finding that both rely on originality and thinking differently from the “norm” (Gamman &
Raein, 2010). This suggests that creativity in a crime may evoke admiration or criticism, influencing
public perceptions of its severity. Conservative values and legal cynicism are also predictors of
perceptions of crime seriousness (Adriaenssen et al., 2019), indicating that creative crimes can be
perceived differently depending on cultural and moral frameworks. Nevertheless, the relationship
between the perceived creativity of a crime and its appropriate punishment is complex. Piquero
and colleagues (2012) studied the public perceptions of punishment certainty and severity,
reporting that less traditional crimes often elicit more varied responses. The same is observed in
research on white-collar crimes, where public opinion does not always have a common consensus
(Amos et al., 2024; Simpson et al., 2023), which suggests the complexity of how non-conventional
crimes are perceived differently from traditional crimes. However, despite the role of creativity,
reactions towards crimes are not solely shaped by the features of the crime itself, but by personal
factors of individual observers.

Personality, Morality, and Perception of Crime

In terms of personality, creativity, and lawbreaking activities, Lebuda et al. (2021) report traits like
openness to experience and risk-taking as common predictors of both creative achievements and
lawbreaking behaviors. On the other hand, with respect to the perception of crime, research
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suggests that those who score low on agreeableness and high on conscientiousness and
extraversion show anger and a desire to punish the aggressor; surprisingly, neuroticism did not
exhibit a significant effect on their decisions (Roberts et al., 2013). For dark personality traits,
Machiavellianism was a strong predictor of punitiveness and penal attitudes, along with
conservative ideology (Clemente et al., 2025). Another study showed that only psychopathy
predicted a more tolerant attitude towards white-collar crimes. It should be noted that the results
were not significant for Machiavellianism and narcissism (Amos et al., 2024).

Canton (2015) used the Moral Foundations Theory (Graham et al., 2009, 2013) to argue that
reactions and attitudes towards crime punishment stem from moral intuitions rather than
objective reason. The study suggests that these reactions are drawn from moral foundations. For
example, for those with high loyalty, the person who commits a crime becomes an out-group
member, as the crime becomes an event where social values can be asserted, and the one who
violates the norm can be punished. Similarly, other moral foundations like care/harm (care and
compassion towards the victim lead to more punitive measures against perpetrator),
fariness/cheating (transactional, would try to create balance when giving retrubution towards
perpetrator), authority/subversion (roles played by people relating to social hierarchy, for example,
police officers and society), sanctity/degradation (certain crimes may ignite feelings of disgust for
some people), and liberty/oppression (severe criticism towards oppression of weaker groups,
human rights violations, etc.) show distinct emotional reactions, which in turn influence judgment
towards crime, punishment, and deservingness. This is also supported by dark creativity research,
suggesting that people who show lesser concerns towards binding and individualizing foundations
are likely to be more malevolently creative, and this is mediated by dark personality traits (Kapoor
et al., 2025). However, another study found that lower individualizing moral foundations were
associated with higher creativity in prosocial deceptive tasks, while in antisocial deceptive tasks,
lower moral disengagement was associated with greater creativity, suggesting that stronger moral
concerns do not necessarily prevent individuals from generating harmful ideas (Kapoor et al.,
2026).

Furthermore, Canton (2015) suggests that people link logic and moral stances when making
judgments about a crime. This was demonstrated empirically in the finding that moral
foundations, along with ideology (both political and religious), predicted attitudes towards crime
punishments (Silver & Silver, 2017). Specifically, binding foundations and conservatism strongly
predicted greater punitiveness, whereas individualizing foundations and less conservative
attitudes were associated with lesser punitiveness. The moral foundations of Loyalty, Authority,
and Purity are considered group-oriented or binding because they emphasize adherence to group
norms, rules, and traditions. Violating these foundations is therefore seen as violating society itself
(Graham et al., 2009). For individuals who strongly endorse these foundations, offenders, i.e., those
who break social rules, may be perceived as committing a moral transgression against the broader
community. As a result, stronger binding foundations may be linked to harsher, offender-focused
punitive attitudes. It is also observed that more often than not, people are likely to rely on their
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moral outrage and deservingness when giving judgments and sentencing recommendations for a
crime, rather than focusing on future prevention (Carlsmith et al., 2002). Furthermore, moral
foundations theory explains jurors’ decisions as well. Here, individualizing foundations (for
example, care/harm) lead to leniency in decisions, and in contrast, binding foundations lead to
harsher sentencing decisions. Overall, there were some exceptions, such as if a child is the victim,
then the care and fairness foundation is salient (Vaughan et al., 2019). Taken together, this
literature shows that personality and moral intuitions significantly shape punitive attitudes.

Current study

As evident from past studies, despite the theoretical work being available for malevolent creativity,
no empirical work has explicitly studied how the creative and moral features of a crime alter its
perception. Hence, this study aims to understand layperson perceptions of severity, harm, need for
rehabilitation, and sentencing for crimes associated with robbery and theft. These crimes will vary
based on their creativity (2 levels) and moral valence (4 levels). Creative crimes illustrate novel and
innovative ways of committing an offense, whereas non-creative crimes are based on more
straightforward and traditional ways of committing the same. The moral valence of crimes will vary
based on four levels of valence according to the AMORAL model of dark creativity (Kapoor &
Kaufman, 2022): evil, sinful, self-interested, and ambiguous. Further, the study aims to understand
the association between crime perceptions and factors including the dark tetrad personality traits,
perceived level of legal knowledge, and moral foundations, across crime categories. Additionally,
the study aims to understand the difference between Indian and American cultures in creative
crime perception.

Based on this background, we propose the following pre-registered hypotheses1,2:

H1: Non-creative crimes will consistently receive higher ratings for severity, harm, sentencing, and
rehabilitation recommendations compared to creative crimes of the same valence, across all levels
of moral valence.

H2a: Crimes with “evil” moral valence will receive higher ratings for severity, harmfulness,
sentencing, and rehabilitation recommendations compared to crimes with other moral valences,
regardless of creativity.

H2b: Crimes with “ambiguous” moral valence will receive lower ratings for severity, harmfulness,
sentencing, and rehabilitation recommendations compared to crimes with other moral valences,
regardless of creativity.

H3: Ratings of crime severity will be predicted by sociodemographics, personality traits, moral
foundations, creative self-efficacy, perceived legal knowledge, crime creativity (creative vs non-
creative), moral valence (evil, sinful, self-interested, ambiguous), and the interaction between crime
creativity and moral valence
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H4: Ratings of crime harmfulness will be predicted by sociodemographics, personality traits, moral
foundations, creative self-efficacy, perceived legal knowledge, crime creativity (creative vs non-
creative), moral valence (evil, sinful, self-interested, ambiguous), and the interaction between crime
creativity and moral valence

H5: Sentencing recommendations will be predicted by sociodemographics, personality traits, moral
foundations, creative self-efficacy, perceived legal knowledge, crime creativity (creative vs non-
creative), moral valence (evil, sinful, self-interested, ambiguous), and the interaction between crime
creativity and moral valence

H6: Rehabilitation recommendations will be predicted by sociodemographics, personality traits,
moral foundations, creative self-efficacy, perceived legal knowledge, crime creativity (creative vs
non-creative), moral valence (evil, sinful, self-interested, ambiguous), and the interaction between
crime creativity and moral valence

Methodology

Participants and Procedure

A power analysis was computed using G*Power (ver. 3.1.9.7). Following Simonsohn’s (2015)
recommendations on adjusting inflated effect sizes, we assigned the prior study 33% power and
used a more conservative effect size of f² = 0.32. Using a power of 0.95, an alpha level of 0.05, and
19 predictors, to estimate a required sample size of approximately 111 participants. The predictors
consisted of 4 sociodemographic variables (age, gender, education, and socio-economic status),
dark personality tetrad (4 variables), moral foundations (2 variables - individualizing and binding
foundations), creative self-efficacy, and perceived legal knowledge along with the two IVs of crime
type (creative,non-creative) and their moral valence (evil, sinful, self-interested, ambiguous) along
with their interaction (8 combinations). Our target sample size was 111 * 2 = 222 participants. To
avoid fatigue and practice effects, participants responded to only 4 out of 8 situations; therefore,
we doubled the sample size to 222 participants to maintain equivalent statistical power across
crime scenarios. Furthermore, for cross-cultural comparison between India (IND) and the United
States (US), the total sample was doubled again to ensure adequate representation from each
country. The total target sample size was 444 participants (222 participants per country). To
account for an estimated 10% attrition rate, we aimed to recruit up to 488 participants.

Indian participants were recruited by circulating the Qualtrics form on social media platforms (N =
128) as well as from BeSample (N = 134). Participants from the USA (N = 390) were recruited from
the University of Connecticut’s participant pool. Out of the Indian participants (excluding those
recruited from BeSample) who provided their email addresses for the raffle, ten received an
Amazon gift card (INR 750) as an incentive. Participants from the USA received course credits, while
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each BeSample participant received a payout of USD 0.75 through the platform. Individuals 18
years and above from India and the USA were able to participate in the study. Participants needed
to have a self-reported English proficiency of at least 5 out of 10 and pass at least one attention
check.

A total of 668 participants responded to the survey. After cleaning for self-reported English
proficientcy and attention checks, data from 632 participants was retained for the final analysis
(287 men, 365 women, Mage = 23.45 years, SD = 8.53, range: 18—70; about 40% had a Bachelor’s

degree or higher; 33.43% were employed or self-employed, and 62% were students; 17% were
married and 79% were single; 67% practiced Hinduism, 8% Christianity, and 10% Islam), 61% were
white, 18% were Asian, and 5% were African Americans.

Design

An experiment was designed using Qualtrics and was circulated online. Participants were first
required to give their consent before starting the study. After agreeing to participate, they were
asked to provide some demographic information. Each participant was presented with four crime
scenarios, two creative and two non-creative situations, with each scenario representing a unique
moral valence category (evil, self-interested, sinful, and ambiguous). The order of scenario
presentation was fully randomized and counterbalanced for each participant. Additionally, the
assignment of creative and non-creative conditions to the moral valence categories was
randomized, ensuring that no fixed pairing or sequence was maintained.

Measures3

Short Dark Tetrad–4 scale (SD4; Paulhus et al., 2021)

A self-report tool measured four dark personality traits: Machiavellianism (ɑ = 0.75, ⍵ = 0.83),
narcissism (ɑ = 0.80, ⍵ = 0.86), psychopathy (ɑ = 0.86, ⍵ = 0.88), and sadism (ɑ = 0.80, ⍵ = 0.84). SD4
consists of 28 items (7 items for each subscale) rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 =
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.

Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ; Graham et al., 2011)

This scale measures five dimensions of morality: care/harm (ɑ = 0.69, ⍵ = 0.80), fairness/reciprocity
(ɑ = 0.69, ⍵ = 0.80), loyalty (ɑ = 0.69, ⍵ = 0.80), authority/respect (ɑ = 0.66, ⍵ = 0.74), and
purity/sanctity (ɑ = 0.68, ⍵ = 0.76). Care and fairness are individualizing foundations (ɑ = 0.82, ⍵ =
0.86), while loyalty, authority, and purity are binding foundations (ɑ = 0.85, ⍵ = 0.88). MFQ consists
of 32 items measured on a 6-point Likert scale, ranging from 0 = not at all relevant to 5 = extremely
relevant for 16 items and from 0 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree for the rest.
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Creative Self-Efficacy Scale (CSE; Kaufman & Baer, 2004)

This scale consists of 6 items, and responses are rated on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 =
strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree (ɑ = 0.76, ⍵ = 0.86).

Perceived Legal Knowledge4

Perceived legal knowledge was measured using a self-report scale where participants rated their
legal knowledge on a scale of 0 = No familiarity with laws or regulations related to crimes to 10 =
Extensive knowledge of criminal law, including in-depth understanding of offenses, penalties, and
legal procedures.

Crime Scenarios5

Participants were presented with four crime scenarios (counterbalanced for creativity and moral
valence) and were asked to assess the moral valence, creativity, harm, and seriousness of the
crime, followed by selecting the level of sentencing and rehabilitation for these crimes.

Moral Valence (Kapoor & Kaufman, 2022)

Moral Valence (e.g., evil, sinful, self-interested, ambiguous) of the crime scenarios was rated based
on the AMORAL model of dark creativity on a 6-point Likert scale (1 = evil, 2 = sinful, 3 = self-
interested, 4 = ambiguous, 5 = neutral, and 6 = Noble). Participants’ ratings on these parameters
were used for a manipulation check.

Creativity Rating Scale

Creativity of the crime scenarios were rated on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Not at all
creative to 6 = Very creative, to measure the perceived novelty and innovation of the scenarios.
Similar to the moral valence ratings, creativity ratings by the participants were used as a
manipulation check.

Harm Severity Scale (Van De Weetering et al., 2024)

This measured participants’ perception of the level of harm depicted by the crime scenarios, rated
on an 11-point Likert scale of 0 = Not harmful to 10 = Very harmful.

Crime Severity Scale (Van De Weetering et al., 2024)

It measured the perceived level of severity depicted by the crime scenarios rated on an 11-point
Likert scale of 0 = Not serious to 10 = Very serious.

Sentencing Scale
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Participants rated the level of sentencing they would give for each crime scenario on an 11-point
Likert Scale, ranging from 0 = No consequences to 10 = life imprisonment.

Rehabilitation Recommendation (Forsberg & Douglas, 2022)

Participants’ perception of the level of rehabilitation required for each crime scenario was
measured on an 11-point Likert scale, ranging from 0 = No rehabilitation required to 10 = Offender
reintegration is the primary goal, minimal to no punitive measures.

Attention Checks

Two questions were asked to test whether participants were paying attention. The first one reads,
“Roses are red, violets are blue, show us how much attention is being paid by you. Select the option
to ‘strongly agree.’ ” This was included randomly within the SD4. Next, a similar question was
included randomly in the survey, such as “Enter 853 in the following text box to show us you are
paying attention.” Participants had to correctly respond to at least one of the two.

Results

Data analysis was conducted on RStudio (RStudio Team, 2023). Sample descriptives and zero-order
correlations are displayed in Table 1. The analysis code is available on OSF.

For H1, a series of one-way between-groups ANOVAs were conducted. The means, standard
deviations, and F-values of the ANOVAs can be found in Table 2. For ambiguous crimes, creative
crimes received higher severity, harm, and sentencing ratings compared to non-creative crimes.
However, there was no significant difference in rehabilitation ratings. For self-interested crimes,
creative crimes received higher severity, harm, sentencing, and rehabilitation ratings compared to
non-creative crimes. However, for sinful and evil crimes, there were no significant differences
between creative and non-creative crimes for severity, harm, sentencing, or rehabilitation.

MANOVA analysis revealed that moral valences do have a significant effect on perception of crimes
in terms of severity, harm, sentencing, or rehabilitation (Table 3a). Follow-up post-hoc analysis
showed that crimes with evil moral valence were rated highest across the DVs, followed by sinful
crimes, then ambiguous crimes, with self-interested crimes rated lowest (Table 3b). All paired
comparisons were statistically significant. As proposed by H2a, evil crimes received higher severity,
harm, sentencing, and rehabilitation ratings than all other moral valence conditions. For H2b,
ANOVA analyses revealed that self-interested crimes received the lowest ratings across the DVs,
contrary to the prediction. Ambiguous crimes had the second-lowest ratings, followed by sinful and
evil crimes. All the paired comparisons were significant.
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Role of creativity and moral valence of a crime on its perception

For H3-H6, a salient pattern emerged: there was no effect of creativity on crime on any of the
outcome variables. However, for moral valence, evil crimes received the highest ratings, followed
by sinful, ambiguous, and self-interested crimes. There were some interesting results for the
interaction of creativity and moral valence across all the models. Specifically, non-creative
ambiguous crimes consistently received lower ratings than creative ambiguous crimes for H3-H6,
indicating that creativity increased judgments across all the outcome variables in morally
ambiguous contexts. Similarly, non-creative self-interested crimes received lower ratings than
creative crimes for harmfulness (H4), sentencing (H5), and rehabilitation (H6); however, this effect
was not observed for severity of crime (H3), with creativity and self-interested crimes having no
significant interaction. On the other hand, no significant differences were observed for sinful
crimes. Tables 4–7 display the hierarchical mixed-methods models for these analyses.

Individual differences in perception of crime

The individual difference predictors varied across the four hypotheses. Table 4 displays the mixed-
effects models for severity of crime. When it came to severity of crime (H3), men, individuals with
lower psychopathy but higher binding moral foundations, and those with more perceived legal
knowledge rated crimes more severely. Table 5 displays the mixed-effects models for harmfulness
of crime. Older individuals, men, individuals higher in narcissism and binding moral foundations,
and those with greater perceived legal knowledge perceived crimes as more harmful (H4). Table 6
displays the mixed-effects models for sentencing recommendations of crime. Men, individuals
lower in psychopathy but higher in Machiavellianism, recommended harsher sentences (H5). Table
7 displays the mixed-effects models for rehabilitation recommendations of crime. Individuals with
higher education and stronger binding moral foundations provided higher rehabilitation
recommendations (H6).

The Role of Perceived Legal Knowledge and Moral Valence on Crime
Perception

Along with the main hypotheses, some exploratory analyses were also conducted. The role of
perceived legal knowledge and moral judgment was explored to understand how individuals
perceive crimes (Table 8). Sentencing judgments were primarily influenced by moral valence, with
evil crimes receiving the harshest sentencing recommendations, followed by sinful, ambiguous,
and self-interested crimes. Perceived legal knowledge was associated with reduced sentencing
severity, particularly for evil crimes, indicating that this moderates punitive judgment decisions.
This suggests that individuals who perceived themselves as more knowledgeable about the legal
system recommended less severe punishments when evaluating evil crimes.
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Cross-cultural analysis6

To understand the cultural differences in the perception of crimes based on the outcome variables,
we further performed cross-cultural analysis with the data from the participants in the USA. Similar
to the main analysis, creativity did not have a significant effect on the outcome variables and, for
moral valence, evil crimes received the highest ratings for all the DVs, followed by sinful,
ambiguous, and self-interested crimes.

Table 9 displays final mixed-methods models associated with the outcome variables. Across all
models, country of origin did not significantly predict severity, sentencing, or rehabilitation, but
had a significant effect on harm ratings, indicating that participants from India rated crimes as
more harmful than participants from the United States. Furthermore, even with the introduction of
nationality in the models, gender remained a significant predictor of severity, harmfulness, and
sentencing, but not rehabilitation recommendations. This suggests that regardless of country of
origin, men perceived crimes as more severe and harmful and recommended harsher sentences
than women. Education significantly predicted rehabilitation recommendations, indicating that
participants with higher levels of education provided higher rehabilitation ratings.

Socioeconomic status was only associated with harmfulness ratings. When it came to moral
foundations, higher binding moral foundations were only associated with higher severity and
harmfulness ratings. On the other hand, higher individualizing moral foundations were associated
with higher sentencing recommendations. Perceived legal knowledge was a significant predictor of
both severity and harmfulness ratings, but it did not predict sentencing and rehabilitation
recommendations.

Clustering analysis

A cluster analysis was conducted on participants’ average ratings of crime severity, harmfulness,
sentencing recommendations, and rehabilitation recommendations. Hopkins statistic indicated
excellent cluster structure, suggesting that meaningful clusters were present in the data.
According to the elbow plot and principal component analysis (PCA), a three-cluster solution
seemed appropriate. However, further inspection with the Hubert index and D index indicated that
a two-cluster solution provided the optimal fit to the data (see Figure 6a and 6b).

The resulting clusters differed consistently across all four outcome variables. Participants in Cluster
1 reported lower average ratings of severity (M = 5.99), harmfulness (M = 5.44), sentencing
recommendations (M = 5.24), and rehabilitation recommendations (M = 3.32). In contrast,
participants in Cluster 2 assigned higher ratings of severity (M = 8.07), harmfulness (M = 7.58),
sentencing recommendations (M = 6.62), and rehabilitation recommendations (M = 5.10). Thus,
participants who perceived crimes as more severe and harmful also tended to recommend both
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harsher punishment and greater rehabilitation, whereas those assigning lower severity and
harmfulness ratings also recommended lower levels of punishment and rehabilitation.

A heatmap illustrating the standardized psychological profiles of the two clusters is presented in
Figure 7. To characterize the psychological profiles of the two clusters, independent-samples t-tests
were also conducted on the individual difference variables. Among the Dark Tetrad traits, only
narcissism significantly differed between clusters, with participants in Cluster 2 reporting higher
narcissism scores than those in Cluster 1, t = –2.68, p <.05. No significant differences were
observed for psychopathy, Machiavellianism, or sadism. Participants in Cluster 2 reported higher
scores on individualizing moral foundations, t = –5.13, p <.001; binding moral foundations, t = –
3.58, p <.001; perceived legal knowledge, t = –5.11, p <.001; and creative self-efficacy, t = –2.34, p
<.05, compared to participants in Cluster 1.

Discussion

Initial scholarship on dark creativity used crime as an important domain of investigation, ranging
from novel modus operandi to original ways of causing maximum harm (D. H. Cropley et al., 2008b;
Eisenman, 2010; Gill et al., 2013). Although later research studied how creative and innovative
terrorist attacks were (Logan et al., 2020, 2023), the interaction of criminal behavior with levels of
dark creativity was yet to be examined. In the present study, we aimed to study creative and non-
creative crimes across the AMORAL moral valence range from ambiguous to evil acts (Kapoor &
Kaufman, 2022). Specifically, we investigated how crimes are perceived in terms of seriousness,
harmfulness, sentencing, and rehabilitation judgments.

Contrary to our proposed hypothesis (H1), the results did not support the predicted direction of
perception of creative and non-creative crimes. For instance, creative-ambiguous and creative-self-
interested crimes were judged as more serious, harmful, and received harsher sentences
compared to their non-creative counterparts, suggesting that in some moral contexts creativity
may show a reverse direction, as opposed to our hypotheses, i.e., creativity may increase rather
than decrease negative evaluation of crimes. However, only self-interested creative crimes received
higher creative ratings than non-creative self-interested crimes. Notably, these effects were not
observed for sinful and evil crimes, suggesting that creativity in crimes does not override more
morally reprehensible acts and thereby does not affect overall judgments in these moral contexts.
However, when examining the overall effect of creativity on H3-H6, creativity alone did not predict
crime judgments across all outcome variables. Rather, the effect of creativity was found to be
dependent on the moral valence, reflected by the significant interactions, which suggests that
simply presenting a creative version of a crime is insufficient to alter perceptions once the nature
of the offense is considered.
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Although crime perceptions were not affected by whether a crime was creatively executed or not,
the degree of moral valence in the crime scenario was a strong predictor. Evil crimes were rated as
the most severe and harmful, deserving high sentences and greater rehabilitation as compared to
all others. Although we predicted a linear decrease in harshness of judgements as the level of
moral valence moved from evil to sinful, self-interested, and ambiguous crimes, this was found
only partially. Contrary to predictions, ambiguous crimes received higher ratings compared to self-
interested ones. A possible explanation for this result is similar to the findings by Hester et al.,
(2020) which found that when an actor’s intentions are rooted in moral ambiguity, they were more
likely to be judged immoral; i.e., ambiguity surrounding an act may contribute to more negative
evaluations.

Individual Differences in Crime Perception

Higher Machiavellianism was associated with harsher sentencing, as this trait has been identified
as the strongest Dark Tetrad predictor of punitive attitudes (Clemente et al., 2025). Lower
psychopathy predicted greater perceived crime severity and higher sentencing recommendations.
A recent study examining Dark Tetrad traits (Fino et al., 2025) found that lower psychopathy was
associated with punitive attitudes in the Romanian sample, although they did not observe the
same for the UK sample. Despite this finding, it should be noted that past literature has shown a
positive relationship between psychopathy and punitive attitudes (Amos et al., 2024). This
association found in the present study may reflect the context-specific nature of the judgments,
i.e., an experimental design, as different crime scenarios were evaluated by participants and the
judgments were made in response to those, rather than general attitudes towards a crime.
Narcissism, on the other hand, was only associated with the perception of harmfulness.

Binding moral foundations consistently predicted greater crime severity, perceived harm, and
rehabilitation recommendations, suggesting that individuals who prioritize social order, authority,
and group cohesion evaluate criminal behavior more negatively. The same was observed in the
cross-cultural analysis between Indian (collectivistic, binding) and American (individualistic,
individualising) participants, which suggests that even with differences in cultural background,
individuals with stronger binding moral foundations perceive crimes as more severe and harmful
(Jørgensen & Nilsson, 2026; Silver, 2020). This is partially in line with a study by Silver (2017), which
suggests that people high in binding foundations perceive crime as a violation of group norms and
social order, making them more punitive toward offenders. Similarly, another study found that
binding moral foundations are associated with more punitive orientations, whereas individualizing
foundations are associated with greater leniency (Vaughan et al., 2019); however, our findings
suggest that this relationship may be more nuanced, as stronger binding foundations were
associated with more negative perceptions of crime, which did not translate into harsher
sentencing.
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In general, men judged crimes as more severe and harmful, giving harsher punishments,
compared to women. This particular finding contrasts with previous literature on perceived
severity (Borg & Hermann, 2023) and fear of crime (Schafer et al., 2006), which has consistently
shown that women tend to perceive most crimes as more severe and harmful, and this effect held
for different degrees of crime. However, past work has noted gender differences based on the type
of crime (Chataway & Hart, 2019); for example, men are more likely to perceive white-collar crimes
as more severe than women (Dodge et al., 2013). Furthermore, the role of age suggested that
older individuals also perceived crimes to be more harmful, which is consistent with research on
badness (Borg & Hermann, 2023) and fear of crime (Köber et al., 2022; Russo et al., 2013).

Higher education was associated with greater support for rehabilitation, suggesting that
educational background is associated with greater support towards reform-oriented approaches to
offending. Our finding extends past research which found a similar relationship between higher
education and rehabilitative measures for juvenile offenders (Piquero et al., 2010). Higher
socioeconomic status (SES) was associated with greater perceived harmfulness, although this
effect was not observed across the other outcomes. This contradicts previous findings, given that
previous research on fear of crime has often reported individuals from lower socioeconomic
backgrounds generally reporting greater fear and vulnerability towards crime (Rader et al., 2012).
This distinction may reflect a difference in perception of harm due to personal vulnerability versus
evaluation of harm caused by the crime.

Exploratory Findings

Furthermore, the role of perceived legal knowledge was examined in exploratory analyses to gain
more insight into the role of this factor in crime judgments. Individuals who perceived themselves
as more knowledgeable about the legal system appeared less likely to recommend severe
punishments for evil crimes, which is partially consistent with a study that found that among
laypeople, individuals with greater knowledge of the criminal justice system show less punitive
attitudes; however, it does not translate to actual sentencing decisions (Kääriäinen, 2019).
Kääriäinen (2019) found some mixed directions for the role of knowledge in crime decision-
making; for example, for crimes like street violence it generally showed lower punitiveness,
whereas for sexual abuse it showed harsher punitiveness.

Next, cross-cultural analysis showed that Indian participants perceived the crimes as more harmful
than participants from the United States, which may reflect differences in how the consequences of
criminal behaviour are understood or emphasized across cultural contexts. Perhaps this is because
harmfulness may be a more subjective evaluation of the consequences of an offence, while
severity and sentencing may be more closely tied to shared understandings of wrongdoing and
appropriate punishment.
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Furthermore, the cluster analysis provided a complementary perspective on individual differences
by identifying two broad profiles of crime perception based on participants’ responses. Rather than
suggesting a simple distinction between punishment-oriented and rehabilitation-oriented
individuals, which has been previously studied (e.g., Hoyt et al., 2024; Jonson et al., 2024) the
results indicated that participants differ in their overall evaluations. Participants in cluster 2 viewed
crimes as more severe and harmful and recommended harsher sentences also expressed support
for greater rehabilitation. Thus, participants may not have inverse views of punishments and
rehabilitation but may favour an intervention-based approach to crime, while endorsing both
harsher sentences and greater rehabilitation. Rather than an inverse relationship, higher
sentencing and greater rehabilitation recommendations can be viewed as complementary to one
another.

The psychological profiles provide further insight into this broader evaluative orientation. The
higher-evaluation profile was characterized by stronger moral foundations and greater perceived
legal knowledge, suggesting that higher moral reasoning and higher perceptions of legal
understanding may be relevant to how strongly individuals evaluate criminal behaviour. On the
other hand, the role of dark tetrad traits was limited, suggesting that the role of moral foundations
and legal knowledge may be more important in perceptions of crime, with narcissism being the
only exception.

Strengths, Limitations and Future Directions

A major strength of this paper would be the introduction of the integration of the two domains,
that is, creativity and crime, as this is a new area of research. While previous research has
expanded on variables such as personality, moral foundations, and political orientations, the
current study extends this existing framework by examining whether the creativity of a crime and
how it can consequently influence its perception. This allows for a more nuanced approach to how
perception and judgment associated with a crime are made. Further, we compare whether the
moral valence of a crime also influences this perception, along with creativity, which provides a
moral context to the crime, allowing interaction between these two experimental manipulations.
Our findings related to ambiguous and self-interested crimes suggest that creativity and how it
influences crime may be related to the moral context of the crime. The study, being a novel area of
research, also calls for more refinement if future studies want to further examine the relationship
between creativity and crime perception.

This study is not without limitations. One major limitation of the study was the manipulation and
framing of creative crimes. Although the scenarios were designed to distinguish creative from non-
creative crimes, the creative versions necessarily introduced additional behaviours and details
beyond those present in the non-creative versions; this may have led to a perception of elaboration
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and complexity, rather than an impression of creativity itself. This limitation is particularly relevant
given that creativity did not produce a consistent main effect across the outcome measures.

The subjective nature of the perceived legal knowledge scale is another limitation, as it is not a true
quantification of an individual’s legal knowledge. In future studies, researchers could focus on
context-specific measures of participants’ familiarity with legal contexts (e.g., consumption of true
crime content, (see, Perchtold‐Stefan et al., 2026). Further, since much of past literature also
studied how jurors and judges make judgments associated with crimes, the same can be examined
in the context of creativity and crime.

Conclusion

The relationship between creativity and crime may be more nuanced than it is shown in this study.
The results suggest that the perception of crime may be influenced by more than its
characteristics, but rather, through personal characteristics and individual differences in terms of
moral reasoning and personality traits. One of the aims of this study was to explore whether the
domains of creativity and crime can be interrelated, but also how exactly creativity may play a role
in influencing people’s perception of different types of crimes. While creativity alone may not have
influenced crime perceptions, it showed some significant results when paired with moral contexts.
This highlights the importance of considering creativity alongside the broader context of a crime,
rather than studying it as a standalone characteristic. By introducing creativity into the study of
legal judgments, this research provides a foundation for further investigation into how
characteristics of an offence can shape its perception.

Supporting Information

Supporting information files related to this work can be found here: https://osf.io/cvx2b/files/5qd8c
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Tables and Figures

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and correlations among study variables.

Varia
ble M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Age 23.45 8.53

Gend
er

1.56 0.5 –0.06

Educ
ation 2.99 1.23 .63** –0.02

SES 6.45 1.65 .11** –0.06 .13**

Psych
opat
hy

15.87 6.02 .29** -.16*
*

.35** .18**

Mach
iavelli
anis
m

24.19 4.77 .17** -.13*
*

.18** 0.07 .40**

Narci
ssism 21.66 5.17 .13** -.08* .18** .25** .51** .51**

Sadis
m

18.47 5.88 0.07 -.30*
*

0.05 .14** .66** .42** .42**

Moral
Foun
datio
n-
Care

21.63 5.15 –0.01 .22** 0.02 –0.08 -.10*
*

.17** 0.04 -.10*
*

Moral
Foun
datio‑

https://doi.org/10.1080/07418820100094911
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12713
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n-
Fair 20.84 5 0.04 .13** 0.08 –0.07 –0.06 .19** 0.06 –0.02 .73**

Moral
Foun
datio
n-
Loyal
ty

17.18 5.51 .24** -.11*
*

.22** .10* .31** .28** .29** .18** .39** .40**

Moral
Foun
datio
n-
Auth
ority

18.57 5.02 .11** –0.03 0.02 0.06 .14** .24** .23** .15** .41** .42**

Moral
Foun
datio
n-
Purit
y

18.03 5.45 .14** 0 .10** 0.02 .14** .24** .21** .12** .49** .46**

Indivi
duali
zing
Moral
Foun
datio
ns

42.47 9.45 0.01 .19** 0.05 -.08* -.09* .20** 0.05 –0.07 .93** .93**

Bindi
ng
Moral
Foun
datio
ns

53.78 14.07 .19** –0.06 .13** 0.07 .23** .29** .28** .17** .49** .48**

Creat
ive
Self-
Effica
cy

24.27 5.13 0.07 0.04 .18** .10** 0.05 .14** .31** –0.04 .25** .25**

Perce
ived
Legal
Know
ledge

5.84 2.04 .19** -.08* .27** .25** .35** .14** .33** .21** –0.03 0.02

Sever
ity

7.12 1.46 .12** -.09* .12** 0.07 0.03 .08* .15** –0.01 .15** .17**
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fulne
ss 6.6 1.53 .22**

-.11*
* .22** .17** .13** 0.07 .20** 0.04 .10** .15**

Sente
ncing
Reco
mme
ndati
ons

5.98 1.61 0.01 -.13*
*

–0.03 –0.06 -.13*
*

.09* –0.03 –0.03 .13** .13**

Reha
bilitat
ion
Reco
mme
ndati
ons

4.28 1.83 .13** –0.05 .19** .10** .11** 0.02 .10* 0.01 0.06 .11**

Table 1 (Continued)

Variabl
e

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Moral
Found
ation-
Author
ity

.66**

Moral
Found
ation-
Purity

.66** .68**

Individ
ualizin
g
Moral
Found
ations

.42** .44** .51**

Bindin
g
Moral
Found
ations

.88** .88** .89** .52**

Creativ
e Self-
Efficac
y

.15** .12** .14** .27** .16**
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Legal
Knowle
dge

.24** .15** .18** 0 .21** .15**

Severit
y

.29** .27** .26** .17** .31** .12** .25**

Harmf
ulness .28** .22** .20** .13** .27** .11** .31** .73**

Senten
cing
Recom
menda
tions

0.07 .12** .10** .14** .11** 0.07 0 .41** .25**

Rehabi
litation
Recom
menda
tions

.19** .11** .10** .09* .15** .10** .15** .41** .39** .35**

Note.* p <.05. ** p <.01.

M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively

SES = Socioeconomic status.

Gender was coded as men = 1, women = 2.

Table 2. Repeated-Measures ANOVAs of the outcome variables across moral valences.

Moral
valence

Outcome
Variables F-value

Creative Crimes Non-creative Crimes

Mean SD Mean SD

Ambiguous Severity 25.55** 6.73 2.44 5.75 2.49

Harm 22.26** 5.74 2.5 4.79 2.64

Sentencing 7.86* 5.14 2.52 4.59 2.52

Rehabilitatio
n

3.29 4.02 3.18 3.59 2.88

Self-
interested Severity 14.7*** 6.14 2.31 5.41 2.49

Harm 8.95** 5.22 2.44 4.62 2.69

Sentencing 14.2*** 4.83 2.11 4.18 2.29

Rehabilitatio
n

4.6* 3.32 2.73 2.89 2.49

Sinful Severity 3.7 7.52 2.06 7.2 2.17



29/44

Harm 1.07 7.1 2.4 6.9 2.45

Sentencing 0.14 6.1 2.52 6.17 2.43

Rehabilitatio
n 0.74 4.62 2.9 4.42 2.83

Evil Severity 2.45 9.19 1.42 8.99 1.86

Harm 0.06 9.2 1.43 9.18 1.64

Sentencing 0.55 8.51 2.27 8.37 2.52

Rehabilitatio
n 1.4 5.57 2.89 5.84 2.88

Note. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p < 0.001

Table 3a. Multivariate effect of moral valence on crime evaluations.

Variable Pillai’s Trace F-value

Moral Valence 0.542 106.94***

Severity - 389.2***

Harm - 599.6***

Sentencing - 483.2***

Rehabilitation - 125.1***

Note. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p < 0.001

Table 3b. Pairwise comparisons with mean differences of moral valence categories across
the outcome variables.

Comparison Severity Harmfulness
Sentencing
Recommendations

Rehabilitation
Recommendations

Evil - Sinful 1.73*** 2.19*** 2.31*** 1.18***

Evil - Self-
Interested 3.33*** 4.27*** 3.94*** 2.6***

Evil - Ambiguous 2.86*** 3.92*** 3.58*** 1.89***

Sinful - Self-
Interested 1.6*** 2.08*** 1.64*** 1.42***

Sinful - Ambiguous 1.12*** 1.74*** 1.27*** 0.71***

Ambiguous - Self-
Interested 0.48*** 0.35** 0.37** 0.71***

Note. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p < 0.001
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Table 4. Hierarchical Linear Mixed-Effects Regression Models Predicting Severity Ratings
of the Crimes.

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

Age 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.01

Gender –0.09* –0.12** –0.12** –0.12**

Education 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.02

Psychopathy –0.05 –0.06* –0.07*

Machiavellianism –0.02 –0.06* –0.01

Narcissism 0.08** 0.05 0.05

Sadism –0.05 –0.04 –0.04

Individualizing
Moral Foundations 0.02 0.03 0.02

Binding Moral
Foundations

0.16*** 0.15*** 0.14***

Creative Self-
Efficacy 0.01 0.01

Perceived Legal
Knowledge

0.11*** 0.11***

Creativity –0.1

Moral Valence-
Sinful –0.68***

Moral Valence-
Self-interested

–1.21***

Moral Valence-
Ambiguous –0.98***

Creativity*Sinful 0.01

Creativity*Self-
interested –0.17

Creativity*Ambigo
us

–0.28**

Conditional R-
squared 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.46

Marginal R-
squared

0.01 0.04 0.05 0.32

Note. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p < 0.001
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Table 5. Hierarchical Linear Mixed-Effects Regression Models Predicting Harmfulness
Ratings of the Crimes.

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

Age 0.06* 0.05* 0.05 0.05*

Gender –0.10* –0.13** –0.12** –0.13**

Education 0.07** 0.06* 0.04 0.04

SES 0.07*** 0.06** 0.04* 0.04*

Psychopathy –0.002 –0.02 –0.02

Machiavellianism –0.05* –0.04 –0.04

Narcissism 0.08** 0.07* 0.06*

Sadism –0.04 –0.04 –0.03

Individualizing
Moral Foundations

0.04 0.04 0.04

Binding Moral
Foundations 0.09*** 0.08** 0.08**

Creative Self-
Efficacy

–0.01 –0.01

Perceived Legal
Knowledge

0.11*** 0.11***

Creativity –0.03

Moral Valence-
Sinful

–0.76***

Moral Valence-
Self-interested –1.40***

Moral Valence-
Ambiguous

–1.21***

Creativity*Sinful –0.01

Creativity*Self-
interested

–0.17*

Creativity*Ambigo
us –0.30***

Conditional R-
squared

0.04 0.04 - 0.51

Marginal R-
squared 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.41

Note. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p < 0.001
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Conditional R-squared for model 3 was NA because radnom effect variance between participants
was negligible.

Table 6. Hierarchical Linear Mixed-Effects Regression Models Predicting Sentencing
recommendations of the crimes.

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

Gender –0.15*** –0.18*** –0.18*** –0.18***

Psychopathy –0.12*** –0.13*** –0.13***

Machiavellianism 0.07* 0.06* 0.06*

Narcissism –0.01 –0.03 –0.03

Sadism 0.01 0.02 0.02

Individualizing
Moral Foundations 0.05 0.05 0.05

Binding Moral
Foundations

0.04 0.05 0.05

Creative Self-
Efficacy 0.03 0.03

Perceived Legal
Knowledge

0.02 0.02

Creativity –0.01

Moral Valence-
Sinful

–0.82***

Moral Valence-
Self-interested

–1.27***

Moral Valence-
Ambiguous –1.16***

Creativity*Sinful 0.03

Creativity*Self-
interested –0.22*

Creativity*Ambigo
us

–0.19*

Conditional R-
squared 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.5

Marginal R-
squared

0.01 0.03 0.03 0.32

Note. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p < 0.001
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Table 7. Hierarchical Linear Mixed-Effects Regression Models Predicting Rehabilitation
Recommendations for Crimes.

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

Age 0.01 0 –0.01 –0.01

Education 0.10*** 0.09** 0.08* 0.08*

SES 0.05* 0.04 0.04 0.04

Psychopathy 0.05 0.04 0.05

Machiavellianism –0.05 –0.05 –0.05

Narcissism 0.03 0.01 0.01

Sadism –0.04 –0.04 –0.04

Individualizing
Moral Foundations 0.03 0.03 0.03

Binding Moral
Foundations

0.06* 0.06* 0.06*

Creative Self-
Efficacy 0.03 0.03

Perceived Legal
Knowledge

0.04 0.04

Creativity 0.1

Moral Valence-
Sinful –0.30***

Moral Valence-
Self-interested

–0.74***

Moral Valence-
Ambiguous –0.52***

Creativity*Sinful –0.19

Creativity*Self-
interested –0.24*

Creativity*Ambigo
us

–0.22*

Conditional R-
squared 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.3

Marginal R-
squared

0.02 0.02 0.03 0.13

Note. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p < 0.001
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Table 8. Regression coefficients for the model predicting effect of perceived legal
knowledge on sentencing decisions.

Variable Std. Coefficient

Perceived Legal Knowledge –0.11**

Moral Valence- Sinful –0.81***

Moral Valence- Self-interested –1.38***

Moral Valence- Ambiguous –1.25***

Perceived Legal Knowledge*Sinful 0.14***

Perceived Legal Knowledge*Self-interested 0.19***

Perceived Legal Knowledge*Ambiguous 0.09*

Conditional R-squared 0.49

Marginal R-squared 0.3

Note. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p < 0.001

Table 9. Regression coefficients Linear Mixed-Effects Regression Predicting Severity,
Harmfulness, Sentencing, and Rehabilitation Judgments for cross-cultural comparison.

Variable Severity Harmfulness Sentencing Rehabilitation

Age 0.01 0.04 0.03 –0.01

Gender –0.1* –0.12** –0.18*** –0.06

Education 0 0 0.01 0.09*

SES 0.01 0.05* –0.02 0.05

Country of Origin –0.02 –0.07* 0.03 0

Psychopathy –0.07 –0.03 –0.13*** 0.03

Machiavellianism –0.03 –0.06* 0.06* –0.04

Narcissism 0.05 0.07* –0.04 0.01

Sadism –0.03 –0.02 0.03 –0.03

Individualizing
Moral Foundations

0.04 0.05 0.06* 0.05

Binding Moral
Foundations 0.15*** 0.08** 0.04 0.05

Creative Self-
Efficacy

0.01 0 0.03 0.02

Perceived Legal
Knowledge 0.12*** 0.1*** 0.03 0.04
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Creativity –0.08 –0.01 0 0.09

Moral Valence-
Sinful

–0.68*** –0.74*** –0.83*** –0.31***

Moral Valence-
Self-interested –1.2*** –1.38*** –1.23*** –0.73***

Moral Valence-
Ambiguous

–0.97*** –1.18*** –1.13*** –0.52***

Creativity*Sinful 0 –0.02 0.05 –0.18

Creativity*Self-
interested

–0.2* –0.2* –0.27** –0.24*

Creativity*Ambigo
us –0.28** –0.33*** –0.21* –0.21*

Conditional R-
squared

0.46 0.51 0.49 0.3

Marginal R-
squared 0.32 0.41 0.32 0.13

Note. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p < 0.001
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Figure 1. Interaction plot for mixed-methods models predicting the severity of crimes for
creative and non-creative crimes across the four moral valences.

Figure 2. Interaction plot for mixed-methods models predicting the harmfulness of crimes
for creative and non-creative crimes across the four moral valences.
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Figure 3. Interaction plot for mixed-methods models predicting the sentencing
recommendations for creative and non-creative crimes across the four moral valences.
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Figure 4. Interaction plot for mixed-methods models predicting the rehabilitation
recommendations for creative and non-creative crimes across the four moral valences.
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Figure 5. Interaction plot for sentencing recommendation prediction based on perceived
legal knowledge of individuals across the four moral valences.
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Figure 6a. The Hubert Index graphical method to determine the optimal number of
clusters. The Hubert index is a graphical method of determining the number of clusters. In the
plot of the Hubert index, we seek a significant knee that corresponds to a significant increase in
the value of the measure, i.e the significant peak in the Hubert index second-differences plot.
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Figure 6b. D index graphical method to determine the number of clusters. The D index is a
graphical method of determining the number of clusters. In the plot of the D index, we seek a
significant knee (the significant peak in the D-index second-differences plot) that corresponds to a
significant increase in the value of the measure. 

Based on all the indices and majority rule, the best numbers of clusters was identified to be 2. 
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Figure 7. Heatmap of standardized individual-difference profiles across crime perception
clusters.
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Notes

1 For H3-H6, we have only included the sociodemographic variables that were found to be significant
with the dependent measures in the correlation analysis. The sociodemographics include: age,
gender, education, and socioeconomic status.

2 For H3-H6 and for the RQ1 and RQ2, “legal knowledge” was changed to “perceived legal
knowledge” to reflect the subjective nature of the measure.

3 Full form measures can be found on OSF: https://osf.io/ub8vs/overview?
view_only=fe3f60716b134728b2325b0edc5e3f01

4 In our study, perceived legal knowledge was measured through self-report, rather than structured
assessments of case law, procedural knowledge, or statutory awareness. While prior work (Erickson
et al., 2013; Molotova et al., 2020; Truelove et al., 2021) has used detailed legal knowledge scales,
these may not be directly applicable as our study focuses on subjective perceptions of legal
awareness rather than factual accuracy.

5 The process used for creating the crime scenarios along with the scenarios can be found in the
document uploaded on OSF: https://osf.io/ub8vs/overview?
view_only=fe3f60716b134728b2325b0edc5e3f01

6 Figures associated with the cross-cultural analysis can be found in the Supplementary Figures
document included along with the LifeCycle Journal outcome report submission.

https://osf.io/ub8vs/overview?view_only=fe3f60716b134728b2325b0edc5e3f01
https://osf.io/ub8vs/overview?view_only=fe3f60716b134728b2325b0edc5e3f01
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